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, -
.

 4 , -
, . -
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. . , . -

-
. -

, .

‘Where Russian syntactic zeros start: approaching Finnish’, Topics on the
Ethnic, Linguistic and Cultural Making of the Russian North, (=Slavica
Helsingiensia, 32), Helsinki: Yliopistopaino, 2007, 116-137.

: ’,
, . 2: ,  9, -

: , 2007, 29-37. ( . ).
‘What a difference a verb makes! Russian and Finnish verbless sentences’,
Collocations and Idioms 1: Papers from the First Nordic Conference on
Syntactic Freezes, Joensuu, May 19-20, 2006, Marja Nenonen and Sinikka
Niemi (eds). (=Studies in Languages, University of Joensuu, 41), Joensuu:
Joensuu University Press, 2007, pp. 177-192.

: between Grammar and Dictionary’, East West
Encounter. Second International Conference on Meaning-Text Theory,
Moscow: SCL Publishing House, 2005, pp. 225-236.

, ,
.

‘Finnish and Russian syntactic idioms’, Papers of the Cognitive and Func-
tional Perspectives on Dynamic Tendencies in Languages Conference,
pp. 149-154.

’, -
.

–2007, : , 2007, . 307-309 ( -
. . ).
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, : -
’,

 «  – 2006», -
: , 2006,

c. 166-173. ( . . ).
‘The Case of X TAK X: Typological and Historical Context’, Mechanisms
and Chronology of the Slavicization of Northern Rus’ / Russia (=Slavica
Helsingiensia, 27), Helsinki: Yliopistopaino, 2005, pp. 197-209.

:
» ’, Russian Linguistics, 1, 2005, pp. 1-38.
 A. ).

, -
, ’, , 3, 2004, . 88-107.

 A. )
 « »,

’,
.

-2004, : , 2004. . 335-339.

.

‘Review (Maier, I.: Verbalrektion in den “Vesti-Kuranty” (1600-1660).
Eine historisch-philologische Untersuchung zur mittelrussischen Syntax.
Uppsala, 1997. Maier, I.: Verbalrektion in den “Vesti-Kuranty” (1600–
1660). Teil 2: Die präpositionale Rektion. Uppsala, 2006)’, Russian linguis-
tics, 2007, 31/1, pp. 107-112. ( . ).
‘Review ( , .: 2002, 

 XIX , Uppsala, 232 pp. , .: 2005,

XVIII . Södertörn-Huddinge, 371 pp.)’ Russian linguistics, 2007,
31/1, pp. 97-106.

‘Review ( )’, -
, 2006,  5, c. 149-155. ( . ).

 (
)’ (Linguistically annotated Russian corpora (a

review of the publicly available recourses)’,
: 2003-2005. . :

, 2005, . 31-61. ( . . ).
‘Review (Tronenko, N.: Regularities in the Behavior of Russian Phrasal
Idioms, Bern: Peter Lang, 2003, 298 pp.)’, Russian Linguistics. Vol. 29, No.
3. (December 2005), pp. 409-415. ( . ).
‘Corpus linguistics in Finland: a Resource Survey’, Automatic Documenta-
tion and Mathematical Linguistics, 2003, 37/3, pp. 35-42.

-
, -
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-
.

, -
-

, – ,
-

 (  1996: 104; .  1994).

,  – -
, -

, -
. , -
, -

. , ,
:

There are vast numbers of such memorized fixed expressions; these ex-
tremely crude estimates suggest that their number is about the same order
of magnitude as the single words in the vocabulary. They are hardly a
marginal component in our use of language (Jackendoff 1995: 136).

, , ,
,  « »,

, ,  –  – -
.

,  « » -
, . <…> -

, , -
,  « »

 « »  (  2007: 220).

.

, ,
? (  1997:I, 17 

27-28).

,
, . . -

.
 (  1945,

1947; Weinreich 1969; Makkai 1972; Jackendoff 1995).
. . ,

 – , -
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. ,
-

» ( ), -
:

A syntactic phraseme is a surface–syntactic tree containing no full
lexical nodes (its nodes are labeled with either lexemic variables or
structural words) but possessing a specific signified, having as its
signifier a specific syntactic construction, and a specific prosody,
and featuring as well a specific syntactics’ (Mel' uk 1995 : 215;

.  Mel' uk 1995b).

, :
1. , :

(  – 1),  ( ,
. red herring),  ( .,

)2.
2. :

 ( ,
. best before) vs  ( );

3. , -
:  ( ., ),  ( ., -

:  – ) -
 ( ., . He sort of laughed);

4. :  (= ) ( . kick
the bucket),  (= ) ( , land a job), -

 ( . ham and eggs).

, . .
2x3x3x3=54 ,

, . 2-3 -
 18 :

2  ( )
X
3  ( )
X
3  (  /  / )
= 18 

1 , -
 (  2001: 448-460 .;

 2003: 27-28).
2 -

.  ('
'), -

 (' ').
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 – : ! VS -
!  ( -
) .

: « ,
» ( . ). !

, -
, -

.
. . ,

,
:

. -
-

 ( .  2007 .).  – 
, -

 1980- . -
 ( ., ) -

: :
 ( ) -

 ‘ ’.
, , . . ,

. , -
! -

,  « »
. ; -

,
,

 «  +
. .»  «  + . ». , -

, -
 ( )

 (« -
, -
, » (  2007: 542)). .:

… ( , -
, -

 – ).

, . . ,
,

, -
,

. , -
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- .
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, ,

. , , -
, . . : « , -

» versus « ». ,
-

.
.

.

 vs 

-
, -

.
 « »

.
, . . , ,

. -
-

.

(1) .
! – .

(2) », – .
? ?» – .

(3) :
,  – .

(4) !» – .

 (1-4) ,
.
.

(1) , , , .
 (

, . . ),
,

, . . ( . ,
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 1982). -
, ,

 (
) . ,

, ,  (
.  Tronenko 2003,  2003, 

2005, 2007;  2007, Nenonen 2007 .).
(2)  –  ‘ -

, ’ :
, -

,  ( . * , * ).
,

. . . , , -

.  ( ., -
, « »  2002), 

 ( .
 2001: 23). -

-
.

, ,
,

. . ( .  &  1994,  1996,
 1999,  2001,  &  2002,  2004,

 2004 .).
(3)  /  3) -

,
, -

 ( -
,

. . ). -
-

, .
,  (

) , ,
,  ( .  & 

2004;  2005 .;  2006;  &  2008; -
 2008 .).

,  (4)
.

. -
,

,
: , . .

-
. -
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 1950 – . 1960- .
 ( .  1958, 1960;  1960/2002; -

 1964;  1974;  &  1984; Paillard &
 1993;  1996;  1997;  1999; -

 &  2002;  2006, 2007 ;  2007 .).
,  (1-4) . . -

, : -
. -

. -
 ( -

.)  ( ! )
.  ( )

,
-

 ( . 3).
, , -

, ,
 ( .  1954). ,

,
 3), , – -

 ( -
 1  2). -

.
» (  1960/2002) « »

(Fillmore, Kay 1992 .), « » (Mel' uk 1995a-b
.).

. .  (syntactic phrase-
mes/idioms).

-
,

. , . . ,
,  « -

»,  «  +  + »;
 2000: 143 ).  ( ,

2003;  2004)  « » (
 2003, 209);  (  2004, 275)), 
» (  2003: 209;  2004: 275). -
, -

3 . . . . -
 (2008), -

.
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, .
.

(5)  – -
? – , .

. ).
(6) ? (

. ).
(7) , ,

. ( .  34840).

, -
)

. .
, , . . . -

,  5-6, 
. ,

 (  6-7). , -
,  «  +

 + Verbum finitum», «  +  + Verbum finitum» . . -
:

 ( . sort of), -
:

:
: 1. ‘ ’: .

2. ‘ , ,
N’ (  N – -

 ‘ ’,  ‘ ’
. .):  (- ) .

: 1: ;
2: ; -

 (  -
).

,
,

, ,
. ,

-
:

-
.

 « » , ,
» , -

 «  +  + Vf», «  +  +
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Vf» . . (
. .  (2007)).

 2). , :
,

. ., , -
 ‘ ’. -

, -
. . , -

-
, . -

, , -
.

,

, : -

 ( , ). 
-

, .

(8) , , ,
, , ,

 (« », 23.07.2003. 
.  www.echo.msk.ru/programs/beseda/22851).

,  ( , -
) ,

 ( , , -
, .) – .

, -
.  (

) -
, .

, , -
. , -

,
, -

 ( onstru ticon; . Goldberg 2000, Schultze-Berndt 2002), -
 (collostructions; . Stefanowitsch & Gries 2003). 

 ( -
, ),  –  (

).  (  –
!)

, -
. -
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, , -
. , -

 « », -
.

An idiom is what we beat
Chomsky with (D. Hays, .
Mel' uk 1995a: 167)

, . . , -
:
-

 ( .  Fraser 1970; Machonis 1985; Tronenko
2003). , -

.
, , -

.
, -

, -
.

, ,
, -

, , , -
. -

, -
. , -

 ( -
. Penttilä 2006, 23-63).

 (CxG)

,  Construction Grammar (CxG),
.

 1970- . , .  (Fillmore & Kay 1992; Fillmore
& Kay 1999; Kay 1998), . – . .

 ( . Fried & Östman 2004; www.constructiongrammar.org). 
 CxG :

The major motivation for Construction Grammar (CG) is the need to de-
velop a system of grammatical description in which the marked construc-
tions (more or less 'idiomlike' forms of expressions) are represented in the
same formal system as the regular, 'core' patterns or rules (Kay, 1998: 1).

17



:

The original representation system for Construction Grammar (CG)
was a system that represents constructions (items of Grammar) and
constructs (items of language: sentences phrases and words) in 'box
diagram', which depict constituent structure as nested boxes, with
the syntactic, semantic lexical and phonological information asso-
ciated with each constituent written in the box representing that
constituent (Kay 1998: 2).

 (Fillmore et al. 1998):

 « »  « »,
,

;
, -

, , ;
-

;
,

.

, , – -
:

The construction grammarian is required to develop an explicit sys-
tem  representation, capable of encoding economically and with-
out loss of generalization, all the constructions (or patterns) of the
language, from most idiomatic to the most general (Fillmore&Kay
1999:1).

, , -
: ,

, , .
What's X doing Y (What’s he

doing washing a car?).

18



-
, let

alone, What's X doing Y, the X-er the Y-er (the more the better) .
,

 (Fillmore&Kay 1999:9)4:

encoding / decoding idioms (  / ):
kick the bucket / bright red;
grammatical / extragrammatical idioms (  / -

): bitten the dust / by and large;
substantive / formal idioms (  / -

): kick the bucket / THE bigER … THE bettER;
idioms with and without pragmatic point (  / 

): How do you do?  / THE bigER …THE
bettER.

,
,

, -

.
, -

, .
» CxG ,

4 , . . -
. ,

 ( . Penttilä 2006).

19



. , ,  (Lakoff 1987).
, . there,

 CxG. -
. .  (Goldberg 1995, 2006), -

 CxG.
, . -

 CxG (Radical Construction Grammar), -
-

: . ,
,

 (Croft 2002).
, -

, -
 CxG . . , -

 – 
,  (Usage-based model, . ).

 vs 

“Grammar is conceptualization” – -
.  (Langacker l998).

-
, -

, -
 (Lindström 2004), -

.
,

, . ,
 – , -

, – -
. ,

,
.

,
,  –

, .

As a term referring to a framework within which to account for
language phenomena, it refers to that part of the study of language
which focuses on how grammatical forms and constructions arise,
how they are used, and how they shape the language…It therefore
highlights the tension between relatively unconstrained lexical
structure and more constrained syntactic, morphosyntactic, and
morphological structure (Hopper & Traugott, 1993: 1).

,
,

20



 « » ( . ).

,
 ( )  ( . -

 (Lindström 2004,  2005, Penttilä 2006), 
).

 ( )

, -
,

 –  – . -
 ( .  Campbell & Janda 2000),

, , -
, :

Grammaticalization is a process leading from lexemes to gram-
matical formatives. A number of semantic, syntactic and phono-
logical processes interact in the grammaticalization of morphemes
and of whole constructions (Lehmann, 1982: x).

, , -
,

,
.

,
, . -

 ( : Bybee et al. 1994; .  Heine & Kuteva 2002).

Source determination. The actual meaning of a construction that en-
ters into grammaticalization uniquely determines the path which such
grammaticalization follows, and consequently the resulting grammati-
cal meanings.
Unidirectionality. The path taken by grammaticalization is always
from less grammatical to more grammatical.
Universal paths. From (1) and (2) (or perhaps from (1) alone—?!), it
follows that there are universal paths of grammaticalization.
Retention of earlier meaning. Semantic nuances of a source construc-
tion can be retained long after grammaticalization has begun.
Consequences of semantic retention. From (3) and (4), it follows that
attested forms can be used (in order to attempt) to reconstruct earlier
stages of a language.
Semantic reduction and phonological reduction. Semantic reduction
is paralleled by phonetic reduction, this yielding a “dynamic coevolu-
tion of meaning and form” (p. 20).
Layering. The rise of new markers is not contingent on the loss or dys-

21



function of its predecessors.
Relevance. The more semantically relevant a grammatical category is
to a stem, the more likely it is that it will develop into an affix.

 (degrammaticalization) . -
 (Lehmann 1982; .  Ramat 1992) 

, -
, -

 ( ). . , -
,

 ( -
 (« -

»)  « »,
 (Norde 2003). ,

-
5,

. teen, fourteen
. bus, . omnibus. ( . Willis,

2007).
ismi / , . .

(9)  Ismit tulevat ja menevät, ja aika harva ismi jää pysyvästi käyttöön.
 (H. Jokinen, Muutoksen johtaminen ja inhimillinen pääoma)

,
.

(10) , ,
». ( . . )

 (syntactic reanalysis)

, -
, . .

(reanalysis is a) change in the structure of an expression or class of
expressions that does not involve any immediate or intrinsic modi-
fication of its surface manifestation (Langacker 1977: 59).

-
 ( . Heine et al. 1991; Hopper Traugott

1993; Givon 1993). .  (Haspelmath
1998), . -

5 -
(Ramat 2001)  (Himmelman 2004).

22



-
 ( : 327):

Grammaticalisation
loss of autonomy/substance
gradual
unidirectional
no ambiguity
due to language use

Reanalysis
no loss of autonomy/ substance
abrupt
bidirectional
ambiguity in the input structure
due to language acquisition

, , -

., : Langacker 1977, Timberlake 1977, Harris & Campbell. 1995;
Björn 2001, 2003;  2002; Roberts 2007; Willis 2008).

,
, .

 –  – -
, ,

 –  –  (
. ),

, -
. ,

.
,  « »,

,
. .

: -
,

, . .
.

, -
, ,

, -
:  (  –

 – ).
. .

, , , « -
» ( ), -

.
 ( ,

Läpikulku kieletty ’). :
,

 – .
, -

, .
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, -
. -

, , -
, :

.
 – -

 – -
, -

,  ( ., ) -
, -

. , , -
,

.
,
,

, , -
. , -

, , -
 ( ., - )

 ( ., !).

VS

.  “Tout ce qui est diachronique dans la langue ne
l’est que par la parole” (Saussure 1972: 138) -

, .  « »
. . ) ,

. -
-

, .
,

. -
-

,
, .

, -
 (

 Croft 2000: 42-86).

,

, usage-based model / approach,
.  1980  (Langacker 1987, 1988). -

, .  « »,
:

Substantial importance is given to the actual use of the linguistic
system and a speaker’s knowledge of this use; the grammar is held

24



responsible for a speaker’s knowledge of the full range of linguistic
conventions, regardless of whether these conventions can be sub-
sumed under more general statements. <…> (It is – ) a non-
reductive approach to linguistic structure that employs fully articu-
lated schematic networks and emphasizes the importance of low-
level schemas (Langacker 1987: 494).

-
, -

 ( .
Langacker 2000).

1.  (vs )
-

,
.

2.  (vs )

, .

: -
 ( ., -

),  ( ., -
, . .).

3.  (vs )
,

, ad hoc.
, -

.  «
» ( )

, .

. ,
. . .

 ( . Kemmer & Barlow, 2000).

the intimate relation between linguistic structures and instances of use
of language;
the importance of frequency;
comprehension and production as integral, rather than peripheral, to the
linguistic system;
focus on the role of learning and experience in language acquisition;
linguistic representations as emergent, rather than stored as fixed enti-
ties;
importance of usage data in theory construction and description;

25



the intimate relation between usage, synchronic variation, and dia-
chronic change;
the interconnectedness of the linguistic system with non-linguistic
cognitive systems;
the crucial role of context in the operation of the linguistic system.

-
 (Kemmer & Barlow, 2000),  (Kemmer &

Israel 1994; Israel 1996; Barlow 2000; Kemmer & Barlow 2000a .).

.  „Sprachwandel. Von der unsichtbaren Hand in
der Sprache” (Keller 1990). 

 « » -
 ( , ,

). « »

, , ,
, ). -

; , -
. , .

Eine invisible-hand-Erklärung erklärt ihr Explanandum, ein
Phänomen der dritten Art, als die kausale Konsequenz individueller
Handlungen, die mindestens partiell ähnliche Intentionen
verwirklichen (Keller 1990: 96-97).

. . , -
.

,
,

. -
: , -
 ( , , -

). -
, ,

.
, , -

, -
:

Rede so, daß du sozial erfolgreich bist, bei möglichst geringen
Kosten (Keller 1990: 138).

26



, , -
. , ,

. . , -
: -

. , , -
, , , -

 « » .
»

, ) -
.

6

Corpus linguistics doesn’t mean
anything (N. Chomsky, Cf. An-
dor 2004: 97)

-
. ,

,
 ( . Grondelaers et al. 2007). 

,
, .

 « »
:

1 = ,
.

2 = . 2 -
1.

-
. , -

,
»,
»

»:

Specifically, the spectrum of corpus linguistics ranges from ‘cor-
pus-informed’ research (in which the corpus is used as a collection
of natural examples) to ‘corpus-based’ approaches (in which cor-
pora are analysed quantitatively and qualitatively on the basis of

6  ( ,  2008).
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theoretical preconceptions, possibly in conjunction with noncorpus
data) as well as to ‘corpus-driven’ approaches (in which an entirely
corpus-generated model of language is envisaged) (Mukherjee
2004: 115;  Tognini-Bonelli 2001: 65-100; Aarts 2002).

,
, -

, -
. -
,

: , -
, , ,

, -
. , -

: -
, , -

,  /
.

-
. -

,  – -
,  « -

» .
: , -

, ,
 « », . , , -

, : -
, , -

, ,  – -
.

I don’t think there can be any corpora, however large, that contain
information about all of the areas of English lexicon and grammar
that I want to explore. <..> (but) every corpus I have had the chance
to examine, however small, has taught me facts I couldn’t imagine
finding out any other way (Fillmore 1992, 35).

,
. ,

, , , -
.

, -
. ,

 ( , -
) :

28



, ,
. . -

. , -

. -
-

, , -
, . ,

, , -
 ( . , .

, . , . . , . . . .).
-

 Corpora-List (http://mailman.uib.no/listinfo/corpora). -
. ,

. :

Corpus linguistics doesn’t mean anything. It’s like saying <…>
suppose physics and chemistry decide that instead of relying on ex-
periments, what they’re going to do is take videotapes of things
happening in the world and they’ll collect huge videotapes of eve-
rything that’s happening and from that maybe they’ll come up with
some generalizations or insights (Andor 2004: 97).

. , -
, ,

. , , -
, -

, , . -
, -

 “A Grammar of Speech” (Brazil 1995)  “Pattern
Grammar” (Hunston & Francis 2000). ,  “Linear Unit
Grammar” (Sinclair & Mauranen 2006) 

.

, -
. , -

, ,
,

.
,

:
, -

, ,
,

, -

29



, . -
. -

:

The principle of idiom is that a language user has available to him
or her a large number of semi-preconstructed phrases that constitute
single choices, even though they might appear to be analysable into
segments (Sinclair 1991: 105).

,
, , -

, ,
, -

. , ,
, -

 « ad hoc», -
,

, . .

All methods have their limitations, but question is not: Do they
(corpus methods – MK) tell us everything we want to know about
phraseology? (Clearly no.) But are they better than trying to dis-
cover patterns by introspection? (Clearly yes) (Stubbs 2006, 328).

,
(corpus-based research).

,  (c .
www.ldc.upenn.edu; .  & 
2005;  &  2006; Mustajoki 2006;  2008, -

. Korpuslingvistiikan työpaja 2002; Kopotev 2003).
, -

.

Case study

, , -
, ,

. ,
,

, .
.

, , , , – 
, -

. -
. . case studies:

30



A case study is one, which investigates <…> to answer specific
questions that seeks a range of different kinds of evidence, and
which has to be abstracted and collated to get the best possible an-
swers to the research questions (Gillham 2000 1-2).

, , -
, -

. , , -
, , – -

.
,

),
,

.

 vs 

,
, -

.
 (Gauthiot 1908–1909, Meillet 1906–1908, Décsy

1967, Kiparsky 1969, Timberlake 1974, L’Hermitte 1979,  1979) 
. -

 –  – .
,

 (Dahl & Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2001;
 Stassen 2001), -

 (Nuorluoto 2006, 2008). 
-

, ,
(Künnap 1997,  2003,  2007).

 « »

. -
, , ,

, -
.

,
, , , -

, , – ,
,

.

31



, .
1. , -

 « » , -
, -

. -
, ,

.
2. -

,  “loses in
autonomy by becoming more subject to constraints of the linguistic system”
(Lehmann 2004: 154). ,  (

) ,
, ,

. -

, . -

,
, -

, .
3. ,  – ,

, ,
, -

. -

 – » 7.

, -
-

.

. -

, -
, , -

.
 ( , , -

7 -
,

. .  (1973).
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. -

, -
 – -

. -
,

. , -
,

,
.
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What a difference a verb makes!  
Russian and Finnish verbless sentences1

1. Introduction 

Much has been written about compound lexical expressions with transformational 
restrictions on syntax (e.g. lexical idioms such as He kicked the bucket that do not 
allow passivization: *The bucket was kicked by him) or restrictions on word 
combination (e.g. collocations such as a serious illness, not *a strong illness). The 
present paper focuses on idiomatic expressions, which function as complete 
sentences. As such they belong to a separate class of linguistic phenomena 
alternately called constructions (Lakoff 1987), formal idioms (Kay and Fillmore 
1999), or syntactic phrasemes (Mel’ uk 1995a). (1) and (2) are examples of such 
constructions in English, which have been extensively studied already: 

(1) The What’s X Doing Y? constructions (What am I doing reading the paper? Kay and 
Fillmore 1999) 

(2) The there constructions (There’s Harry with his red hat on; Lakoff 1987)

A plausible definition of a syntactic phraseme can be found in (Mel’ uk 1995a, 
215, see also Mel’ uk 1995b):  

“A syntactic phraseme is a surface-syntactic tree containing no full lexical nodes (its 
nodes are labeled with either lexemic variables or structural words) but possessing a 
specific signified, having as its signifier a specific syntactic construction, and a 
specific prosody, and featuring as well a specific syntactics.” 

1 The author thanks A. Nikunlassi, E. Penttilä, and participants of prof. A. Mustajoki’s 
seminar, as well as the two anonymous reviewers for their comments on the drafts of the 
article.
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By expanding this definition, the subject of the present paper can be described as 
complete, non-elliptical context-free verbless sentences that have variables and 
specific pragmatic or semantic features, and are non-compositional in their nature. 
Specifically this paper deals with three pairs of structurally similar Russian and 
Finnish sentences that are traced back to the absence of a verb. Although 
considerable morphological differences between the two languages are here 
ignored, these sentences are formed with the absence of the following verbs (3-5): 

The copula byt’/olla ‘to be’ 

(3) Okno slomano – Ikkuna rikki (lit. ‘The window Øcop broken’) 

The full-meaning verb byt’/olla ‘to be located/to have’ 

(4) Mama zdes’ – Äiti täällä (lit. ‘Mother Øbe here’) 

Some full-meaning verbs (dat’/antaa ‘to give’, peremestit’(sja)/siirtää(siirtyä) ‘to 
move (yourself)’, podnjat’/nostaa ‘to raise’, etc.)

(5) Ruki vverx! – Kädet ylös! (lit. ‘Øv hands up’) 

Both the Russian and Finnish languages have sentences without finite verbs in their 
surface structures. This is the result of different types of ellipsis (gapping, 
pragmatic and syntactic ellipsis, and the like) that have, in general, strong 
contextual motivation (Hakulinen 1978). However, this paper does not deal with 
such phenomena – rather, it presents some other syntactic structures that are 
diachronically derived from full verbal sentences and can be used without strong 
contextual support in contemporary Russian and Finnish. Thus, the questions to be 
answered are: 

• Which of these phenomena are identified as constructions, e.g. idiomatic 
syntactic units? 

• What is the difference between Russian and Finnish, if any?  
• Are there similar processes of idiomatization in the two languages which have 

caused the appearance of similar constructions? 
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2. Russian verbless sentences 

2.1. The Russian Øcop sentences 

The Russian language differs from other Indo-European languages in that it has a 
huge number of sentences without a finite verb form. Indeed, these sentences are 
usually considered a distinguishing feature of the Russian language and described 
inside out (see e.g. Širjaev 1967, Chvany 1975, Babby 1980, Švedova 1980, 
Niemensivu 1991, McShane 2000). The most typical and frequent of them are the 
Øcop sentences (6).2

(6) Okno slomano (window.NOM Øcop broke.PCP.PASS.PAST) ‘The window [is] broken’ 

However, the Russian Øcop may be considered a part of the morphological 
paradigm of the copula, where it functions as the present tense form (cf. 7-9). 

(7) Okno slomano ‘The window Øcop.PRAES broken’
(8) Okno bylo slomano ‘The window was broken’
(9) Okno budet slomano ‘The window will be broken’

There are no Russian constructions with Øcop where Ø-features cannot be 
described in morphological terms. This means that there is no specific syntactic 
construction where the Øcop is applicable as an inherent part of it. It is freely used 
in all sentences that have the position of Cop.PRAES. In formulating the 
morphological rule, one can say that the standard expression of the Russian 
‘Cop.PRAES’ is a zero and – in a few cases – est’/sut’3 (Apresjan 1995: 518-521). 
On the contrary, the usage of est’/sut’ is highly restricted and depends on certain 
constructions (Cf. *Okno est’ slomano ‘The window is broken’). In fact, some 
stylistic difference can be seen between (10) and (11), but the stylistic feature, 
nevertheless, does not belong to the Ø sentences. In other words, there are no 
syntactic restrictions on the usage of the Øcop.

(10) Sotsrealizm – umenie hvalit’ nachal’stvo v dostupnoj dlya nego forme
‘The Socialist realism Øcop a way to praise authorities in a manner they can 
understand’ 

2 Øcop sentences are the most frequent type of VP-lacking structures in many languages all 
over the world (see Stassen 1994).  
3 The form sut’ is diachronically ‘be.PRAES.PL.P3’, but it is now a stylistic variant of est’ 
‘be.PRAES’, unmarked both by number and person. 
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(11) Sotsrealizm est’ umenie hvalit’ nachal’stvo v dostupnoj dlya nego forme 
‘The Socialist realism is a way to praise authorities in a manner they can understand’ 

2.2. The Russian Øbe sentences 

A second frequently used group of Russian verbless sentences are those lacking the 
verb  ‘to be’ in its full lexical meaning. They have the following features:  
• They are highly frequent in all types of discourse without any pragmatic 

restrictions.
• They can be considered a part of the morphological paradigm of the verb BE,

cf.:

(12) Mama zdes’ ‘Mother Øbe.PRAES here’
(13) Mama byla zdes’ ‘Mother was here’
(14) Mama budet zdes’ ‘Mother will be here’ 

But in contrast to the Øcop, Øbe cannot be counted only as a morphological form 
because a certain meaning is connected to the constructions with Øbe that differs 
them from “full” analogues and the reconstruction of the BE verb is often 
impossible. According to their semantics, they can be sorted out into several 
primary types, which are described below.  

The type ‘inalienable or actual possession’

(15) U nego temnye volosy (at he.GEN Øbe dark.NOM hair.NOM) ‘He [has] dark hair’ 

Structure: PP (U+N/PRO.GEN) + NP (N.NOM)
Meaning:  Inalienable or actual possession 
Pragmatics:  —4

There are several semantic kinds of inalienable or actual possession; all of them 
can be expressed with this sentence type:  

4 This denotes that the construction has no special pragmatic restrictions.  
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• an actual possession (U nego/mal’ ika novyj galstuk ‘He/The boy [has] a new 
tie on’) 

• a part of a body (U nego/mal’ ika temnye volosy ‘He/The boy [has] dark hair’);  
• a mental characteristic (U nego/mal’ ika horošaja pamjat’ ‘He/The boy [has] a 

good memory’); 
• an emotional experience (U nego/mal’ ika gore ‘He/The boy [is] in 

mourning’); and 
• a corporal defect, affliction (U nego/mal’ ika gripp ‘He/The boy [has] 

influenza’). 

In fact, the Russian language draws a fine distinction between constructions with 
and without BE (16-17), but there is no room to discuss this here (see Arutjunova 
1976, Chvany 1985). Cf.: 

(16) U nego novyj galstuk ‘He has a new tie on’ 
(17) U nego est’ novyj galstuk ‘He has got a new tie’ 

The type ‘localization of the subject’ 

(18) Stul u stola (chair.NOM Øbe at table.GEN) ‘The chair [is located] near the table’ 

Structure: NP (N.NOM) + AdvP/PP (with the meaning of ‘place’)  
Meaning:  Localization of a subject (‘Where is X?’) 
Pragmatics:  —  

This type seems to be less idiomatic and has no verbal counterpart (19): 

(19) *Stul est’ u stola (chair.NOM be.PRAES at table.GEN)

The type ‘determination of the subject’ 

(20) U stola stul (at table.GEN Øbe chair.NOM) ‘There [is] a chair at the table’ 

Structure: AdvP/PP (having the meaning of ‘place’) + NP (N.NOM)
Meaning:  Determination of a subject (‘What is in a specified place?’) 
Pragmatics:  — 
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In addition to Øbe, another distinguishing feature of this type is connected with the 
communication status of the NP. Roughly speaking, the element N.NOM (or its 
daughter) must be in the communicative focus and the clause as a whole describes 
the localization of an object in a particular place. Once again, some semantic 
differences between verbal/verbless sentences are not discussed here (cf. 21-22). 

(21) U stola stul ‘There [is] a chair at the table’ 
(22) U stola est’ stul ‘There is.EMPHASIS a chair at the table’ 

2.3. The Russian Øv sentences 

The constructions of this type are mostly used in colloquial speech and have – 
unlike the previous two – no morphological paradigm. 

Structure: NP + NP/AdvP/PP (‘direction’)  
Meaning ‘movement’ 
Pragmatics:  Colloquial speech 

A typical manifestation at the right periphery of the sentence is a NP (with the 
dative case), a PP or an AdvP with directive meaning. Primarily, it has a meaning 
of ‘physical direction’ (23): 

(23) Ja v les (I.NOM Øv to forest.ACC) ‘I [am going] into the forest’ 

However, it can be used metaphorically, as a conduit metaphor (24):

(24) Ja emu v otvet (I.NOM Øv he.DAT in response) ‘I [spoke] to him in response’ 

It can also be used metonymically: moving (part of) the body (25): 

(25)  Ja emu po licu (I.NOM Øv he.DAT to face.DAT) ‘I [slapped] his face’5

5 An interesting and undiscussed matter is the question of the semantic tense in the 
constructions under consideration. They are separated onto two groups which are best 
translated into English using different tense forms. 
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Thus, three types of Russian verbless sentences are generated by different 
mechanisms, building on different levels of language structure. 

• The Øcop sentences in modern Russian are not idiomatic. They have neither 
syntactic constraints nor semantic non-compositionality. Øcop is a 
pragmatically neutral morphological zero form. Rather, the nonzero 
manifestation of the copula has some pragmatic features. 

• Øbe is a marker of several types of constructions. They are pragmatically 
neutral but semantically non-compositional. Øbe constructions should be 
defined as formal idioms with semantic constraints.  

• Øv is a marker of both pragmatic and semantic phrasemes. Øv constructions 
are formal idioms with pragmatic and semantic constraints. 

3. Finnish verbless sentences6

First of all, it must be pointed out that Finnish expressions can be described in quite 
a different way. Unlike Russian, all three types of Finnish verbless sentences have 
a closer connection to their full verbal representation and have stronger restrictions 
on their usage. The corresponding verbal sentences (including those with present 
tense) are possible in nearly all circumstances (except in some cases validly 
specified in the comments). In almost all cases, the absence of a verb form is 
possible in a frame that can be called the motivation frame, which means that the 
main goal of the speaker is to motivate the listener to do (or not to do) something. 
This frame causes several types of usage with slight differences between them 
(announcements, ads, orders etc.) (26-28). The details are discussed below. 

(26) Läpikulku kielletty ‘Passage Øcop forbidden’ 
(27) Uutuudet myymälöissä ‘New stock Øbe in the shops’ 
(28) Kädet ylös ‘Øv hands up’ 

6 The following constructions are beyond the scope of my attention here: 1) a “status 
construction,” or “nominativus/partitivus absolutus,” for example, Me kuuntelimme laulua 
korvat hörössä; ‘We were listening to a song, ears [are cocking] up’ (see more Ikola 1970: 
50, Hakulinen et al. 2004: 837-838); 2) “telegraphese” phrases such as sairastunut ‘[I am] 
fallen + ill’ (Tesak, Ahlsén, Györi, Koivuselkä-Sallinen, Niemi, and Tonelli 1995); and 3) 
newspaper headlines such as Martti Ahtisaari Moskovassa ‘Martti Ahtisaari [is] in 
Moscow’ (Hakulinen et al. 2004: 840). The last ones are, actually, close in form to the 
constructions in question, but all the types are, nevertheless, outside of the structures listed 
here as it is unclear whether they are complete sentences. 
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3.1. The Finnish Øcop sentences 

Several constructions can be noted where the absence of the copula is a standard 
practice in Finnish. The most frequently used types are in use in written (rather 
official) announcements,7 ads and the like (29).

(29) Ikkuna rikki (window.NOM Øcop broken.ADV) ‘The window [is] broken’,  

Structure: NP + Participle/ Predicative Adv 
Meaning: A noun (‘artifact or action’) having a feature caused by 

somebody’s activities 
Pragmatics: Written (rather official) announcements 

It is common knowledge that there are no morphological animate/inanimate 
markers in Finnish. However, a variable N in the NP is usually a noun designating 
an inanimate object, most commonly a verbal noun (30) or an artifact (31). Use of 
nouns that denote a living creature or its body part is more restricted (32). 
However, in general, the list of variables is being extended.  

(30) Läpikulku kielletty (passage.NOM Øcop forbidden.PCP)
‘The passage Øcop forbidden’ 

(31) Johto poikki (wire.NOM Øcop broken.ADV) ‘The wire [is] broken’ 
(32) ?Käsi poikki (hand.NOM Øcop broken.ADV) ‘The hand [is] broken’

Another constraint is that qualitative adjectives (such as red, interesting, etc.) are 
not allowed in this construction (33), while predicative adverbs go well (34). Cf.: 

(33) *Ikkuna rikkinäinen (window.NOM Øcop broken.ADJ.NOM)
(34) Ikkuna rikki (window.NOM Øcop broken.ADV) ‘The window [is] broken’8

7 I cannot help citing a fragment from a Finnish novel where a girl reflects upon a posted 
notice that she sees for the first time.  
Koirien ulkoilutus piha-alueella ehdottomasti kielletty ‘Walking dogs [is] absolutely 
forbidden in the yard.’ [She thinks about the official coldness of the sign and proposes a 
warmer alternative, where, among other changes, a verb plays its role.]: Hyvä
koiranomistaja: ethän ulkoiluta lemmikkiäsi lasten leikkipaikalla, kiitos! ‘Dear dog owner! 
Do not walk your pet on the kids’ playing ground. Thank you!’ (Meripaasi 2002: 6-7). 
8 In general, the whole class of the Finnish puhki-type predicative adverbs (such as puhki
‘[wear] away, out’, poikki ‘in two’ etc. (Hakulinen et al. 2004: 931-932)) can be used in the 
sentences of that type.  
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The last constraint lies in the pragmatic area. It restricts the uses of the construction 
to announcements only. Accordingly, it cannot be used in indirect speech as an 
embedded clause (35). 

(35) *Hän sanoi, että tuolla läpikulku kielletty *’he/she.NOM say.PAST.P3 that there 
passage.NOM Øcop forbidden.PCP’

3.2 The Finnish Øbe sentences9

The type of ‘location of an object’

(36) Uutuudet myymälöissä (novelty.PL.NOM Øbe shop.PL.INE) ‘New stock [is] in the 
shops’ 

Structure: NP.NOM + AdvP/PP (‘place’)  
Meaning:  Location of an object and indirect motivation (‘Where is 

something that you may need?’) 
Pragmatics: Advertisements and announcements 

The meaning of these constructions may change depending on the pragmatic 
context. Of course, the direct meaning of the sentence is about the location of the 
NP’s referent. But at the same time, an advertisement motivates a consumer to 
make a purchase, and if the sentence is used to motivate rather than to inform, that 
motivation is then also a part of the meaning of the construction.  

The type of ‘location of a person’ 

(37) Äiti tässä (mother.NOM Øbe here.ADV) ‘Mother [is] here’ 

This type has two variants that differ in question/declarative modes only. 

Structure: NP (N/WH-words) + AdvP/PP (‘place’) 
Meaning: Location of a person (‘Where is somebody?’) 
Pragmatics: Dialogue (usually one-to-one communication) 

9 Actually, the Øcop and Øbe types are not strongly separated. A sentence like Vahtimestari 
sairaslomalla ‘The janitor [is] on the sick list’ can be placed among both types.  
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The following examples show that inanimate nouns (38) and non-locative 
modifiers (39) sound less natural but are possible at least in some fixed expressions 
(40). The only reason for this is that they come into conflict with the meaning of 
the constructions. 

(38) ? ?Kirja pöydällä (book.NOM Øbe table.ADE)
(39) ?Minä kunnossa (I.NOM Øbe OK.ADV)
(40) Lääkäri tavattavissa (doctor.NOM Øbe available.ADV) ‘The doctor [is] available’ 

One more feature that can be described follows from the pragmatic specifications: 
the default interpretation demands a first-person meaning regardless of whether the 
NP constitutes a first person or not (41). 

(41) Äiti tässä (mother.NOM Øbe here.ADV) means ‘I [am] here’ 

The pragmatic feature constitutes the restriction on using these sentences (at least 
prosodically unmarked) in indirect speech, e.g. as embedded clauses (42).  

(42) *Hän sanoi, että äiti tässä. (*he/she.NOM say.PAST.P3 that mother.NOM Øbe
here.ADV)

However, it is possible to use direct speech in the disguise of indirect speech as in 
(43), where there are both markers of indirectness (että ‘that’) and of directness 
(minä ‘I’).

(43) Hän sanoi, että ”minä tässä”. (*he/she.NOM say.PAST.P3 that I.PRO.1.SG Øbe
here.ADV)

The type ‘astonished establishment of a fact’ 

(44) Komeat kengät sinulla (nice.NOM.PL shoe.NOM.PL you.ADE) ‘You [have] nice 
shoes’

Structure: NP1 (Adj + N.NOM) + AdvP/NP2 (N.AD)
Meaning: ‘I know that someone has something special’ 
Pragmatics: Dialogue (usually one-to-one communication) 
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The main features of this type are connected with the communication status of their 
elements. Roughly speaking, the element Adj in the NP1 must be in the 
communicative focus, and the clause describes the special feature of an object. 
Again, the semantic difference between verbal/verbless sentences is not discussed 
here (Hakulinen et al. 2004, 840-841). 

(45) Komeat kengät sinulla ‘You [have] nice.EMPHASIS shoes’
(46) Komeat kengät on sinulla(kin) ‘You (also) have nice shoes’ 

3.3. The Finnish Øv sentences 

Finnish directive constructions have been described in Hakulinen et al. (2004: 839-
840, 1582-1584) where they are divided into at least two different types.  

The type of ‘direct motivation’ 

(47) Kädet ylös! (hand.NOM.PL Øv up.ADV) ‘Øv hands up!’ 

Structure: NP1 + AdvP/NP2 (‘Direction’) 
Meaning: Motivation of a person to act instantly 
Pragmatics: Commands and orders  

This type of the Finnish directive construction is frequently used with nouns that 
designate parts of the human body, including clothes (48-49), but the use of this 
construction is not restricted to these nouns (50-51). Simultaneously, some 
expressions (50-51, 52) occupy a place between syntactic idiomatic units with a list 
of lexical variables and non-variable fixed expressions. Therefore, they can be 
treated as lexical units as well.  

(48) Pullot piiloon (bottles.NOM.PL Øv hiding-place.ILL)
‘Move bottles to the hiding-place’ 

(49) Housut pois (trousers.NOM Øv.PL off.ADV) ‘Take the trousers off!’ 
(50) Ovi kiinni (door.NOM.SG Øv up.ADV) ‘Close the door up!’  
(51) Valot pois (light.NOM.PL Øv off.ADV) ‘Switch the light off!’ 
(52) Vitsa sulle, palkka mulle (twig.NOM Øv you.ALL, money.NOM Øv I.ALL)

‘A twig [is given] to you, money [is given] to me’ (from an Easter song).
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Yet it can be presumed that a list of words that fill the lexical variables (both in the 
NP1 and NP2) can (and will) be extended so far that a new syntactic model with a 
wider filler of lexical variables may be developed in the future, and the situation is 
gradually changing. Thus, some rare instances can be found with the shifted 
meaning (‘to move’  ‘to take’) in the email discourse as well, but with stronger 
pragmatic support (53). 

(53) Pipot ja käsineet matkaan (cap.NOM.PL and glove.NOM.PL Øv trip.ILL)
‘Caps and gloves [are to be taken] along’ 

The type of ‘indirect motivation’

(54) Kaikki Citymarketiin! (All Øv shop.ILL) ‘Everyone Øv to Citymarket’

Structure: NP + NP (‘Direction’) 
Meaning: Indirect motivation 
Pragmatics: Advertisements and announcements.  

Semantically this type seems to be very close to the 3.2.1 type, as both have the 
same pragmatic features and function caused by it. In practice, they are used 
interchangeably.  

Thus, a large group of Finnish verbless sentences appears in similar pragmatic 
situations. In general, almost all of the sentences can be used without a verb within 
the frame of motivation in order to motivate a person for an action. Still, the 
absence of verbs is caused by some other factors as well. 

• Øcop sentences in modern Finnish are either pragmatic (within the 
abovementioned frame) or semantic idiomatic constructions. 

• Øbe is a marker of either pragmatic (partly within the abovementioned frame) 
or pragmatic and semantic idiomatic constructions. 

• Øv is used either in pragmatic (within the abovementioned frame) or pragmatic 
and semantic idiomatic constructions.  
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4. Conclusion 

As has been shown, three types of Ø sentences have similar formal properties both 
in Finnish and in Russian, namely Øcop, Øbe, and Øv phrases. Moreover, all three 
types originate in “full” verbal sentences in both languages, but should be defined 
as non-elliptical in modern language. However, the similarity of the surface 
structure does not lead either to similar usage or to identical processes of 
idiomatization. Table 1 illustrates this conclusion with a generalized view. 

Table 1. Features of Øcop, Øbe, and Øv phrases in Russian and Finnish.  

Already these summarized data show that the Russian verbless sentences are more 
free than the Finnish ones, right up to the non-idiomatic zero form of the Øcop.
However, the difference between the Russian and the Finnish sentences can be 
traced back to the history of these constructions. The Russian verbless items appear 
to be the result of a prolonged and consecutive development from Øcop to Øv 
sentences (Borkovskij 1968, Borkovskij 1983, Kopotev 1999). As far as I could 
establish, the Finnish constructions have not been studied from a historical point of 
view so far. They might, however, be looked at in a quite different way, whereby 
almost every clause without a verb may be placed under the frame “motivation.” 
Clearly, the question has to be studied further and in more detail. However, already 
now it is possible to postulate the essential distinctions between the Russian and 
the Finnish verbless sentences. Roughly these distinctions can be described as 
different degrees of syntactic frozenness ranging from syntactically free sentences 
(Russian Øcop sentences) to more restricted constructions with words that fill 
lexical variables (Finnish and Russian Øv constructions).  

Semantic features Pragmatic features 

The Russian Øcop sentences – – 

The Russian Øbe sentences + – 

The Russian Øv sentences + + 

The Finnish Øcop sentences + + 

The Finnish Øbe sentences + + 

The Finnish Øv sentences + + 
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Despite this clear-cut distinction, the described material allows formulating more 
general principles concerning syntactic idiomatization as a whole. M. Israel came 
up with the following idea: 

“There is no single moment we can point to and say, “This is where the construction 
entered the grammar.” Rather, a long process of local analogical extensions led a 
variety of idiomatic usages to gradually gain in productive strength even as they settled 
into a rigid syntax.” (Israel 1996: 228.) 

That seems to be true, except that this process happens on the level of syntax only. 
An initial fixed expression that function as a unit of lexicon may be extended to an 
idiomatic syntactic item (by means of an extending list of lexical variables, as it 
occurs with the Finnish idioms Kädet ylös ‘hands up’, for example) or may even be 
developed into an element of a morphological repertory (the Russian Øcop)10.
Certainly, it does not mean that every fixed expression extends to a morpheme – 
many structures are located on different levels of this process without any changes. 
With all of this going on, any strong separation of idiomatic expressions is mainly 
a matter of a theory, not the reality.  

Another crucial factor of the syntactic idiomatization process is an ill-formedness 
of the surface structure. Thus, the peripherality, in terms of generative rules, of the 
elliptical sentences was the very reason for their having been coined as separate 
units. Generally speaking, an ill-formed surface structure (such as with an ellipsis) 
may be as far from the prototypical manifestation of a deep structure as another 
surface unit generated by means of another set of rules. In certain circumstances 
the process leads to the appearance of new phrasemes in the dictionary that can 
later be generalized as a new rule in the grammar. 

By summarizing all these observations, the following principles of idiomatization 
can be postulated:  

• The principle of language continuum: A fixed expression that appears as a fact 
of lexicon develops into a syntactic model by means of an extending list of 
lexical variable fillers and may, in all probability, be developed into a subject 
of generative rules. 

10 An excellent example of the same nature is an old F. Bopp theory of agglutination that 
claims some IE verbal flexions originated from the “verb + pronoun” constructions (Bopp 
1816). 
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• The principle of peripherality: A less prototypical realization of a deep 
structure can be coined into an idiom; the more frequent and invariable an 
idiom is, the more lexical it is; the more infrequent and variable, the more 
syntactic it is. 

This list is neither complete nor indisputable. It adds, nevertheless, a new 
dimension to the investigation of syntactic freezes.  
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Where Russian Syntactic Zeros Start:  
Approaching Finnish?1

0. Introduction  

One of the time-honored discussions in Russian-Finnish comparative 
studies centers on Russian verbless sentences that are so widely known as a 
distinguishing feature of modern Russian. The Finno-Ugric languages have 
been repeatedly claimed as a source for Russian and vice versa. Most 
investigations were restricted to clauses that have a copula left out. The 
present article continues this discussion by offering new data on this topic 
and by suggesting new explanations. 
 A previous paper of mine on this topic (Kopotev 2007) described three 
types of Russian and Finnish sentences that share the fact that they have no 
verbs in their surface structures. This study showed that these sentences are 
complete, non-elliptical verbless sentences, having lexemic variables and 
specific pragmatic or semantic features. Furthermore, most of these 
sentences are idiomatic, which means that their meanings are non-
compositional in nature2. Undoubtedly, all these are diachronically traced 

1 The author deeply thanks M. Leinonen, M. Lounela and A. Nikunlassi, as well as the 
Nordslav mailing list’s subscribers, and the participants of Prof. A. Mustajoki’s seminar 
for all their help.
2 The definitions of idiomatic syntactic items, alternately called constructions (Lakoff 
1987), formal idioms (Kay & Fillmore 1999), or syntactic phrasemes (Mel’�uk 1995a) 
is found, for example, in (Mel’�uk 1995a) “A syntactic phraseme is a surface-syntactic 
tree containing no full lexical nodes (its nodes are labeled with either lexemic variables 
or structural words) but possessing a specific signified, having as its signifier a specific 
syntactic construction, and a specific prosody, and featuring as well a specific 
syntactics” (Mel’�uk 1995a: 215; see also Mel’�uk 1995b). Hereafter I use the term 
“phraseme” in the article.
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back to the lack of a verb. Nevertheless they cannot be considered as being 
elliptical (i.e. verb-restorable) in modern Finnish and Russian3. Ignoring 
considerable morphological differences between the two languages, these 
sentences are formed with the absence of the following verbs:  

The copula byt’/olla ‘to be’ 
(1)���� ����	�� – Ikkuna rikki (lit. ‘The window Øcop broken’)

The lexical verb byt’/olla ‘to be located/to have’ 
(2)
	�	 ���� – Äiti tässä (lit. ‘Mother Øbe here’)

Some lexical verbs (verbs of motion (prototypically) and their semantic 
extensions: peremestit’(sja)/siirtää(siirtyä) ‘to move (yourself)’, 
dat’/antaa ‘to give’, etc.) 

(3)���� ����! – Kädet ylös! (lit. ‘Øv hands up’)4

Russian and Finnish constructions have essential distinctions that can be 
roughly described as being different degrees of syntactic idiomacity: from 
non-idiomatic (Russian Øcop-sentenses) to the expressions that are more 
restricted to words that fill lexemic variables (Finnish and Russian Øv-
sentences). 
 The Finnish verbless sentences are more idiomatic items; they have 
semantic and pragmatic restrictions. In almost all cases, the absence of a 
verb is possible in a frame that has been called the “Motivation Frame”. 
This means that the main goal of the speaker is to motivate the listener to 
do (or not to do) something. This frame causes several types of usage with 
slight differences between them (announcements, ads, orders etc.). Cf. 4–6.  

(4) Ikkuna rikki ‘Window Øcop broken’ (written, rather official, 
announcements)

(5)Uutuudet myymälöissä ‘New stock Øbe in the shops’ 
(advertisements)

(6)Housut pois ‘trousers Øv off’ (commands and orders)

3 Both Russian and Finnish languages have sentences without finite verbs in their 
surface structure that are the result of different types of ellipsis (gapping, pragmatic and 
syntactic ellipsis, etc.). These sentences have, in general, strong contextual motivation 
(see further Hakulinen 1978, Mel’�uk 1995c, Kazenin 2007). Even so, the present paper 
does not deal with such syntactic phenomena – rather, it is devoted to syntactic 
structures that can be used without strong contextual support in contemporary Russian 
and Finnish. 
4 Hereafter Øcop, Øbe, and Øv mean the zero of the copula, of the lexical verb ‘to be’, 
and of other lexical verbs, respectively. 
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The Russian verbless sentences are more free than the Finnish ones; the 
Russian constrictions have a smaller list of the semantic constraints and a 
wider list of pragmatic conditions. Examples of this are the following:  

(7)������ �	���� ‘passage Øcop forbidden’
(8)������� � �	�	���	� ‘New stock Øbe in the shops’
(9)�	����	 – � �� ‘Tatyana Øv to the forest’ (colloquial speech).

All this has been formulated in Kopotev (2007). Some of the remaining 
unanswered questions are being discussed here: 

Are there any similar diachronic processes being reconstructed from both 
sets of facts in the two languages? 

Should the verbless sentences in both languages be explained in terms of 
their interference or typological similarity? 

In the following, the linguistic data are presented in the original 
orthography, with some simplifications but without loss of relevant 
information. The English translations are self-explanatory, and some of 
them are partly literal. In extended citations, the relevant clauses are 
highlighted in bold; the titles and dates are given in brackets afterwards. 
The article begins by describing the history of the constructions, as traced 
in both languages. To conclude, the semantic as well as the cognitive 
arguments are presented in the second part of this paper.  

1. The history of the constructions 

1.2 The Russian case5

Verbless sentences are a syntactic feature of several Slavic languages 
(Ve�erka 1989; Mrazek 1990; McShane 2000) and among these languages, 
Russian occupies a special place because many of these units occur in 
modern Russian communication that is both written and oral (Širjaev 1967; 
Bezdenežnyx 1972). According to some studies, ample evidence shows that 

5 The mononuclear sentences (��������	��� ���������), consisting of a subject 
or predicate alone, such as ������� ‘It’s cold’, are beyond the scope of my attention 
here.
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this development occurred long time ago; see (Borkovskij 1949; Isa�enko 
1976; L’Hermitte 1979; Kopotev 1999).  

1.2.1 The Øcop-sentences  

The usage of the copula in the early Old-Russian language was, all-in-all, 
close to many modern IE languages. The copula had the following two 
main functions:  
- in copulative constructions as in Eng. The book is interesting.  
- in analytical tense forms (perfect and pluperfect) close to, for example, 
the English perfect tense, save that English analytical forms are formed 
with the verb to have (have written), while the Old-Russian ones are 
formed with the verb to be (���� ���	�" ‘[I] is ‘=have’ written’).
 It has been long established that the copula was dropping out as early as 
in the oldest sources6. The first evidence for this was found in a 
Novgorodian birch-bark letter dating back to the first half of the eleventh 
century (10):  
�

(10) �� ��������������	�� ��
�����������	� (birch-bark letter 
� 247, XI cent.)  
‘And the lock [is] intact and the doors [are] intact’

The same process characterizes the Old-Russian perfect tense. The original, 
common Slavic perfect was formed with a copula and with what is called l-
participles7. These forms were represented as such a close parallel to the 
compound predicate, formed with the copula and adjective in example (10). 
Example (11) illustrates this point:  

��� �������� ���������� 	��� �� ������� ���	� 
����
������� ����� �� ���� ��� ������ ����� ������ �������� ����
�������������� ������ ���� ���	�� ���	
� ��� ����
�
�
�������
�����
���������
����������

6 The Old-Russian sources (more than 1,200 pieces (including ca. 1000 birch-bark 
letters) have been investigated mainly de visu; in the last stage some electronic corpora 
were used as well. 
7 The l-participles were derived with the l-suffix. Their indeclinable short forms were 
used in the Old-Russian analytical verbal forms. Later, they have formed the Russian 
simple past tense. 
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‘These [are] the tales of the bygone years, whence has come the 
land of Rus’, who first began to rule at Kiev, and whence the 
land of Rus’ has come about’

However, the reduced perfect tense forms appeared very early. That is, for 
example, the Tmutarakan Stone – a marble slab with an Old Russian 
inscription dating from 1068, where the analytical perfect tense [���]
����" ‘has measured’ had been used with no est’ ‘COP.3.SING’.

(11) ���	����� �!���
�����!��	������������������	����������
���� 	�
�� ���� ������������ 
�� ������� �""""� �� #"""�
������� (Tmutarakan Stone, 1068) 
‘In the year of 7576, 6th indict, Prince Gleb [has] measured the 
sea over the ice between Tmutarakan and Kerch, [obtaining the 
result of] 10,000 and 4,000 sazhens’

In general, this lack of copula had already been discovered in the oldest 
sources. Since then, the Øcop-constructions have been widely spreading in 
the Old Russian language. In fact, a complicated set of rules with 
morphological, pragmatic and semantic parameters regulated the 
copulative/uncopulative usage in the Old Russian texts (Zaliznjak 2004: 
178–183). In general, the dropping of the copula has become the first and 
crucial sign of long-term changes leading to a complete rebuilding of the 
Russian verbal morphology and to the appearance of new syntactic models. 

1.2.2 The Øbe-sentences  

Among the first of new constructions caused by the copula dropping were 
those with the lack of the lexical verb ‘to be’.8

 The oldest sources – the earlier birch-bark letters – demonstrate a regular 
usage of the full verb ‘to be’ (12–13):
�

(12) $%&� '�(	��� � ��� ��� � ���	� ���	� ��� ����� $%&�
� (Novgorodian birch-bark letter � 296, the end of the 12th cent.) 

8 In this article I do not address the complicated question of the Russian copula/verb 
distinction (see Chvany 1975; Apresjan 1995). Whatever the case may be, according to 
my sources, there are unambiguous distinctions in frequency and chronology of the 
Øcop- and Øbe-sentences. 
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    ‘ [I] ask you, if there is a man, then with him [send the      
money]’

���� $%& ����
�� ��� ����� ����	�� ����� ��	�� $%&� (Pskovian�
birch-bark letter � 6, 13th cent.)�
<…> because there is a rush for squirrel fur <…>

As for the Øbe-sentences, they were gradually becoming more frequent 
until they became established as a regular model in the Russian language 
(14, 15): 

(14) ��
�����������!���"��
�������	������	��#���� (a
 contract charter, 14th cent.).

‘There [is] a court for him in Novgorod the Great or in Torzhok’
(15) $������������������	� (Domostroj, 16th cent.)

‘There [is] a fodder on a field in summer’

According to my own investigation, these elliptical sentences having been 
spreading widely in Old Russian, and they became a regular unit of the old-
Russian syntactic repertory by the 14th century. These elliptical sentences 
forced out, if not replacing, the corresponding verbal sentences. It is hardly 
possible to say when exactly these entered the grammar, but they already 
had been used more frequently than their corresponding verbal counterparts 
in the Old Russian texts since the 16th century. 

1.2.3 The øv-sentences  

The third type of the constructions in question – the Øv-sentences – were 
the last that started spreading in the Old-Russian and modern Russian 
languages (Borkovskij 1949; Struktura predloženija 1983; Kopotev 1999). 
The situation is not equally clear to those with the Øcop and Øbe sentences, 
because a much wider list of verbs was included in this process. Primarily, 
they were those verbs having the meaning of ‘motion’ and later, their 
semantic extensions.  
 One of the oldest examples has been found in a 14th century 
Novgorodian agreement, where a lack of the verb ‘to go’ may be 
established (16):  
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��!� �������Øv����!���"��
�������������1307/1308, quoted from 
(Borkovskij 1949: 119))�

 That all [go] to Novgorod without martens (=‘taxes’)

In any case, even if the earliest Old Russian sources contain some instances 
of these Øv-sentences, a drastic change in their usage has been traced to the 
14th – the 15th century. Indeed, their relative quantity has been redoubled 
during that period and has remained more or less invariable since then.  
 It is significant that one of the first clear appearances of the øv-sentences 
has been found in the Journey Beyond the Three Seas (“Xoždenie za tri 
morja”). This text of a merchant, Afanasy Nikitin, was written during his 
journey to India in a highly colloquial language:  

(17) ���� ������ ��	�%� �	� ��� ����������� � ���	  (A.    
Nikitin,  Journey Beyond the Three Seas, 15th cent.). 
All toll-free goods [go] to the Muslim land. 

Speaking in general, the expansion of the initially elliptical sentences did 
not develop evenly through the whole language; first they appeared in 
informal genres and then gradually occupied other pragmatic zones. 
Diagrams 1–2 clearly illustrate this point. These diagrams present the late 
Old-Russian – early Russian language, separated into informal genres (on 
the left) and more formal genres (on the right). The columns compare the 
percentage each sentence contributes to a total across the corresponding 
non-elliptical and the )* sentences such as in (18–18a): 

(18) 
�����������	� ‘doors �����intact’
��+��� 
�������	���	� ‘doors are intact’

Thus, the left diagram shows that the choice between corresponding 
counterparts was undoubtedly favored over the )-constructions: they were 
in use notably much more frequently than were the corresponding “full”
constructions. On the other hand, the diagram on the right shows that in 
more official texts, the )-sentences have won the race later, so they 
became equal in number (97 %) with those in the colloquial genres only in 
the early modern Russian language of 18th century9.

9 One can see an increase of verbal counterparts up to 21 % in the 17th century. As it 
often happens with row language material, a general tendency can be overlapped by a 
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Diagram 1–2: Ratio of corresponding non-elliptical and )*sentences 

To conclude, the history of the Russian verbless sentences can be described 
as a consecutive development of the Øcop-, Øbe-, and Øv-sentences. The 
real Old Russian data presented above demonstrates this point.  

Moreover, one can describe the consistency of the process. The first in 
this way were the sentences that lost the copula. It is noteworthy that these 
sentences are non-idiomatic in the current language (Bezdenežnyx 1972; 
Chvany, 1975). The second step has been made by the homonymic verb ‘to
be’ in its full meaning. It was too easy to mix the two verbs, or two 
meanings of the same verb. Even for a qualified linguist, let alone a naive 
speaker, ‘the borders between different meanings [of be – MK] are so 
vague, that a lexicographer is awaited with a snare at every step’ (Apresjan 
1995: 511). As for the modern language, these sentences are in general 
non-idiomatic. The third type of the verbless sentences began developing 
last and has continued to be more idiomatic in the modern language 
(Širjaev 1967). Moreover, this chronological sequence in their development 
has a strong influence on the degree of their idiomacity in modern Russian. 

particular case. The very same is seen here: three of the seventeen 17th century sources 
used are, in fact, old-fashioned in the language they are written. They contain most of 
the verbal counterparts. The later data of the 18th century clearly confirm this general 
tendency.  
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2.1 The Finnish constructions10

It is well established that the Finnish language has a rather short written 
history, fixed in the first M. Agricola’s translations and in other mostly 
translated manuscripts going back to the middle of 16th century. Syntactic 
units are typically the result of slow and gradual modifications, and – in our 
case – they are connected to informal, conversational speech, but 
unfortunately, these sources do not allow an investigation into the long-
time development of these constructions.  
 For this article, some data have been collected using the full electronic 
collection of the Old Finnish texts.11 However, it cannot be shown that 
automatic extractions have detected all the evidence due to the indigested 
orthography as it is presented in the texts of M. Agricola and others12.
 Only few examples of the Øcop- and Øbe-sentences have been found in 
this collection. Thus, a part of the examples are formed according to the 
model Øcop + Participle, such as the reduced perfect form in (19): 

(19) Suur-Försti Constantin Pawlowitsch Øcop syndynyt 1779 sinä 
 27:n päiw. Huhti-Kuusa (Almanac, 1798)

Grand Duke Konstantin Pavlovich [has been] born in 1779, the 
27th day of April 

Although the reduced perfect form is not typical in modern Finnish, the 
subtype Øcop + Participle is a syntactic phraseme that is regularly used in 
a certain pragmatic context, namely in official written notes. Furthermore, 

10 The following constructions are beyond the scope of my attention here: 1) a “status 
construction,” or “nominativus/partitivus absolutus,” for example, Me kuuntelimme 
laulua korvat hörössä; ‘We were listening to a song, ears [are cocked] up’ (see more 
(Hakulinen 2004: 837–838)); 2) “telegraphese” phrases such as sairastunut ‘[I am] 
fallen + ill’ (Tesak & Ahlsén et all. 1995); and 3) newspaper headlines such as Martti
Ahtisaari Moskovassa ‘Martti Ahtisaari in Moscow’ (Hakulinen 2004: 840). The last 
are actually close in form to the constructions in question, but all the types are, 
nevertheless, outside of the structures listed here, as it is unclear whether they are 
complete sentences. 
11 The corpus is prepared by the Center of the Domestic Languages in Finland, KOTUS, 
and available at kaino.kotus.fi.  
12 The corpus represents all known Old Finnish texts and consists of more than three 
billion running words. The whole list of the sources is available at 
http://www.kotus.fi/aineistot/vks_sahkoinenaineisto.shtml. The electronic corpus of 19th

century exceeds 150 texts (http://www.kotus.fi/aineistot/1800/1800_sahkoisetaineistot_ 
teoksittain.shtml).
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the very same constructions are found in the Old Russian language. On the 
other hand, they also exist in many other languages, including modern 
Swedish (Cf. 20):  

�,"� SVE Genomgång förbjuden 
    NOR (bokmål): Gjennomgang forbudt
    ICEL Aðgangur bannaður
    ENG Passage forbidden

Another group could be considered as being a subject of both the Øcop- 
and Øverb-constructions, as far as the examples may be syntactically and 
semantically close to both (see 21–22a):  

(21) ���-��������	
.����/������(Almanac, 1771) 
�,,� ���-����������	
.����.����� (Almanac, 1780)�
�,,����-�-����������	
.����.������(Almanac, 1784)�

    Addition [is/?comes] in the following year  

But these are more likely to be lexical semi-fixed expressions than to be 
syntactic units with lexemic variables. Possible variables are located only 
in the left part of the clichés, and their list is restricted to one set of 
synonyms: lisä, lisäys/läsäys ‘addition’. I am far from claiming these items 
to be syntactic phrasemes, though they might be developed into these as a 
probability.  
 Thus, a small number of Øcop- and Øbe-sentences occur in the Old-
Finnish sources; all of these occurrences are highly constrained and 
infrequent. This means that a plausible decision cannot be made concerning 
how often they were used in more informal genres, as we have no sources 
to consult. Today, these kinds of sentences are used in colloquial speech 
and in restricted pragmatic frames, such as in announcements and 
advertisements.  

The oldest Finnish texts contain no single sentence where a lexical verb 
is omitted. The first examples, small in numbers, can be traced to no earlier 
than the 19th century (23)13:

13 Many examples of the 18th century, especially from K. Ganander’s collection, are 
riddles, and for this reason, beyond the scope of this study. 
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(23) �	 Mitat�pois! (G. A. Hippius. Piirustusopin alkeet, translated 
by  E. Soldan, 1867) 
‘[Take] yardstick away!’

It is impossible to say how frequent the Øcop-sentences occurred in oral 
communication among Finns of old, but I am inclined to think that these 
sentences were not typical. In any case, the observations of the data point to 
a set of unassuming conclusions only. In all, no detailed description of the 
verbless sentences development can be traced from the data. The reasons 
for this assumption are the short written history of the Finnish language and 
an actual infrequency of verbless sentences even in the existing sources, 
especially as compared to those of Russian. Nevertheless, the data traces 
that there was no single example of the Øv-constructions in the Old Finnish 
texts and only a low number in later ones, while the Øcop-sentences are 
used slightly more frequently.  
 All this supports the conclusion that the Finnish language represents 
quite different processes than Russian. The degrees of the idiomatization of 
these constructions in modern Finnish serves as evidence for the 
presupposition that these processes in Finnish date from much more 
modern times than in Russian. On the other hand, the same sequence order 
can be traced in both languages – the Øcop constructions appeared first in 
both languages, while the lack of lexical verbs followed them.  
The next part of this paper is devoted to discussing these questions from a 
cognitive perspective. 

3. Cognitive observation 

It is unknown whether the Finnish verbless sentences will remain idiomatic 
and system-peripheral in the future, as they are for the time being. Some 
types might be developed into non-idiomatic constructions that are the 
subject of regular generative rules, similar to those occurring in Russian. 
Even so, despite this futuristic speculation, both Finnish and Russian 
certainly demonstrate differing chronology in the processes, differing 
pragmatic conditions, as well as differing results, as they are represented in 
both languages at this instant. Yet bearing in mind that a possible influence 
seems to be less able to be demonstrated, one has to look for other 
explanations for the facts, sharpening the problem into the following 
questions: 
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- Why are the very three types being developed?  
- Why it is hardly possible to imagine a syntactic phrasemes such 

as (24)? 

(24) *� Øv ����
  *Minä Øv puuroa 
    *‘I [eat] porridge’

In Perlmutter & Postal (1974), a Relational Succession Law has been 
formulated, which was stated as:  

An NP promoted by an ascension rule assumes the grammatical 
relation borne by the host out of which it ascends (quoted from: 
Perlmutter and Postal 1983: 51). 

Even though this law concerns an alternative syntactic theory and cannot be 
directly transferred to the framework adopted here, it nevertheless gives a 
starting point for further discussion. In fact, the law postulates an initial 
ellipsis is an interrelated change between a verb and a governed phrase in 
the right periphery of a sentence. To examine the question, let us first 
consider arguments based on the analysis of deleted verbs, and then on the 
analysis of the dependent phrases.  

3.1 The verb evidence 

Reviewing the verbs that have been deleted in the constructions, one should 
say that the first candidates for deletion were the copulas in both languages. 
Obviously, the first reason for the deletion of the copulas is their lexical 
emptiness. Indeed, in deleting the copula, all but very little semantic 
information was lost. According to L. Stassen, there is a similar minimal 
distribution of zero copulas in many languages all over the world:  

If a language allows a zero copula at all, it will minimally select this 
option for predicate nominal sentences in the Present Tense with a 
Third Person subject (Stassen 1994: 111) 

Obviously, the lexical verb ‘to be’ has been included into the process 
gradually. It was too close to the copula to distinguish both in all contexts. 
In fact, one cannot even always distinguish the COP and BE usages in real 
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texts, as it has been shown more than once for many languages (The Verb 
‘Be’ 1967–1973; Apresjan 1995.). 

The last group of deleted verbs were motion verbs, “the most 
characteristically verbal of all verb” (Miller & Johnson-Laird 1976: 527). 
These are the types of verbs that are often semantically bleached and easily 
grammaticalized in many languages (Maisak 2005). They also became a 
prototypical candidates for deletion in the Øv-constructions both in Russian 
and in Finnish.  
 Yet a second reason, closely related to the previous, is the frequency of 
the verbs that were the subject of deletion. It is difficult to calculate which 
verbs were the most frequent in the Old Finnish and Old Russian, it seems 
to be close to the truth that the highest rank in the BE-languages14 has 
indeed the verb ‘be’, both the copulative and lexical. Just for reference, 
Table 1 shows the most frequent verbs in the modern Finnish and Russian 
languages. Here both olla and #��� (‘be’) have the highest rank, and the 
motion verbs – the Finnish tulla ‘come’ and Russian ���� ‘go’ – both are 
also in the top-ten.15

Table 1: The most frequently used verbs in modern Finnish and Russian 

FINNISH RUSSIAN 
olla ‘to be’;
voida ‘can’;
saada ‘may’;
tulla ‘to come’;
antaa ‘to give’
pitää ‘to keep’; ‘to like’;
tehdä ‘to do’;
sanoa ‘to say’;
käyttää ‘to use’;
ottaa ‘to take’.

���� ‘to be’;
�������‘to say’;
���� ‘can’;
������� ‘to speak’;
����� ‘to know’;
����� ‘to became’;
���� ‘to eat’;
"����� ‘to want’;
����� ‘to see’;
���� ‘to go’

14 On be and have-languages see (Isa�enko 1974).
15 The frequency lists are counted according to (Saukkonen 1979) (for Finnish) and 
(Sharoff) (for Russian). Unfortunately, the ranks have been calculated not for the actual 
lexemes but for lemmas, where full homonyms have been combined together.  
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No doubt the data can be extrapolated from the perspective of chronology 
with more or less probability only. However, it may be assumed that the 
verbs have the commensurable frequency ranks at those time as well. 
Thus, the frequent usage of verbs can lead to their lexemic lightening and 
deletion from the surface structure. But this fact does not explain why other 
frequently used verbs that have more or less degraded meanings cannot be 
deleted from the surface structure. There is the second crucial factor to 
support this process, the semantics of the right periphery.  

3.2 The complement evidence  

The second group of arguments is connected to the semantic of a phrase, 
that originally completed the verb, but finally replaced it. In fact, both have 
corresponding semantic elements that allow a dependent phrase to 
substitute a verb with no crucial loss, as it concerns the meaning of the 
whole construction. With all this going on, the overlapping part of meaning 
is trivial both for the verb and its complement, but expressed more 
specifically in the complement. To illustrate this point, let us consider some 
examples in the both languages.  

Ø�OP
The main function of the copula is to link a complement. However, this 
information can be superfluous when a complement has itself a predicate 
meaning that is built in a lexeme. This strategy is clearly displayed in 
Finnish by the puhki-type predicative adverbs, in which syntactic behavior 
is strongly incorporated into the lexemes as such and needs only a minimal 
syntactic support (Hakulinen et al. 2004: 931–932). In general, the class of 
the Finnish puhki-type adverbs (rikki ‘broken’, puhki ‘[wear] away, out’,
poikki ‘in two’, etc.) are freely used in the Ø�op-sentences.  

Compare the examples (25–25a) containing two synonymous words that 
differ in that the first (rikki ‘broken.ADV’) is restricted in the predicate 
position only, while the last (rikkinäinen ‘broken.ADJ’) is an ordinary 
adjective:  

(25) Ikkuna Ø�op rikki (in announcements)
‘The window [is] broken.ADV’

(25a)  *Ikkuna Ø�op rikkinäinen  
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*‘window [is] broken.ADJ’

ØBE
(26) Äiti tässä
   
	�	 ����

‘mother [is] here’

Both the omitted lexical verb ‘to be’, originally presented in these 
sentences, as well as the adverb, contain the same semantic component 
designating the place16:

olla – ���� ‘is placed’
tässä – ����� ‘in/at this place’

ØV
(27) Kaikki ostoksille! 

   $� �	 ������	��!
   Lit.: ‘All [go] for purchases’

Again, both the omitted motion verb and the phrases contain the similar 
components – this designates the movement. In the phrases, this meaning is 
represented with the case ending (in Finnish) or “preposition + case 
ending” (in Russian).  
 go – ‘to move [on a course]’
 ostoksille ‘purchase. PL.ALL’, where allative means ‘towards’

�� �������� – ‘for.PREP purchase.PL.INST’, where “Prep + 
Instrumental case” means ‘towards’

A phrase that functions as a predicate in the verbless sentences has a 
meaning corresponding to a deleted verb. As a result, this verb deletion 
does not destroy the construction, because the phrase retains the meaning 
and the idiomatization of the construction on the whole supports the 
modification. In general, both Finnish and Russian sentences are 
developing into phrasemes, because there is a light verb17 lost, and there is 
next to nothing to be lost in the meaning of the sentences. Additionally the 
verbs that have been omitted are the frequently used verbs in the language 

16 Actually, a specific verb can hardly be reconstructed with certainty, but a class of 
verbs with specific meaning can be reconstructed rather unambiguously. 
17 The light verbs “appear to be semantically light in the sense that they are contributing 
something to the joint predication” (Butt 2003, 1).  
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and are therefore a subject of semantic bleaching. The new constructions, 
idiomatic by origin, are therefore semantically full even without a verb. On 
the contrary, the same cannot be claimed for constructions such as (28), 
where the verb and its compliment are not overlapped in this sense:  

(28) *% Øv �	&�
*Minä Øv puuroa 
‘I [eat] porridge’

4. Conclusions 

4.1 Concluding discussions 

It can therefore be concluded that three types of sentences have similar 
formal properties both in Finnish and Russian. These all are a result of the 
ellipsis of the copula and some other verbs. Nevertheless, these sentences 
have essential distinctions that can be roughly described as different 
degrees of idiomacity, from absolutely free to frozen expressions. 
 The brief historical sketch presented above allows us to conclude that the 
history of Russian is documented much better; it represents a consecutive 
and long-term process from the Øcop- to Øbe- and finally to the Øv-
constructions. Their idiomacity more or less corresponds to the chronology 
of their development: the Øcop- and Øbe-constructions are non-idiomatic 
at the present, while the Øv-constructions are now syntactic phrasemes. All 
this is connected with the well-described Russian “anti-structuring 
tendency”:

Russian goes to extremes in ellipsis, in destroying syntactic 
constituents in favour of expressive-informal-rhythmic salience, and 
in leaving it to the hearer to guess the logical connections between 
predications, even to put together the predications from a scrambled 
sequence. (Leinonen 1985: 138). 

Despite the unclear evidence from the old-Finnish sources, it seems that the 
Finnish language repeats, at least partly, the chronological sequence given 
in Russian. The ellipsis of the copula occurred first, which was followed by 
the ellipsis of other verbs. This does not lead to the less idiomacity of the 
constructions, as far as all of them are relatively new in their origin. 
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Generally agreeing with the opinion stated by M. Leinonen, I should say 
that my data seem to refute the following general Finnish cultural strategy 
in this specific area: 

In Finnish, the contrasting phenomena in oral communication seem 
to reflect the opposite principle: the interlocutors are not similar, the 
hearer cannot read the speaker’s mind. Thus, ellipsis is less extreme. 
(Leinonen 1985: 139). 

It is apparent that syntactic interference seems to be achievable in view of 
both the long co-existence of the languages and in light of some syntactic 
parallels discussed in previous studies.18 As for the Ø-sentences, 
researchers claimed two contrary hypotheses to this, which have been 
formulated rather long ago.  
 The first of these hypotheses is based on the existence of verbless 
sentences in some Finno-Ugric languages (Hungarian, Komi-Zyrian, and 
Udmurt are more often cited) and on the claims that the Russian 
corresponding sentences are possibly a result of ancient Finno-Ugric–
Slavic contacts. This view has been supported by R. Gauthiot, W. Vondrak, 
W. Veenker, and R. L’Hermitte among others (for further discussion, see 
(L’Hermitte 1979)).  
 The second approach, supported by G. Décsy (1967) and V. Kiparsky 
(1969) among others, on the contrary demonstrates that the arguments for 
interference are rather weak, for all the small Finno-Ugric languages were 
more or less too strongly influenced by Russian over the centuries for any 
ancient contacts to be attested (Serebrennikov 1963; Décsy 1988). As for
Russian-Hungarian parallels, there are very few of them and they do not 
extend a lack of the copula (for Hungarian data, see Hetzron 1970). 
 The Finnish data presented in this article compel me to be rather careful 
in calling this direct borrowing clearly demonstrated in the case. First, the 
data show that Finnish-Russian syntactic parallels expand from the 
copulaless to all sets of verbless sentences. Nevertheless parallels do not 
cross over all the Finno-Ugric or Slavic languages. This means that the 

18 This complicated question of the dominating strategies of language contacts is 
discussed in (Thomason & Kaufman 1989). As for the Finnish-Russian contacts, for the 
time being, some clear syntactic parallels have been used to demonstrate interference on 
this level. All of them are considered to reflect a Finnish-to-Russian influence (save for 
some Eastern Finnish dialects) (Timberlake 1974; Tka�enko 1979; Künnap 1997; 
Filppula & Sarhimaa 1994; Koptjevskaja-Tamm & Wälchli 2001). 
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interference, if one agrees with this hypothesis, concerns only particular 
Finnish–Russian contacts. This would have to have happened a relatively 
short time ago. However, the written sources, even if they are far from 
being comparable, represent the drastically different chronology in both 
languages: whereas many examples have been detected in old Russian 
written sources, the old Finnish texts are more than conservative in this 
respect coinciding with Russian mainly in their lack of the copula. 
 Theoretically, the initial lack of copula in both can equally be either a 
source or a target of interference. In contrast, investigations show that Øcop
appears too often in the different languages all over the world to be 
explained merely in terms of a simple local language contact. 
Typologically, the same processes caused the phonetic reduction of the 
copula in Standard English (cf. He is working � He’s working) and 
deletion of that copula in African American Vernacular English (cf. He is 
working � He workin’) (see more (Bender 2000)). Øcop has been 
established for many languages of Oceania, Central and South America, as 
well as for the Afro-Asiatic and Nilo-Saharan languages (the data and 
further discussion see in (Stassen 1994)). According to L. Stassen, Indo-
European and Uralic languages “constitutes a minor or the marginal 
option” in this respect (Ibid.: 109), but they do have that kind of copulaless 
usage (see Meillet 1906–1908; Gauthiot 1908–1909; Benveniste 1950). In 
other words, if any interference took place at all in the case, it can hardly be 
established for the Øcop-sentences as far as no clear evidence has emerged 
that has been induced by the language contact. On the contrary, a more 
plausible, typologically based hypothesis is of that claiming the similar 
typological process, caused by similar usage-based strategies. 
 Another point is that the Finnish the Øbe- and Øv-sentences can be 
better explained in terms of the inner united pragmatic “Frame of 
Motivation” than in terms of a one-to-one borrowing. The Russian 
sentences in their turn can much better be explained as an inner consecutive 
process from the Øcop- to Øv-sentences.  
 Thus, hypothetically, if one agrees with an ancient interference it would 
be that of an initial Øcop. Regardless of these disputable initial starting 
points, both languages represent independent developments with specific 
pragmatic and semantic features that are do not directly correspond to each 
other. 
 A generalization of the data gives many more well-founded 
observations. The frequency of the verbs that are subject of deletion and the 
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semantic concurrence of the deleted verbs and substituting phrases help us 
to construct a common explanation for languages: 

A verbless sentences can be developed if 1) a frequently used light 
verb has a bleached meaning and the semantics of a phrase overlaps 
it; and 2) the pragmatic factors support condensed forms of the 
expressions.

In particular cases, the chronology, specific pragmatic conditions and even 
the support of the neighboring languages may, of course, vary widely. All 
in all, the common cognitive prerequisites create conditions for similar 
syntactic items could be developed, while specific pragmatic factors define 
when and how these items are being developed. 

4.2 General conclusions 

On the basic of the analysis presented above, more general principles of 
syntactic idiomatization can be formulated: 

a. There are no strong borders between elliptical and non-elliptical 
expressions. Any of peripheral transformation (such as, with an 
ellipsis in our case) can generate a surface structure that may be as 
far from the prototypical manifestation, as another surface unit, 
generated by means of another set of rules. In certain circumstances, 
this process leads to the appearance of a phraseme and can later be 
generalized as a new rule in the grammar. So the following principle 
of the idiomatization can be formulated:  

A ill-formed surface form of a deep structure can 
be developed into a new syntactic item by means of 
idiomatic constraints that can lay the groundwork 
for a new set of rules. 

b. The level of idiomatization is a projection of a time slice during 
which a syntactic item is being developed. Of course, there can be 
factors that cause the process of idiomatization to step up or down. 
To summarize this more generally:  

The longer a syntactic item exists in a language, the 
less idiomatized it is.  
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c. In certain circumstances, a non-idiomatic syntactic items can be 
developed into a syntactic phraseme. Here semantic modification 
always has a place. However, a meaning conservation principle can 
be formulated as the following:  

The total amount of the meaning in an isolated 
syntactic item aspires to remain constant, although 
it may change forms. Thus, an initially 
compositional set of semantic information 
represented by lexemes can be partly delegated to 
the whole construction, transforming the last into a 
syntactic phraseme. 

d. According to an old statement, “Tout se qui est diachronique dans la 
langue ne l’est que par la parole” (‘All that is diachronic in a langue
is only through the parole’, Saussure 1972: 138). The presented 
analysis demonstrates that pragmatic conditions (such as the Finnish 
“Frame of Motivation”) cause the limitation in usage. This does not 
lead to slight stylistic modifications, or as one can say, extra-
linguistic ones, but has a direct effect on syntactic structures, 
modifying them and creating new and more idiomatized ones. In 
general, the following claim can therefore be made:  

Pragmatic constraints can be the original step for a 
new syntactic item to appear.  

Thus, pragmatics phrasemes do not constitute a periphery of 
language but a place, where langue and parole meet. 
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Èçó÷àòü òàê èçó÷àòü: *

Îïðåäåëÿþòñÿ îòëè÷èòåëüíûå ÷åðòû äâóõ áëèçêèõ ñèíòàêñè÷åñêèõ
ôðàçåì (“Ãóëÿòü òàê ãóëÿòü!” è “Ãóëÿòü òàê ãóëÿòü…”), îïèñûâàåò-
ñÿ ñîñòàâ ïåðåìåííûõ, ôîðìàëüíûå è ñåìàíòè÷åñêèå îãðàíè÷åíèÿ êàæ-
äîé èç íèõ. Âûäâèãàåòñÿ ãèïîòåçà î äèàõðîííîé ñâÿçè êàæäîé ôðàçåìû

ñ óñëîâíûì ïðåäëîæåíèåì âèäà “Åñëè Õ, òàê Õ”. Óêàçûâàåò, ÷òî ðàç-
âèòèå îáåèõ ôðàçåì âûçâàíî îòíîñèòåëüíî íåçàâèñèìûìè äðóã îò äðóãà
ïðîöåññàìè, êîòîðûå ïðèâåëè ê âîçíèêíîâåíèþ òåõ îñîáåííîñòåé, êî-
òîðûå îïèñàíû â ïåðâîé ÷àñòè ðàáîòû. Äàåòñÿ ôîðìóëèðîâêà íåêîòî-
ðûõ áîëåå îáùèõ ïðàâèë ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé èäèîìàòèçàöèè.

Ñîãëàñíî îïðåäåëåíèþ ñèíòàêñè÷å-
ñêîé ôðàçåìû,  äàííîìó È.  À.  Ìåëü÷ó-
êîì1, ðóññêèå ïðåäëîæåíèÿ òèïà Ãó-
ëÿòü òàê ãóëÿòü ÿâëÿþòñÿ ñèíòàêñè÷å-
ñêèìè ôðàçåìàìè:

“Ñèíòàêñè÷åñêàÿ ôðàçåìà — ýòî ïî-
âåðõíîñòíî-ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîå äåðåâî, íå
ñîäåðæàùåå óçëîâ, âûðàæåííûõ çíàìå-
íàòåëüíûìè ëåêñåìàìè (åãî óçëû âû-
ðàæåíû èëè ëåêñè÷åñêèìè ïåðåìåííû-
ìè, èëè ñëóæåáíûìè ëåêñåìàìè), îäíà-
êî îáëàäàþùåå îïðåäåëåííûì îçíà÷àå-
ìûì, èìåþùèì â êà÷åñòâå îçíà÷àþùåãî
îïðåäåëåííóþ ñèíòàêñè÷åñêóþ ñòðóêòó-
ðó ñ îïðåäåëåííûìè ïðîñîäè÷åñêèìè
õàðàêòåðèñòèêàìè, à òàêæå îòëè÷àþ-
ùóþñÿ îïðåäåëåííîé ñèíòàêòèêîé”2 [1,
ñ. 215], ñì. òàêæå [2].

Àíàëèç òàêîãî ðîäà ïðèìåðîâ ïîçâî-
ëÿåò âûäåëèòü êàê ìèíèìóì äâà òèïà

ôðàçåì, ÷àñòî âûñòóïàþùèõ â îìîíè-
ìè÷íûõ ôîðìàõ (äâàæäû ïîâòîðåííûé
ýëåìåíò ñ ÷àñòèöåé òàê)3.

Ñòàòüÿ îòêðûâàåòñÿ îïèñàíèåì îñî-
áåííîñòåé êàæäîãî èç òèïîâ, çàòåì
ïðåäëàãàåòñÿ îáúÿñíåíèå ôîðìàëüíûõ
îãðàíè÷åíèé êàæäîé èç íèõ, à òàêæå
îïðåäåëåíèå èõ ñâÿçè ñ ïîëíîé óñëîâ-
íîé êîíñòðóêöèåé.

1.ÑÈÍÕÐÎÍÍÛÉ ÏÎÄÕÎÄ:
ÔÎÐÌÀËÜÍÎÅ ÎÏÈÑÀÍÈÅ
1.1 …Õ òàê Õ:
 ôðàçåìà íåêîíòðîëèðóåìîãî âûáîðà

1.1.1 Ôðàçåìà …Õ  òàê  Õ4 óïîòðåá-
ëÿåòñÿ äëÿ óêàçàíèÿ íà òî, ÷òî ãîâîðÿ-
ùèé íå ìîæåò ïîëíîñòüþ êîíòðîëèðî-
âàòü ñèòóàöèþ Õ, íå ñïîñîáåí èëè íå
õî÷åò â íåé íè÷åãî èçìåíèòü, îäíàêî
ñîãëàøàåòñÿ ñ íåé.

* Àâòîðû ñòàòüè âûðàæàþò èñêðåííþþ áëàãîäàðíîñòü çà îòäåëüíûå êîììåíòàðèè è ïîìîùü â
ïîäáîðå ïðèìåðîâ ó÷àñòíèêàì ñåìèíàðîâ ïðîô. À. Ìóñòàéîêè (Õåëüñèíêè) è ïðîô.
Å. Â. Ðàõèëèíîé (Ìîñêâà), ó÷àñòíèêàì ýëåêòðîííîé ðàññûëêè Slavling, à òàêæå Ë. À. Áèðþëèíó,
A. Ã. Êàäûêîâîé, Ì. Ëåéíîíåí, È. Ìàéåð, M. Ïîñò, Å. À. Õåëèìñêîìó è ìí. äð.
1 Êðîìå  ðàáîò  È.  À.  Ìåëü÷óêà,  ïîñâÿùåííûõ  ôðàçåìàì,  íàñòîÿùàÿ  ñòàòüÿ  áàçèðóåòñÿ  íà
ïîäõîäàõ, öåíòðàëüíûì ïîíÿòèåì êîòîðûõ ÿâëÿåòñÿ êîíñòðóêöèÿ, ïðåæäå âñåãî ýòî Ãðàììàòèêà
êîíñòðóêöèé  [3;  4;  5],  ýêñïåðèåíöèàëèçì  [6]  è  “Ìîäåëü  ÿçûêà,  îñíîâàííàÿ  íà  óïîòðåáëåíèè”
(Usage-based model) [7, 8].
2 A  syntactic  phraseme  is  a  surface-syntactic  tree  containing  no  full  lexical  nodes  (its  nodes  are
labeled with either lexemic variables or structural words) but possessing a specific signified, having
as  its  signifier  a  specific  syntactic  construction,  and  a  specific  prosody,  and  featuring  as  well  a
specific syntactics.
3 Äâà òèïà ôðàçåì âûäåëåíû â ðàáîòàõ [9], [10, c. 97–98], [11, c. 19–22], [12, c. 115–117], [13].
Îòìåòèì, ÷òî ñóùåñòâåííàÿ ïóíêòóàöèîííàÿ âàðèàòèâíîñòü ôðàçåì â íàñòîÿùåé ðàáîòå íå
ó÷èòûâàëàñü.
4 Â äàëüíåéøåì ìíîãîòî÷èå áóäåò ñëóæèòü óñëîâíûì ìàðêåðîì ôðàçåì ýòîãî òèïà.
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(1) Áåäà áûëà â òîì, ÷òî Çîÿ íàäó-
ìàëà ìåíÿ æåíèòü íà ñâîåé ó÷åíèöå.
<…> Ïðîéäÿ ÷åðåç ëåãêîìûñëåííûé àä
ñîáñòâåííîé æèçíè, Çîÿ ðåøèëà, ÷òî
íàäî óêðåïëÿòü óñòîè, â óãëó ó íå âè-
ñåëè èêîíû, ó èçãîëîâüÿ ëåæàëî Åâàí-
ãåëèå. Íó ÷òî æ, æåíèòüñÿ òàê æå-
íèòüñÿ, íå îáèæàòü æå ñòàðóõó. [Âîë-
ãà, 9, 1998]

Äëÿ ýòîé êîíñòðóêöèè õàðàêòåðåí
îñîáûé ïðîñîäè÷åñêèé êîíòóð – ïàäå-
íèå òîíà íà êîíåö ôðàçû. Ìèíèìàëü-
íûì òåñòîâûì êîíòåêñòîì äëÿ ýòîé êîí-
ñòðóêöèè ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñïîñîáíîñòü ïîÿâ-
ëÿòüñÿ ñ ïðåäøåñòâóþùèìè ÷àñòèöàìè
íó ÷òî æ, íó….

Â êà÷åñòâå çàïîëíèòåëÿ ïåðåìåííîé Õ
ìîæåò âûñòóïàòü ëåêñåìà ëþáîé ÷àñòè
ðå÷è: ãëàãîë (èíôèíèòèâ (1), ôèíèòíàÿ
ôîðìà ãëàãîëà (4), ïðè÷àñòèå (5)), ñó-
ùåñòâèòåëüíîå (êàê â èìåíèòåëüíîì
(2), òàê è â êîñâåííûõ ïàäåæàõ (3)),
ïðåäèêàòèâ (6), ïðèëàãàòåëüíîå (7),
÷èñëèòåëüíîå (8) è äð.5.

(2) — ×åãî òåáå? — Ëîøàäîê äîëãî
æäàòü, à â òèõîé ïîëîâèíå îôèöåð áàí-
÷îê ïðåäëàãàåò. Ìèðíî è ïîêîéíî âðå-
ìÿ ñêîðîòàåòå. — Áàí÷îê òàê áàí÷îê.
[Á. Âàñèëüåâ. Êàðòåæíèê è áðåòåð,
èãðîê è äóýëÿíò]

(3) Íó, äóìàåò Âåðåíèöûí, êîëè
Ïðîòîáåêàñîâà, òàê Ïðîòîáåêàñîâà.
Áëàãî æå îí ÷åëîâåê òîæå ñ ñîñòîÿíüåì.
[È. Òóðãåíåâ Ìåñÿö â äåðåâíå]

(4) Êðûìîâ ðàçâ ë ðóêàìè, êàê áû
ãîâîðÿ: ‘×òî æ, ïîâåçëî òàê ïîâåçëî,
íè÷åãî íå ïîäåëàåøü’. [Â. Ãðîññìàí.
Æèçíü è ñóäüáà]

 (5) Ïðèó÷åíà òàê ïðèó÷åíà, – ñî-
ãëàñèëñÿ ó÷åíûé. – Ïóñòü ñòîðîæèò...
[Ã. Ãîðèí. Ñêàçêà ïðî ñîáàêó, êîòîðàÿ
ïðîæèëà òðèñòà ëåò]

(6) Òî, ÷òî Ìóñòàôå çàïðåùåíî áûëî

êåì-òî ïëÿñàòü â ëèòåðàòóðíîì êàáàêå,
ïîçàáàâèëî Èóäó Ãðîñìàíà, íî íå îçà-
äà÷èëî: íó íåëüçÿ, òàê íåëüçÿ. [“Îê-
òÿáðü”, 1, 2001]

(7) , -
, – ?

, .
, ? . -

?
(8) Êîãäà ìû ïîäïèñûâàëè êîí-

òðàêò, ÿ ñðàçó ñêàçàë, ÷òî íóæíî ïîä-
ïèñûâàòü íà òðè ãîäà. Îí æå íàñòàèâàë
íà ïÿòè. Â èòîãå ÿ ñîãëàñèëñÿ – ïÿòü
òàê ïÿòü. Ñàìà öåðåìîíèÿ ïîäïèñàíèÿ

Ýêñïðåññ”, 14.01.2005]
Ñðåäè ñîáðàííûõ ïðèìåðîâ âñòðåòè-

ëèñü è òàêèå, â êîòîðûõ ìåñòî ïåðåìåí-
íîé Õ çàíèìàåò èìåííàÿ (9) èëè êîëè-
÷åñòâåííàÿ ãðóïïà (10).

(9) Íó è ÷òî, — ñêàçàë îí íåóâå-
ðåííî. — Íîâûé ïðåçèäåíò òàê íîâûé
ïðåçèäåíò. [Â. Ïåëåâèí. ×àïàåâ è
ïóñòîòà]

(10) Íó ÷òî æå, äâà ãîäà — òàê äâà
ãîäà, íè÷åãî íå ïîäåëàåøü — çàêîí ñó-
ðîâ, íî îí çàêîí. [“Ñîâåòñêàÿ Ðîñ-
ñèÿ”, 2003.06.17]

Íàì íå óäàëîñü íàéòè ïðèìåðîâ íà
òàêèå ñëó÷àè, â êîòîðûõ ïîâòîðÿþùèìñÿ
ýëåìåíòîì êîíñòðóêöèè ÿâëÿåòñÿ ïðåäëîã,
îäíàêî, ñîãëàñíî íàøåé èíòóèöèè, ïðåä-
ëîæåíèÿ òèïà (11) âûãëÿäÿò åñòåñòâåííî.

(11) – Çàéäåì â áèáëèîòåêó ïîñëå
  øêîëû, à íå äî.
  – Íó ïîñëå òàê ïîñëå.

Ïî ñóùåñòâó, îãðàíè÷åíèÿ íà ïåðå-
ìåííóþ Õ ñâîäÿòñÿ ê çàïðåòó äâóõ ìîð-
ôîëîãè÷åñêèõ ôîðì ãëàãîëà: ñîñëàãàòåëü-
íîãî íàêëîíåíèÿ è èìïåðàòèâà, âñå îñ-
òàëüíûå ôîðìû îñòàëüíûõ ñàìîñòîÿòåëü-
íûõ ÷àñòåé ðå÷è è ïðåäëîãà (âåðøèíû
ïðåäëîæíîé ãðóïïû) äîïóñòèìû.

5 Ïðè ñáîðå ìàòåðèàëà áûëè èñïîëüçîâàíû ðåñóðñû Íàöèîíàëüíîãî êîðïóñà ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà
(www.ruscorpora.ru), ñèñòåìû Èíòåãðóì (www.integrum.ru) è äðóãèå èñòî÷íèêè. Ïðèìåðû áåç
óêàçàíèÿ èñòî÷íèêà ïðèíàäëåæàò àâòîðàì ñòàòüè.

ïðîõîäèëà íåðâíî. [”Ìåãàïîëèñ–
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Îáÿçàòåëüíîå òðåáîâàíèå ê ýëåìåíòó
Õ – êîíòåêñòíàÿ îáîñíîâàííîñòü: îí äîë-
æåí èìåòü ñåìàíòè÷åñêîãî àíòåöåäåíòà
èëè â íåïîñðåäñòâåííî ïðåäøåñòâóþùåé
ôðàçå (12), èëè â áîëüøîì êîíòåêñòå
(13).

(12)  —  Ýêèïàæ  —  øåñòü  ÷åëîâåê,
— ñêàçàë Õóðêîâ, — âêëþ÷àÿ ïðîâå-
ðÿþùåãî. Âñåì — ïîðîâíó. Ðàçãîâîð
çàêîí÷åí. — Íó çàêîí÷åí — òàê çà-
êîí÷åí, — ëåíèâî ïðîãîâîðèë Èëüèí.
[“Çâåçäà”, 3, 2002]

(13) Íî òóò îáúÿâèëè ðåãèñòðàöèþ
íà ðåéñ, êàê íè ñòðàííî âûëåòàþùèé äî
Ïàðèæà. “Íó ÷òî? – ñïðîñèë ÿ æåíó. –
Ìîæåò, îñòàòüñÿ?” ß è âïðÿìü ãîòîâ
áûë âûéòè èç èãðû, ÷òîáû íå ñòàíî-
âèòüñÿ äëÿ âñåõ îáóçîé. Íî òóò êòî-òî
ñïðîñèë: “Âàø  ÷åìîäàí?”  – “Ìîé”.  –
“Íó òàê ÷åãî îí òóò ñòîèò?” – È ïîòà-
ùèë åãî íà âåñû. Ìû ðåãèñòðèðîâàëèñü
ïî ñïèñêó è ïî ãðóïïîâîìó áèëåòó. Íó
÷òî æ, Ïàðèæ òàê Ïàðèæ.  Áóäü  ÷òî
áóäåò. [“Çâåçäà”, 4, 2002]

Ïîâòîðÿþùèéñÿ ýëåìåíò ëèáî óïîò-
ðåáëÿåòñÿ â ìîðôîëîãè÷åñêîé ôîðìå
ñâîåãî ñåìàíòè÷åñêîãî àíòåöåäåíòà (14),
ëèáî ïðèíèìàåò íàèáîëåå íåìàðêèðî-
âàííóþ, äåôîëòíóþ ôîðìó (èìåíèòåëü-
íûé ïàäåæ, èíôèíèòèâ)6 (15).

 (14) Êàïèòàí âçãëÿíóë íà âèñåâ-
øóþ ïåðåä íèì öèòàòó: “...óíè÷òîæàòü
øïèîíîâ, äèâåðñàíòîâ, âðàæåñêèõ ïà-
ðàøþòèñòîâ...”. “Íó ÷òî æ, óíè÷òî-
æàòü, òàê óíè÷òîæàòü”, — ïîäóìàë
êàïèòàí è óëûáíóëñÿ ñàìîìó ñåáå. [Â.
Âîéíîâè÷. Æèçíü è íåîáû÷àéíûå ïðè-
êëþ÷åíèÿ ñîëäàòà Èâàíà ×îíêèíà]

(15) —Âîäî÷êè õîòèòå?
 — Íåò-íåò. ×àéêó.
  — ×àåê  òàê  ÷àåê. Ñ ïîçîëîòîé,
  ìîæåò áûòü?
 [Ë. Þçåôîâè÷. Äîì ñâèäàíèé]

Ïðèìåðû òèïà (16) ïðèçíàþòñÿ íå-
êîððåêòíûìè.

(16à) *– ×òî Âû
áóäåòå ïèòü?

 – ×àé.
 – Íó ÷àþ

òàê ÷àþ.

(16á)*– ×åì áóäåøü
äîãîíÿòüñÿ?

 – ×àåì.
 – Íó ÷àþ

òàê ÷àþ.

Â ðåäêèõ ñëó÷àÿõ îïîðíàÿ ëåêñåìà
çàìåíÿåòñÿ ñèíîíèìè÷íîé (17), ÷òî, åñòå-
ñòâåííî, ìîæåò ïîâëå÷ü çà ñîáîé îïðåäå-
ëåííûå ñòèëèñòè÷åñêèå ìîäèôèêàöèè.

(17) ‘Ïåòðîâè÷! Òû äîëæåí, êàê Àíä-
ðåé Áîëêîíñêèé, ïàñòü ñî  çíàìåíåì  ó
ôèíñêîãî äîòà!’ – äàåò ìíå ïîñëåäíèå
óêàçàíèÿ íàø êîìàíäèð Àëåêñàíäð Ôå-
äîñîâ. Óìåðåòü òàê óìåðåòü: ‘Åñòü,
òîâàðèù ëåéòåíàíò, íå âïåðâîé!’
[“Êàðåëèÿ”. 21.03.2002]

1.1.2 Ïàðàòàêñèñ êîíñòðóêöèé.
Åñëè äâå (èëè áîëåå) ôðàçåìû …Õ òàê
Õ âûñòóïàþò êàê ýëåìåíòû ïàðàòàêòè-
÷åñêîãî ðÿäà (Õ òàê Õ, X’ òàê X’), òî
ïåðåìåííûå Õ è Õ’ ìîãóò ïðèíàäëåæàòü
ðàçíûì äèñòðèáóòèâíûì êëàññàì, à
îïîðíîé ÿâëÿåòñÿ ñèòóàöèÿ ÕÕ’ (18),
(19). Ïðè ýòîì ãîâîðÿùèé âûðàæàåò
ñîãëàñèå ñî âñåé ñèòóàöèåé â öåëîì.

(18) ×òîáû íå âëÿïàòüñÿ â òàêèå äåëà,
îí ñòàë ïîäáèðàòü êëèåíòîê ñ íåñòàí-
äàðòíûì âîçðàñòîì è ôèãóðîé. Ýòèì
áûëî âñå ðàâíî: ïðèìåðÿòü, òàê ïðè-
ìåðÿòü, ëèô÷èêè, òàê ëèô÷èêè. [Ô.
Êðèâèí. Ïåðåäà÷à ìûñëåé íà ðàññòîÿ-
íèå è îáðàòíî]

(19) À âîäêó ïèòü îí îòêàçûâàëñÿ,
ìîòèâèðóÿ ýòî ñâîå êàòåãîðè÷åñêîå íå-
æåëàíèå òåì, ÷òî îò àëêîãîëÿ, ìîë, íå-
ïðåìåííî ðàçðàçèòñÿ ãîðíàÿ áîëåçíü.
<…> Àáäèëüäà, âûïèâàÿ ñ óäîâîëüñò-
âèåì, â ñïîð íå âñòóïàë: áîëåçíü òàê
áîëåçíü, ðàçðàçèòñÿ òàê ðàçðàçèòñÿ.
[Îêòÿáðü 5, 2003]

Åñëè X è Õ’ ïðèíàäëåæàò îäíîìó äèñò-
ðèáóòèâíîìó êëàññó, òî îíè âûðàæàþò
ðàçëè÷íûå èñõîäû îäíîé è òîé æå ñèòóà-
öèè, è ãîâîðÿùèé âûðàæàåò ñîãëàñèå ñ
îáîèìè èëè áåçðàçëè÷èå ê âûáîðó (20).

6 Î íåìàðêèðîâàííîñòè ñì. [14, ñ. 15-28]; ñì. åùå [15, ñ. 179] è [16].
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 (20) ß çíàë: ýòî – òþðüìà; íî ñàìîå
çíà÷åíèå ñëîâà îòñóòñòâîâàëî åùå â ìî-
åì ñîçíàíèè. Òþðüìà òàê òþðüìà,
Àêàäåìèÿ òàê Àêàäåìèÿ: íàçûâàåòñÿ
òàê, è âñå òóò. [Ë. Óñïåíñêèé “Çàïèñêè
ñòàðîãî ïåòåðáóðæöà”]

×àñòíûì ñëó÷àåì òàêîãî ïàðàòàêñèñà
êîíñòðóêöèé ÿâëÿåòñÿ óïîòðåáëåíèå
íåò òàê íåò, äà òàê äà (21).

(21) Ó ìåíÿ âñå ïðîñòî çàäàåøü äå-
âóøêå ïðÿìîé âîïðîñ ïî ïîâîäó îòíî-
øåíèé... äà òàê äà! Íåò òàê íåò! ×å
ìîçãè ñåáå êàíèôîëèòü.... ÷å îíà ïî-
ñëåäíÿÿ äåâóøêà íà çåìëå ÷òî ëè?!
[Èíòåðíåò-ôîðóì]

Õàðàêòåðíî, ÷òî âàðèàíò äà òàê äà â
íàøåì êîðïóñå ïðèìåðîâ íå âñòðå÷àåò-
ñÿ. È ýòî âïîëíå åñòåñòâåííî, åñëè
ó÷åñòü, ÷òî Õ òàê Õ –  ýòî  ðåàêöèÿ íà
ñèòóàöèþ, íåæåëàòåëüíóþ äëÿ ãîâîðÿ-
ùåãî,  à  òàêîâûì  â  äèàëîãå  ÿâëÿåòñÿ
ñëó÷àé, êîãäà ñîáåñåäíèê íà âîïðîñ îò-
âå÷àåò îòêàçîì. Èìåííî ïîýòîìó äèàëîã
(22) ïðèçíàåòñÿ îøèáî÷íûì.

(22)  *–  Çîëóøêà,  ëþáèìàÿ,  òû  âûé-
 äåøü çà ìåíÿ çàìóæ?

 – Î äà, Ïðåêðàñíûé Ïðèíö!
 – Íó äà òàê äà.

Îäíàêî ìîæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü è òàêóþ
ñèòóàöèþ, â êîòîðîé ïîëîæèòåëüíûé
îòâåò ñîáåñåäíèêà ÿâëÿåòñÿ íåæåëà-
òåëüíûì äëÿ ãîâîðÿùåãî, è óïîòðåáëå-
íèå äà òàê äà ñòàíîâèòñÿ âïîëíå ìîòè-
âèðîâàííûì (23):

(23) – È òû, Áðóò?
 – Äà.

 – Ýõ, íó äà òàê äà.
Âñå âûøåïðèâåäåííûå íàáëþäåíèÿ

ìîæíî îáîáùèòü â òàáëèöå, ïðåäñòàâ-
ëÿþùåé îñíîâíûå îñîáåííîñòè êîíñò-
ðóêöèè …Õ òàê Õ.

Ñòðóêòóðà …Õ  òàê  Õ, ãäå Õ – ïå-
ðåìåííàÿ (ëþáàÿ ñàìî-
ñòîÿòåëüíàÿ ëåêñåìà,
ïðåäëîã), èìåþùàÿ ñå-
ìàíòè÷åñêîãî àíòåöåäåíòà
â ïðåäøåñòâóþùåì êîí-
òåêñòå è ïðèíèìàþùàÿ
ìîðôîëîãè÷åñêóþ ôîðìó
àíòåöåäåíòà, äåôîëòíóþ
ôîðìó èëè – ðåæå – ÿâ-
ëÿþùàÿñÿ ñèíîíèìîì àí-
òåöåäåíòà

Ïðîñîäè÷å-
ñêèé êîíòóð

áåçóäàðíàÿ ÷àñòèöà, ïàäå-
íèå òîíà íà êîíåö ôðàçû

Çíà÷åíèå ‘íåêîíòðîëèðóåìûé âû-
áîð’, à èìåííî: ‘âûíóæ-
äåííîå ñîãëàñèå, îòñóòñò-
âèå âûáîðà, áåñïîëåç-
íîñòü âûáîðà’

Ïðàãìàòèêà îáÿçàòåëüíûé êîíòåêñò

1.2. Õ òàê Õ!
Ôðàçåìà ïîëíîòû ïðèçíàêà

1.2.1. Êîíñòðóêöèÿ Õ òàê Õ!7 óïîò-
ðåáëÿåòñÿ äëÿ óêàçàíèÿ íà òî, ÷òî îïè-
ñûâàåìàÿ ñèòóàöèÿ ðåàëèçóåò ïðèñóùèå
åé ïðèçíàêè â èõ ìàêñèìàëüíîì ïðîÿâ-
ëåíèè (24).

(24) Íî óæ åñëè ïèòü òàê ïèòü,
åñòü òàê åñòü, òàíöåâàòü òàê òàíöå-
âàòü, ïåòü òàê ïåòü, è ëþäè áûñòðî
çàáûâàþò, ÷òî îíè â ãîñòÿõ. [Ì. Áóëãà-
êîâ. Êàáàëà ñâÿòîø]

Òåñòîì íà ýòó êîíñòðóêöèþ ÿâëÿåòñÿ
âîçìîæíîñòü óïîòðåáëÿòüñÿ â êîíòåêñòå
âîò ýòî, íó âîò. Êîíñòðóêöèÿ Õ òàê Õ!
òàêæå õàðàêòåðèçóåòñÿ îñîáîé ïðîñîäè÷å-
ñêîé ñòðóêòóðîé: ïîâûøåíèåì òîíà ê
êîíöó ôðàçû, êîòîðîå ìîæåò ñîïðîâîæ-
äàòüñÿ áîëüøèì, ÷åì îáû÷íî, óäëèíåíèåì
óäàðíûõ ãëàñíûõ.

Êîíñòðóêöèÿ  ýòîãî òèïà ïðåäñòàâ-
ëÿåòñÿ áîëåå íåçàâèñèìîé îò êîíòåêñòà:
îíà ìîæåò óïîòðåáëÿòüñÿ â ïîçèöèè íà-

7 Â äàëüíåéøåì âîñêëèöàòåëüíûé çíàê ñëóæèò óñëîâíûì ìàðêåðîì ôðàçåì ýòîãî òèïà.
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÷àëà äèñêóðñèâíîãî àáçàöà èëè äàæå
òåêñòà (25, 26).

(25) Ìåíÿòüñÿ – òàê ìåíÿòüñÿ.
Ìîëäîâà îáåùàåò ïîñòàâèòü òî÷êó â âî-
ïðîñå äåëèìèòàöèè ãðàíèöû ñ Óêðàè-
íîé çàâòðà [“Äåíü”, 11.07.2001,  120]

(26) Íîâûé ðóññêèé íà îòäûõå: îò-
ðûâàòüñÿ, òàê îòðûâàòüñÿ! [“Äåëîâàÿ
Ïåíçà”, 12.01.2000,  168]

Â êà÷åñòâå ýëåìåíòîâ äàííîé êîíñò-
ðóêöèè ìîãóò óïîòðåáëÿòüñÿ íîìèíàòèâ
ñóùåñòâèòåëüíîãî (27) è ïðèëàãàòåëü-
íîãî (28), èíôèíèòèâû (29) è ôèíèò-
íàÿ ôîðìà ãëàãîëà8 (30), (31):

(27) Âîò âñòðå÷à òàê âñòðå÷à!  –
êàê îáóõîì ïî ãîëîâå óäàðèë Òàðàñà
áîéêèé ãîëîñ íåâåñòü îòêóäà âçÿâøåãîñÿ
Ïðîñòåíêè. [O. Íîâèêîâà. Ìóæñêîé
ðîìàí]

(28) Âåäü è òàì èì íå î ÷åì áû áû-
ëî ïîãîâîðèòü, âîò øòóêà-òî. Âîò óæ
÷óæèå òàê ÷óæèå – íà âåêè âå÷íûå.
[Â. Øóêøèí. ×óæèå]

(29) Êàçíèòü òàê êàçíèòü, æàëî-
âàòü òàê æàëîâàòü: òàêîâ ìîé îáû÷àé.
[À. Ïóøêèí. Êàïèòàíñêàÿ äî÷êà]

 (30) Âîò ×óáàéñ ìî÷èò òàê ìî÷èò
– ñðàçó ãîðîäà ñ ïîëóìèëëèîííûì íà-
ñåëåíèåì îòêëþ÷àåò, ëþäè çàìåðçàþò,
ãîëîäàþò. [”Ñîâåòñêàÿ Ðîññèÿ”,
2003.04.05]

(31) Ñàì áóäó âûñòóïàòü è óæ âðå-
æó òàê âðåæó! [Þ. Òðèôîíîâ. Äîì íà
íàáåðåæíîé]
Èñêëþ÷èòåëüíî ðåäêè ñëó÷àè óïîòðåá-
ëåíèÿ ñóùåñòâèòåëüíîãî â êîñâåííûõ
ïàäåæàõ â êà÷åñòâå ïîâòîðÿþùåãîñÿ
ýëåìåíòà (32):

 (32) Ïîäóìàë òîëüêî, íå ïðèâåäè
ãîñïîäè, ÷òîáû îâëàäåëè òàêèì îðóæè-

åì àìåðèêàíöû. Âîò óæ æäè îò íèõ ãî-
ðÿ òàê ãîðÿ. [Ïðàâäà]

Ïðèìåðû íà ñëóæåáíûå ÷àñòè ðå÷è,
íàðå÷èÿ è ÷èñëèòåëüíûå îäíîçíà÷íî
ïðèçíàþòñÿ íåêîððåêòíûìè9.

Âàæíî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ
óêàçàííîé ôðàçåìû ñ ãëàãîëüíûì èëè
àäúåêòèâíûì íàïîëíåíèåì îäíîçíà÷íî
óêàçûâàåò íà ñèòóàöèþ èëè ïðèçíàê â
åå ìàêñèìàëüíîì ïðîÿâëåíèè è â ýòîì
ñìûñëå ìîæåò áûòü çàäàíî ñìûñëîâîé
ôîðìóëîé ‘åñëè P, òî Pmagn10’. Ñ äðó-
ãîé ñòîðîíû, ìåõàíèçì èíòåðïðåòàöèè
êîíñòðóêöèé ñ òåðìîâûì èìåíåì â ïî-
çèöèè ïîâòîðÿþùåãîñÿ ýëåìåíòà ìîæåò
èäòè ïî äâóì íàïðàâëåíèÿì. Êàæäûé
îáúåêò èìååò êàêèå-òî âíåøíèå (öâåò,
ðàçìåð,  ôîðìà  è  äð.)  è  âíóòðåííèå
(ôóíêöèè, ñîäåðæàíèå) ïàðàìåòðû,
êàæäûé èç êîòîðûõ ìîæåò áûòü ïðåä-
ñòàâëåí â ðàçíîé ñòåïåíè. Íàïðèìåð,
ïðåäëîæåíèå (33) â îòñóòñòâèè êîíòåê-
ñòà (à äëÿ óïîòðåáëåíèÿ Õ òàê Õ! êîí-
òåêñòíàÿ îáîñíîâàííîñòü îáÿçàòåëüíîé
íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ) ìîæíî èíòåðïðåòèðîâàòü,
êàê ìèíèìóì, äâîÿêî: ‘íîñ î÷åíü áîëü-
øîé’ è ‘íîñèòåëü íîñà îáëàäàåò î÷åíü
òîíêèì îáîíÿíèåì’.

(33) Âîò óæ íîñ òàê íîñ!
 Íèêîãäà íå âèäåë òàêîãî áîëü-

 øîãî!
 Âñå çàïàõè ðàçëè÷àåò!

Îòäåëüíî ñëåäóåò îãîâîðèòü ñëó÷àè
óïîòðåáëåíèÿ èìåíè ñîáñòâåííîãî â êà-
÷åñòâå ïåðåìåííîé Õ. Äåéñòâèòåëüíî, Õ
äîëæåí ÿâëÿòüñÿ ïðåäñòàâèòåëåì íåêî-
òîðîãî êëàññà, ñïîñîáíûì ðåàëèçîâû-
âàòüñÿ ñ ðàçíîé ñòåïåíüþ èíòåíñèâíî-
ñòè, â òî âðåìÿ êàê èìÿ ñîáñòâåííîå
îáîçíà÷àåò óíèêàëüíûé îáúåêò. Îäíàêî

8 Ïîä÷èíÿÿñü íåñòðîãèì ïðàâèëàì, îáû÷íî èñïîëüçóþòñÿ ôîðìû ñîâåðøåííîãî âèäà ïðîøåäøåãî
âðåìåíè è èíôèíèòèâû íåñîâåðøåííîãî âèäà.
9 Âïðî÷åì, âîçìîæíû ÷èñëèòåëüíûå â ñóáñòàíòèâèðîâàííîì óïîòðåáëåíèè. Ïðåäëîæåíèå Âîò
ýòî ïÿòü òàê ïÿòü! ïðèçíàåòñÿ  íîðìàëüíûì,  òîëüêî  åñëè  «ïÿòü»  óïîòðåáëÿåòñÿ  â  çíà÷åíèè
‘÷åñòíî çàðàáîòàííàÿ ïÿòåðêà’, ‘êðåïêîå ðóêîïîæàòèå’ è ò.ï.
10 Magn îïðåäåëÿåòñÿ êàê “îáîçíà÷åíèå ‘âûñîêîé ñòåïåíè’, ‘èíòåíñèâíîñòè’ ( ‘î÷åíü’) ñàìîé
ñèòóàöèè” [17, c. 89].
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ñóùåñòâóþò ñèòóàöèè, â êîòîðûõ èõ èñ-
ïîëüçîâàíèå âîçìîæíî, íàïðèìåð, åñëè
òàêîå èìÿ ïîëó÷àåò â êîíòåêñòå ìíîæå-
ñòâåííóþ ðåôåðåíöèþ.

Òàê, ïðåäëîæåíèå (34) äîïóñòèìî,
åñëè ãîâîðÿùèé, èñïðàâëÿÿ îøèáêó ñî-
áåñåäíèêà (ñêàæåì, â êóïå ïîåçäà, ïðè-
áëèæàþùåãîñÿ ê Ìîñêâå) óêàçûâàåò
åìó, íà òî, ÷òî ñîáåñåäíèê îøèáî÷íî
ñ÷èòàë Ìîñêâîé ïðèãîðîäû. Ñîçäàåòñÿ
êîíòåêñò, â êîòîðîì ñóùåñòâóåò äâà ðå-
ôåðåíòà ëåêñåìû Ìîñêâà: îøèáî÷íî
ïðèíÿòûå çà òàêîâóþ ïðèãîðîäû è íà-
ñòîÿùàÿ Ìîñêâà.

(34) Âîò ýòî Ìîñêâà òàê Ìîñêâà, à
òî, ÷òî áûëî ðàíüøå, – òîëüêî ïðèãî-
ðîäû.

Â íàøåì ìàòåðèàëå çàôèêñèðîâàíû
è äðóãèå ñëó÷àè èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ èìåí
ñîáñòâåííûõ, èíòåðïðåòàöèÿ êîòîðûõ
ïîäðàçóìåâàåò íàäåëåíèå èìåíè ñîáñò-
âåííîãî íåêîòîðûìè èçâåñòíûìè ãîâî-
ðÿùèì “ïðîòîòèïè÷åñêèìè” ïðèçíàêà-
ìè. Íàïðèìåð, â îáñóæäåíèè óäà÷íîé
èãðû òåííèñèñòêè Ìàðèè Øàðàïîâîé
âîçìîæíî óïîòðåáèòü êîíñòðóêöèþ Õ
òàê Õ!, ïðè ýòîì ñîâåðøåííî ÿñíî, êà-
êîé ïðèçíàê â åãî ìàêñèìàëüíîì ïðî-
ÿâëåíèè èìååòñÿ â âèäó.

(35) Âîò Ìàøà òàê Ìàøà! Ìîëîäåö.
Áîåö õîðîøèé. [Èíòåðíåò-ôîðóì]

1.2.2. Ïàðàòàêñèñ êîíñòðóêöèé. Ôðàçå-
ìû Õ òàê Õ! ìîãóò îáðàçîâûâàòü ïàðà-
òàêòè÷åñêèå öåïî÷êè, òîëüêî åñëè âà-
ëåíòíîñòè çàïîëíåíû ýëåìåíòàìè îäè-
íàêîâûõ äèñòðèáóòèâíûõ êëàññîâ. Èñ-
õîäíàÿ êîíñòðóêöèÿ ïðè ýòîì ñîñòîèò
èç äâóõ ñèòóàöèé (Õ è X’), êîòîðûå
ìîãóò ðàçâèâàòüñÿ ïàðàëëåëüíî (36)
èëè âçàèìîèñêëþ÷àòü äðóã äðóãà (37).

(36) Íå ñêðîþ, ÷òî Ðèêêè ãîðàçäî áî-
ëåå òåìïåðàìåíòíûé ãðàæäàíèí, ÷åì ñðåä-
íåñòàòèñòè÷åñêèé êîëëè. Âñå ó íåãî îò

äóøè: âåñåëèòüñÿ, òàê âåñåëèòüñÿ!
Äðàòüñÿ, òàê äðàòüñÿ! Áîÿòüñÿ, òàê
áîÿòüñÿ! [Èíòåðíåò-ôîðóì]

(37) ×òî ïîäåëàåøü, êëèìàò êîíòè-
íåíòàëüíûé, íå çíàåò ïîãîäà ìåðû —
õîëîä òàê õîëîä, æàðà òàê æàðà.
[Îêòÿáðü 9, 2002]

Ñòðóêòóðà Õ òàê Õ!, ãäå Õ – ïåðå-
ìåííàÿ, íà ìåñòå êîòîðîé
ìîæåò ñòîÿòü íîìèíàòèâ
(ðåäêî êîñâåííûé ïàäåæ)
ïðèëàãàòåëüíîãî èëè íà-
ðèöàòåëüíîãî (ðåäêî ñîá-
ñòâåííîãî) ñóùåñòâèòåëü-
íîãî, ôèíèòíàÿ ôîðìà
ãëàãîëà èëè èíôèíèòèâ.

Ïðîñîäè-
÷åñêèé
êîíòóð

áåçóäàðíàÿ ÷àñòèöà, ìîæåò
ñîïðîâîæäàòüñÿ áîëüøèì
÷åì îáû÷íî óäëèíåíèåì
óäàðíûõ ãëàñíûõ.

Çíà÷åíèå ‘íàèáîëüøåå ïðîÿâëåíèå
ïðèçíàêà’.

2. ÄÈÀÕÐÎÍÍÛÉ ÏÎÄÕÎÄ:
ÎÏÛÒ ÐÅÊÎÍÑÒÐÓÊÖÈÈ

Ñîâðåìåííûå ïîäõîäû ê èññëåäîâà-
íèþ ôðàçåì (â òîì ÷èñëå è ñèíòàêñè÷å-
ñêèõ), ñäåëàííûå íà ìàòåðèàëå ðàçíûõ
ÿçûêîâ, âûÿâèëè ýôôåêòèâíîñòü èñòî-
ðè÷åñêèõ ïîäõîäîâ, êîòîðûå ïîçâîëÿþò
îáúÿñíèòü èäèîìàòè÷íîñòü ñîâðåìåííûõ
åäèíèö èõ èñòîðèåé [18-20 è äð.]. Íà-
øè äàëüíåéøèå ðàññóæäåíèÿ èíñïèðè-
ðîâàíû èìåííî ýòèìè èäåÿìè.

Î÷åâèäíî, îáå êîíñòðóêöèè òåñíî
ñâÿçàíû ñ åùå îäíîé – óñëîâíûì ïðåä-
ëîæåíèåì, ñîñòîÿùèì èç äâóõ êëàóç,
ñâÿçàííûõ îäíèì èç ñîþçîâ èç çàêðû-
òîãî ñïèñêà: åñëè–òî (38), åñëè–òàê
(39), êîãäà–òàê (40), êîëè–òàê (41).11

(38) Íî óæ åñëè ãîâîðèòü, òî
ãîâîðèòü íà÷èñòîòó [Þ. Äîìáðîâñêèé.
Õðàíèòåëü äðåâíîñòåé]

11 , -
( .

[21, c. 33–37] [2 2c  . 259–265]).
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(39) Óæ åñëè áûòü ÷åðíûì, òàê
÷åðíûì, êàê óãîëü [Ë. Ãîí÷àðîâ. Ôðå-
ãàò “Ïàëëàäà”]

(40) Âîò êîãäà çàðåçàë, òàê çàðå-
çàë! Óáèò, óáèò, ñîâñåì óáèò! [Í. Ãî-
ãîëü. Ðåâèçîð].

(41) ß ÷åëîâåê ïðîñòîé, ïî-ñòàðîìó
ïîñòóïàþ. Ïî-ìîåìó: êîëè áàðèí –
òàê áàðèí, à êîëè ìóæèê – òàê ìó-
æèê... Âîò ÷òî. [È. Òóðãåíåâ. Çàïèñêè
îõîòíèêà]

Îäíàêî õàðàêòåð ýòîé ñâÿçè, äèà-
õðîíè÷åñêàÿ è ñèíõðîííàÿ ïðîèçâîä-
íîñòü/àâòîíîìíîñòü íóæäàþòñÿ â äî-
ïîëíèòåëüíîé ýêñïëèêàöèè. Òåîðåòè÷å-
ñêè òðè êîíñòðóêöèè ìîãóò áûòü ñâÿçà-
íû îòíîøåíèÿìè ÷åòûðåõ òèïîâ:

1. Ïîëíàÿ óñëîâíàÿ êîíñòðóêöèÿ –
áàçà äëÿ íåçàâèñèìîãî ðàçâèòèÿ äâóõ
äðóãèõ êîíñòðóêöèé.

2. Îò óñëîâíîé êîíñòðóêöèè îáðà-
çîâàëàñü êîíñòðóêöèÿ Õ òàê Õ!, èç êî-
òîðîé óæå â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü îáðàçîâàëàñü
…Õ òàê Õ.

3. Îò óñëîâíîé êîíñòðóêöèè îáðà-
çîâàëàñü êîíñòðóêöèÿ …Õ òàê Õ, îò
êîòîðîé óæå â ñâîþ î÷åðåäü îáðàçîâà-
ëàñü Õ òàê Õ!

4. Äëÿ ïîëíîòû êàðòèíû ìîæíî
ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî âñå òðè êîíñòðóêöèè
ðàçâèâàëèñü íåçàâèñèìî äðóã îò äðóãà.

Ê íàøåìó ðàçî÷àðîâàíèþ â äðåâíå-
ðóññêîì ìàòåðèàëå íå óäàëîñü îáíàðó-
æèòü íè îäíîãî ïðèìåðà ñèíòàêñè÷å-
ñêîé ðåäóïëèêàöèè èññëåäóåìûõ òè-
ïîâ12. Ïåðâîå ïîÿâëåíèå êîíñòðóêöèé,

áëèçêèõ ïî ñòðóêòóðå ê àíàëèçèðóåìûì
â íàñòîÿùåé ñòàòüå, äàòèðóåòñÿ XVIII
âåêîì.

Íè øàïêà, íè êàðòóç, íè øëÿïà, íè
 ÷àëìà

 Íå  ìîãóò  óìíîæàòü  íàì  äàííîãî

 Òåìíîâîëîñàÿ, ðàâíî è áåëîêóðà,
 Êîãäà óìíà — óìíà, êîãäà ãëóïà —

 òàê äóðà.
[À. Ñóìàðîêîâ “Î ôðàíöóçñêîì ÿçûêå”]

Âçìàíèëî ýòî Âîðîíåíêà,
Äà òîëüêî äóìàåò îí òàê:
“Óæ áðàòü, òàê áðàòü,
 À òî è êîãòè ÷òî ìàðàòü!”

[È. Êðûëîâ ”Âîðîíåíîê”]
Â òå÷åíèå XIX â. óïîòðåáëåíèå ýòèõ

êîíñòðóêöèé øèðîêî ðàñïðîñòðàíèëîñü
â ðóññêîé ëèòåðàòóðå, êàê êàæåòñÿ, ïîä
âëèÿíèåì Í. Â. Ãîãîëÿ.

Îäíàêî äàæå íà îñíîâàíèè ïðåäñòà-
âèòåëüíîé âûáîðêè òåêñòîâ ìû íå ìî-
æåì ñ óâåðåííîñòüþ êîíñòàòèðîâàòü
ïîëíîå îòñóòñòâèå ñèíòàêñè÷åñêèõ ðå-
äóïëèêàòîâ òèïà Õ òàê Õ â äðåâíåðóñ-
ñêîì ÿçûêå. Èçâåñòíî, ÷òî ñèíòàêñèñ
ïèñüìåííûõ èñòî÷íèêîâ ïîäâåðãñÿ
âëèÿíèþ íåêîòîðîé ñòàíäàðòèçàöèè,
êîòîðîé íå ñìîãëè ïîëíîñòüþ èçáåæàòü
äàæå íîâãîðîäñêèå áåðåñòÿíûå ãðàìîòû
(êàê  ïèøåò  À.  À.  Çàëèçíÿê,  “ïî÷òè
ñâîáîäíû[å] îò ýòîãî âëèÿíèÿ” [23, ñ.
155] ñð. [26]), íå ãîâîðÿ óæå î ëåòîïè-
ñÿõ, æèòèÿõ è äðóãèõ òåêñòàõ öåðêîâ-
íîñëàâÿíñêîé îðèåíòàöèè. ×òî æå êàñà-

12 Êîíå÷íî, íåîáõîäèìî ó÷èòûâàòü âëèÿíèå èçâåñòíîãî îòâåòà Ïèëàòà: åæå ïèñàõú ïèñàõú (äð.-
ãðå÷. , , ; Èí: 19:22), îäíàêî íàì íå óäàëîñü îáíàðóæèòü
ñòðóêòóðíûõ àíàëîãîâ ýòîé ñòàðîñëàâÿíñêîé (èëè äðåâíåãðå÷åñêîé) ðåäóïëèêàöèè â äðåâíåðóñ-
ñêèõ òåêñòàõ. Ïðîñìîòðåííûé êîðïóñ äðåâíåðóññêèõ òåêñòîâ ñîñòîèò èç áîëåå ÷åì ñîòíè òåêñòîâ,
âêëþ÷àÿ «Ïîâåñòü âðåìåííûõ ëåò», «Äîìîñòðîé», «Æèòèå ïðîòîïîïà Àââàêóìà», «Ñîáîðíîå
óëîæåíèå» (1649 ã.); äðåâíåíîâãîðîäñêèå ãðàìîòû (áîëåå 1000 åä.) îáñëåäîâàëèñü îòäåëüíî ïî
èçäàíèþ [23]. Îòìåòèì, ÷òî ñïèñîê äðåâíåðóññêèõ ñîþçîâ ñóùåñòâåííî îòëè÷àëñÿ îò ñîâðåìåííî-
ãî ðóññêîãî (àùå/àøòå (èç ñòàðîñëàâÿíñêîãî), à÷å, áóäå åñ(òü)ëè  è äð.; ñì. [24, 25, ñ. 239-
247]).

    óìà.
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åòñÿ ðàññìàòðèâàåìûõ åäèíèö, òî îíè,
ÿâëÿÿñü ýëåìåíòàìè ðàçãîâîðíîãî ñèí-
òàêñèñà,13 â ïðèíöèïå ìîãëè áûòü óïîò-
ðåáèòåëüíûìè â óñòíîé ðå÷è, íî òàê è
íå çàôèêñèðîâàííûìè â èìåþùèõñÿ èñ-
òî÷íèêàõ.

Êîñâåííûì àðãóìåíòîì â ïîëüçó òà-
êîãî ðåøåíèÿ ñëóæèò ìàòåðèàë ãåíåòè-
÷åñêè ðîäñòâåííûõ ÿçûêîâ.14 Ïðèâåäåì
íåêîòîðûå ïðèìåðû

Ñëàâ. áîëãàð-
ñêèé

Àêî ùå
ïèåì,
äà/íåêà
ïèåì.

 ÷åøñêèé Když
piju, tak
piju.

 ïîëü-
ñêèé

…Pi – to
pi .

 óêðàèí-
cêèé

ßê ïèòè
òî ïèòè!

Áàëò. ëèòîâ-
ñêèé

(Jei)
gerti, tai
gerti!

 ëàòûø-
ñêèé

(Ka)
dzert, ta
dzert!

Ãåðì. àíãëèé-
ñêèé

If I drink,
I drink.

 íåìåö-
êèé

Wenn ich
trinke,
dann
trinke
ich.15

 øâåä-
ñêèé

När jag
drack, så
drack jag
(mycket).

(Åñëè) ïèòü,
(òî) ïèòü
(ìíîãî) /
(Åñëè) ÿ
ïüþ, (òî)
ïüþ (ìíîãî).

 íîðâåæ-
ñêèé

Drikken
man så
drikken
man.

 ãîëëàíä-
ñêèé

Drink je,
dan drink
je.

Ïðåäñòàâëåííûé ìàòåðèàë ïîêàçûâà-
åò øèðîêîå ðàñïðîñòðàíåíèå ïîëíîé
(óñëîâíîé) êîíñòðóêöèè (ñ ðàçíûìè
âèäàìè ýëèìèíèðîâàíèÿ ýëåìåíòîâ) â
ðÿäå èíäîåâðîïåéñêèõ ÿçûêîâ16. Âñå
ýòî ïîçâîëÿåò ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî èñòî-
ðè÷åñêè ïåðâè÷íîé áûëà ïîëíàÿ óñëîâ-
íàÿ êîíñòðóêöèÿ, ñîñòîÿùàÿ èç äâóõ
êëàóç, êîòîðàÿ ïðåäñòàâëÿëà ñîáîé
ïîëíîå òîæäåñòâî ñåìàíòè÷åñêîé è ïî-
âåðõíîñòíî-ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé ñòðóêòóðû.
Êàê êàæåòñÿ, âïîñëåäñòâèè èç íåå ðàç-
âèëèñü ñîêðàùåííûå âàðèàíòû, ïðè
ýòîì ýëèìèíàöèè ïîäâåðãëèñü ñëåäóþ-
ùèå ýëåìåíòû:

– ‘åñëè’ (íîðâåæñêèé, ãîëëàíäñêèé;
ôàêóëüòàòèâíî ëèòîâñêèé, ëàòûøñêèé);

– ‘òàê’ (àíãëèéñêèé);
– ïåðèôåðèéíûå ýëåìåíòû, íàïð.,

èíòåíñèôèêàòîð ñî çíà÷åíèåì Magn
(ôàêóëüòàòèâåí âî âñåõ ÿçûêàõ).

×òî êàñàåòñÿ ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà, òî íàì
ïðåäñòàâëÿåòñÿ, ÷òî ðóññêèå ôðàçåìû Õ
òàê Õ! è …Õ  òàê  Õ ðàçâèâàþòñÿ ïî
ïðèíöèïèàëüíî ðàçíûì ñöåíàðèÿì, ÷òî
ìû è ïðîäåìîíñòðèðóåì íèæå.

2.1. Ãèïîòåçà îáðàçîâàíèÿ …Õ òàê Õ
Êëþ÷åâûì ýëåìåíòîì â âîçíèêíîâå-

íèè è ðàçâèòèè ýòîé ôðàçåìû ÿâëÿåòñÿ

13 Ýòî ïîäòâåðæäàåòñÿ è òåì ôàêòîì, ÷òî ÷àñòèöà òàê ÿâëÿåòñÿ ìàðêåðîì ðàçãîâîðíîãî ðåãèñòðà
[27, ñ. 252].
14 Âàæíî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîå óäâîåíèå äîâîëüíî òèïè÷íî äëÿ íåêîòîðûõ ðîìàíñêèõ
ÿçûêîâ, íàïðèìåð, äëÿ èñïàíñêîãî, ïîðòóãàëüñêîãî, èòàëüÿíñêîãî è ãàëèñèéñêîãî, îäíàêî, êàê
êàæåòñÿ,  ÷óæäî  ôðàíöóçñêîìó  ÿçûêó,  êîòîðûé,  êàê  èçâåñòíî,  â  XVIII  è  XIX  ââ.  îêàçàë
çíà÷èòåëüíîå âëèÿíèå íà ðóññêèé. Óêàçàííîå îáñòîÿòåëüñòâî èñêëþ÷àåò âîçìîæíîñòü
çàèìñòâîâàíèÿ èç ôðàíöóçñêîãî.
15 Íåìåöêîå âûðàæåíèå Wenn schon denn schon ( Äåëàòü, òàê äåëàòü) ïî ñòðóêòóðå íàïîìèíàåò
ñîîòâåòñòâóþùåå ðóññêîå âûðàæåíèå, íî íà ñàìîì äåëå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëåêñè÷åñêîé ôðàçåìîé, â
êîòîðóþ íåëüçÿ ïîäñòàâèòü äðóãèå åäèíèöû, è êîòîðàÿ, ñëåäîâàòåëüíî, ôóíêöèîíèðóåò êàê
ëåêñè÷åñêàÿ åäèíèöà, à íå êàê ñèíòàêñè÷åñêàÿ êîíñòðóêöèÿ.
16 È íå òîëüêî èíäîåâðîïåéñêèõ, äâóõêëàóçíûå ïðåäëîæåíèÿ âèäà Åñëè Õ,  òàê Õ ñóùåñòâóþò,
íàïðèìåð, â ôèíñêîì è ýñòîíñêîì ÿçûêàõ.
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îïîðà íà êîíòåêñò. Ïðè ýòîì ìåñò ïåðå-
ìåííîé Õ çàíèìàåò åäèíèöà, ÿâëÿþ-
ùàÿñÿ ðåìîé îïîðíîãî âûñêàçûâàíèÿ17.
Â  òî  æå  âðåìÿ  íåâîçìîæíî  ñ÷èòàòü
ôðàçåìû ýòîãî òèïà ýëëèïñèñîì ñóùå-
ñòâóþùåé â êîíòåêñòå ïîëíîé ñòðóêòó-
ðû.

Òàê, â ïðèìåðå (42)
(42) à) – Ïîéäåì â øêîëó.

 á) – Íó, â øêîëó òàê â øêîëó…
ïðåäëîæåíèå (42á) íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ ýëëèï-
ñèñîì (42à), êàê ìèíèìóì, ïî òðåì
ïðè÷èíàì:

â êîíñòðóêöèè ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ äîïîë-
íèòåëüíûé ýëåìåíò òàê;

êîíñòðóêöèÿ îáëàäàåò áåçóñëîâ-
íûì ñåìàíòè÷åñêèì îòëè÷èåì îò “èñ-
õîäíîé”;

äàæå åñëè è ïðèçíàâàòü â êîíêðåò-
íîì ïðèìåðå (42) ýëèìèíèðîâàíèå ãëà-
ãîëüíîé âåðøèíû ñ ñîõðàíåíèåì çàâè-
ñèìîãî àêòàíòà, òî íåâîçìîæíî îáúÿñ-
íèòü òàêèì æå îáðàçîì ïðèìåðû òèïà
(13), â êîòîðîì èìåíèòåëüíûé ïàäåæ
ëåêñåìû Ïàðèæ î÷åâèäíî íå çàâèñèò îò
ãëàãîëîâ èç êîíòåêñòà,  è  ïðèçíàòü â
ýòîé êëàóçå ýëëèïñèñ áûëî áû íåêîòî-
ðîé íàòÿæêîé.

(13) Íî òóò îáúÿâèëè ðåãèñòðàöèþ
íà ðåéñ, êàê íè ñòðàííî âûëåòàþùèé äî
Ïàðèæà. “Íó ÷òî? – ñïðîñèë ÿ æåíó. –
Ìîæåò, îñòàòüñÿ?” ÿ è âïðÿìü ãîòîâ
áûë âûéòè èç èãðû, ÷òîáû íå ñòàíî-
âèòüñÿ äëÿ âñåõ îáóçîé. Íî òóò êòî-òî
ñïðîñèë: “Âàø ÷åìîäàí?” – “Ìîé”. –
“Íó òàê ÷åãî îí òóò ñòîèò?” – È ïîòà-
ùèë åãî íà âåñû. Ìû ðåãèñòðèðîâàëèñü
ïî ñïèñêó è ïî ãðóïïîâîìó áèëåòó. Íó
÷òî æ, Ïàðèæ òàê Ïàðèæ.

Èòàê, ñ òî÷êè çðåíèÿ ïîðîæäåíèÿ êîí-
ñòðóêöèé …Õ òàê Õ â ñîâðåìåííîì ðóñ-
ñêîì ÿçûêå ìîæíî ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü ïðà-
âèëî ïîâòîðåíèÿ ðåìû: ìåñòî ïåðåìåíåí-
íîé Õ çàíèìàåò ðåìà îïîðíîãî âûñêàçûâà-

íèÿ. Ýòî îáúÿñíÿåò óïîòðåáëåíèå êîíñò-
ðóêöèè â ñîâðåìåííîì ðóññêîì ÿçûêå, â
÷àñòíîñòè ïðàêòè÷åñêè îòêðûòûé ñïèñîê
ïåðåìåííûõ X. Îäíàêî îíî îñòàâëÿåò îò-
êðûòûì  âîïðîñ  îá  èõ  âîçíèêíîâåíèè  è  î
ïîòåíöèàëüíîé ñâÿçè ñ óñëîâíûì ïðåäëî-
æåíèåì.

Ïðè ïîèñêàõ îòâåòà íà ýòîò âîïðîñ íå-
îáõîäèìî çàîñòðèòü âíèìàíèå íà ñëåäóþ-
ùåì. Àíàëèç ïðèìåðà (42) óáåæäàåò íàñ,
÷òî â ïîäîáíûõ êîíñòðóêöèÿõ òðóäíî íàé-
òè ñëåäû àíàôîðè÷åñêîãî ýëëèïñèñà ïåð-
âîé  ðåïëèêè  äèàëîãà.  Ñ  äðóãîé  ñòîðîíû,
ïðåäëîæíàÿ ãðóïïà â øêîëó, î÷åâèäíî,
óêàçûâàåò íà íàëè÷èå âåðøèíû, êîòîðàÿ
óïðàâëÿåò ãðóïïîé. Ãëàãîë ïîéäåì â êà÷å-
ñòâå êàíäèäàòà íà ðîëü âåðøèíû ïîòåíöè-
àëüíî âîçìîæåí, íî ÿâëÿåòñÿ ðåøåíèåì ad
hoc è íå îáúÿñíÿåò îïèñàííûõ âûøå îãðà-
íè÷åíèé è ìîäèôèêàöèé, â ÷àñòíîñòè ìåíó
ôîðì íà äåôîëòíóþ â ïðèìåðàõ òèïà (13).
Ïîèñêè àëüòåðíàòèâíîãî êàíäèäàòà ìîãóò
ïðèâåñòè ê ðåçóëüòàòó, êîòîðûé ñâÿçàí ñ
àíàëèçîì ñåìàíòèêè ôðàçåìû. Ïîñêîëüêó
ýòè ôðàçåìû óïîòðåáëÿþòñÿ êàê ðåàêöèÿ
íà íåêîòîðûé èìïåðàòèâ, ïðîñüáó, çàïðåò
è ò. ä., èëè, ãîâîðÿ âîîáùå, íà ñèòóàöèþ,
îãðàíè÷èâàþùóþ âîçìîæíîñòè ãîâîðÿùå-
ãî, îíè ñîäåðæàò ñèëüíûé ìîäàëüíûé
êîìïîíåíò (ãðóáî ãîâîðÿ, âûðàæàþò ñî-
ãëàñèå â íåîáõîäèìîñòè). Óêàçàííàÿ ïðè-
÷èíà ïîçâîëÿåò ðåêîíñòðóèðîâàòü â èñõîä-
íîé ìîäåëè ìîäàëüíûé êîìïîíåíò íà ïî-
âåðõíîñòíîì óðîâíå, êîòîðûé, âåðîÿòíî,
âûðàæàëñÿ êîíêðåòíûìè ìîäàëüíûìè
ëåêñåìàìè, îäíàêî âïîñëåäñòâèè áûë ýëè-
ìèíèðîâàí. Òàêèì îáðàçîì, åñëè âîçâî-
äèòü ôðàçåìó …Õ  òàê  Õ ê óñëîâíîìó
ïðåäëîæåíèþ Åñëè Õ, òàê Õ, òî ïîñëåä-
íåå ðåàëèçîâûâàëîñü êàê äâóõêëàóçíîå
ïðåäëîæåíèå ñ ìîäàëüíîé ëåêñåìîé â
âåðøèíå ïåðâîãî êîìïîíåíòà è, âåðîÿòíî,
åñòåñòâåííûì àíàôîðè÷åñêèì ýëëèïñèñîì
âåðøèíû âî âòîðîé êëàóçå:

17 Áëàãîäàðèì À. Ëåòó÷åãî çà ýòî íàáëþäåíèå.
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Åñëè íàäî â øêîëó, òàê Ø â øêîëó18.
Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïðîïóñêàÿ âîçìîæíûå
ïðîìåæóòî÷íûå ýòàïû, èñòîðèþ ðàçâè-
òèÿ ýòîãî òèïà ìîæíî ïðåäñòàâèòü òàê:

(43)  Åñëè  ‘íàäî’  Õ,  òàê Ø Õ Õ
òàê Õ.

Ïðè ýòîì ìîäàëüíûé êîìïîíåíò çíà-
÷åíèÿ ñîõðàíÿåòñÿ âî ôðàçåìå è ïîñëå ñî-
êðàùåíèÿ ïîâåðõíîñòíîé ñòðóêòóðû19.

Òàêîå îáúÿñíåíèå, õîòÿ è íå ëèøåí-
íîå îïðåäåëåííîé ãèïîòåòè÷íîñòè, ïî-
çâîëÿåò îáúÿñíèòü öåëûé ðÿä îñîáåííî-
ñòåé ôðàçåìû …Õ òàê Õ.

1. Îãðàíè÷åíèå íà óïîòðåáëåíèå èì-
ïåðàòèâà è ñîñëàãàòåëüíîãî íàêëîíåíèÿ.
Ïðè óïîòðåáëåíèè ýòèõ ôîðì â óñëîâ-
íîì ïðåäëîæåíèè âîçíèêàåò çàïðåùåí-
íîå íàëîæåíèå ìîäàëüíûõ ñåìàíòè÷å-
ñêèõ êîìïîíåíòîâ: *Åñëè äîëæåí óõî-
äè, òàê óõîäè. Ñîîòâåòñòâåííî, â ïðî-
èçâîäíîé ôðàçåìå íàñëåäóåòñÿ ýòî ñå-
ìàíòè÷åñêîå îãðàíè÷åíèå: *Óõîäè, òàê
óõîäè.

2. Îãðàíè÷åíèå íà óïîòðåáëåíèå ìî-
äàëüíûõ ëåêñåì íà ìåñòå ïåðåìåííîé Õ.
Ýòî îãðàíè÷åíèå íå ÿâëÿåòñÿ àáñîëþò-
íûì. Òàê, ìîäàëüíûå ïðåäèêàòû ñî
çíà÷åíèåì äîëæåíñòâîâàíèÿ (Íó, íàäî
òàê íàäî) õîðîøî çàíèìàþò ïîçèöèþ
ïåðåìåííîé èìåííî ïîòîìó, ÷òî â èñ-
õîäíîì ïîëíîì ïðåäëîæåíèè çàíèìàëè
ïîëîæåíèå âåðøèíû: Åñëè íàäî Y, òàê
íàäî  Y. Ñ äðóãîé ñòîðîíû, ìîäàëüíûå
ïðåäèêàòû ñî çíà÷åíèåì âîçìîæíîñòè
ãîðàçäî õóæå ïîäõîäÿò íà ðîëü çàïîë-
íèòåëåé  Õ  êàê  ðàç  ïîòîìó,  ÷òî  â  ðóñ-
ñêîì ÿçûêå çàòðóäíåíî ñîçäàíèå ãðóïï
ñ âåðøèíîé è çàâèñèìûì, âûðàæåííû-
ìè ìîäàëüíûìè ëåêñåìàìè: *Åñëè äîë-
æåí ìî÷ü, òàê ìî÷ü (è ñîîòâåòñòâåííî
*Ìî÷ü òàê ìî÷ü).

 3. Êàê êàæåòñÿ, ìåíà ìîðôîëîãè÷å-
ñêîé ôîðìû ïåðåìåííîé Õ íà äåôîëò-
íóþ îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ òåì ôàêòîì, ÷òî â ñî-
âðåìåííîì ðóññêîì ÿçûêå ïðè óïîòðåá-
ëåíèè ýòîé ôðàçåìû ïàìÿòü îá èñõîä-
íîé ìîäåëè óïðàâëåíèÿ ñòèðàåòñÿ (åñëè
óæå íå ñòåðëàñü), è ÿçûê ïî íåîáõîäè-
ìîñòè âûáèðàåò íåéòðàëüíûå ôîðìû.

4. Ñëîæíåå îáúÿñíèòü èñïîëüçîâàíèå
ñïðÿãàåìûõ ôîðì ãëàãîëà, êîòîðûå
äîñòàòî÷íî ñâîáîäíî èñïîëüçóþòñÿ â
êà÷åñòâå ïåðåìåííîé Õ. Ó÷èòûâàÿ, ÷òî
â ðóññêîì ÿçûêå çàïðåùåíû ãðóïïû âè-
äà *íàäî ïîéäåì, ìîæíî ïðèâåñòè äâà
îáúÿñíåíèÿ åñòåñòâåííîñòè ôðàçåì òèïà
Íó, ïîéäåì òàê ïîéäåì. Ïåðâîå ñîñòî-
èò â òîì, ÷òî ôðàçåìû îòîðâàëèñü îò
èñõîäíîé  äâóõêëàóçíîé  ìîäåëè,  è  ñïè-
ñîê ïåðåìåííûõ Õ ïîñòåïåííî ðàñøèðÿ-
åòñÿ. Äðóãîå îáúÿñíåíèå âûãëÿäèò ìå-
íåå óáåäèòåëüíûì è ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òî
èñõîäíàÿ ñòðóêòóðà èìåëà âèä “Åñëè
íàäî, ÷òî Õ [ìàøèíó óãîíÿò], òàê ïóñòü
[ìàøèíó óãîíÿò]”, îíà âïîñëåäñòâèè
ïåðåæèëà òîò æå ïðîöåññ ÿçûêîâîãî ñî-
êðàùåíèÿ.

Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïðèçíàíèå â êà÷åñòâå
èñòîðè÷åñêè èñõîäíîé äëÿ ôðàçåìû …Õ
òàê  Õ äâóõêëàóçíîé ñòðóêòóðû ñ ìî-
äàëüíîé åäèíèöåé â êà÷åñòâå âåðøèí ïî-
çâîëÿåò îáúÿñíèòü ìíîãèå îñîáåííîñòè ñî-
âðåìåííîãî ïîâåäåíèÿ ýòîé ôðàçåìû. Ïðè
ýòîì íåîáõîäèìî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ìîäàëü-
íûé ñåìàíòè÷åñêèé êîìïîíåíò, ïåðåøåä-
øèé “ïî íàñëåäñòâó” îò èñõîäíîãî ïðåä-
ëîæåíèÿ   ê  ïðîèçâîäíîé  ôðàçåìå,  èìååò
ãîðàçäî áîëåå ñèëüíîå âëèÿíèå, ÷åì “ïà-
ìÿòü” î ìîäåëÿõ óïðàâëåíèÿ, êîòîðàÿ ïî-
ñòåïåííî ñòèðàåòñÿ, ïîçâîëÿÿ ôðàçåìå
âêëþ÷àòü ïåðåìåííûå, çàïðåùåííûå â èñ-
õîäíîé ñòðóêòóðå.

18 Òàêîãî ðîäà àíàôîðè÷åñêèé ïðîïóñê õîðîøî îïèñàí íà ìàòåðèàëå àíãëèéñêîãî ÿçûêà è íîñèò
íàçâàíèå gapping (ñì. [28]).
19 Ïî-âèäèìîìó, íåâîçìîæíî òî÷íî óêàçàòü, êàêèå êîíêðåòíî ìîäàëüíûå ëåêñåìû ìîãëè
èñïîëüçîâàòüñÿ â ïðåäëîæåíèÿõ òàêîãî ðîäà. Âåðîÿòíåå âñåãî, ýòî áûë öåëûé ðÿä ëåêñåì ñ
êîìïîíåíòîì ‘íàäî’.
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2.2. Ãèïîòåçà îáðàçîâàíèÿ Õ òàê Õ!
Ôðàçåìà Õ òàê Õ!, ñ îäíîé ñòîðîíû,

îáëàäàåò äîñòàòî÷íî æåñòêèì íàáîðîì îã-
ðàíè÷åíèé íà ïåðåìåííóþ, îäíàêî ñ äðó-
ãîé, – îíà ñâîáîäíà îò êîíòåêñòà.

Íàïîìíèì, ÷òî â êà÷åñòâå ïåðåìåí-
íîé Õ ìîãóò óïîòðåáëÿòüñÿ íà÷àëüíûå
ôîðìû è ñïðÿãàåìûå ôîðìû ãëàãîëà, à
âñå îñòàëüíûå ôîðìû îêàçûâàþòñÿ ìå-
íåå óïîòðåáèòåëüíûìè. Âîçìîæíîå îáú-
ÿñíåíèå ìîæåò áûòü ñâÿçàíî ñ òåì, ÷òî
èìåííî ýòè ôîðìû òÿãîòåþò ê ñèíòàê-
ñè÷åñêîìó öåíòðó ïðåäëîæåíèÿ, ò. å. ê
òàêèì ìîðôîëîãè÷åñêèì ôîðìàì, êîòî-
ðûå åñòåñòâåííî çàíèìàþò ïîçèöèþ ñêà-
çóåìîãî (âåðøèííóþ ïîçèöèþ â ñòðóê-
òóðå ïðåäëîæåíèÿ). Äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè,
Õ – ñèòóàöèÿ, êîòîðàÿ:

– çàäàåò (â íîðìå) îäíîçíà÷íóþ èí-
òåðïðåòàöèþ;

– ïîääàåòñÿ íåêîòîðîé îöåíêå, ïî-
ýòîìó èñïîëüçîâàíèå îöåíî÷íîãî îïåðà-
òîðà Magn ïî îòíîøåíèþ ê íåé âûãëÿ-
äèò åñòåñòâåííûì.

Èìåííî ïî ýòîé ïðè÷èíå ãëàãîëû åñ-
òåñòâåííî çàïîëíÿþò ïåðåìåííóþ Õ è
èìåþò (ïðè óñëîâèè îäíîçíà÷íîñòè ñà-
ìîé ëåêñåìû) îäíîçíà÷íóþ èíòåðïðåòà-
öèþ: ‘ïîëíàÿ ðåàëèçàöèÿ ïðîòîòèïè÷å-
ñêîé ñèòóàöèè èëè ïðèçíàêà’. Ýòèì æå
îáúÿñíÿåòñÿ è åñòåñòâåííîå èñïîëüçîâà-
íèå ïðèëàãàòåëüíûõ è ïðåäèêàòíûõ
èìåí òèïà “ñâîëî÷ü”, “ìîëîäåö”.

Îäíàêî  òåðìû  òàêæå  ìîãóò  èñïîëü-
çîâàòüñÿ â êà÷åñòâå ïåðåìåííûõ äàííîé
êîíñòðóêöèè, ïîòîìó ÷òî îáúåêòû, èìè
îáîçíà÷àåìûå, ïðèíèìàþò ó÷àñòèå â ñè-
òóàöèè è ìîãóò áûòü îöåíåíû â ðàìêàõ
êîíêðåòíîé ñèòóàöèè. È èìåííî íà
ýòîì îñíîâàíà ìíîãîçíà÷íîñòü èíòåð-
ïðåòàöèè ïðåäëîæåíèé òèïà “Âîò óæ
íîñ òàê íîñ!”: îöåíèâàåòñÿ íå ñàì
“íîñ”, à íåêîòîðûé åãî ïàðàìåòð, è

òîëüêî çíàíèå ñèòóàöèé (îïîðà íà êîí-
òåêñò) ìîæåò ïîìî÷ü â âûáîðå ïðàâèëü-
íîãî ïðî÷òåíèÿ ôðàçåìû. Íàì ïðåä-
ñòàâëÿåòñÿ, ÷òî âîçìîæíûå ýòàïû ðàç-
âèòèÿ óêàçàííîé ôðàçåìû ìîæíî ïðåä-
ñòàâèòü ñëåäóþùèì îáðàçîì.

1. Õ òàê Õ! óïîòðåáëÿåòñÿ òîëüêî
äëÿ îáîçíà÷åíèÿ ñèòóàöèè èëè ïðèçíà-
êà, ò. å. ñ ïðåäèêàòíûìè åäèíèöàìè, è
â ýòîì ñìûñëå èñòîðè÷åñêè ñâÿçàíà ñ
ïîëíîé äâóõïðåäèêàòíîé ñòðóêòóðîé
“Åñëè Õ, òàê Õ Magn”20, â êîòîðîé óñ-
ëîâèå ìàêñèìàëüíîãî ïðîÿâëåíèÿ ñè-
òóàöèè èëè ïðèçíàêà çàäàåòñÿ ýêñïëè-
öèòíî21. Êàê ïîêàçûâàåò ìàòåðèàë ìíî-
ãèõ ÿçûêîâ, ðåçóëüòàòû ýëëèïñèñà êîí-
êðåòíûõ ýëåìåíòîâ (ñîþçà èëè ëåêñåìû
ñî çíà÷åíèåì Magn) ìîãóò ðàçëè÷àòüñÿ,
îäíàêî ÿäðî êîíñòðóêöèè ñîõðàíÿåòñÿ.
Ñ òå÷åíèåì âðåìåíè ýëåìåíò Magn ñòà-
íîâèòñÿ ôàêóëüòàòèâíûì, à ïîçæå óñò-
ðàíÿåòñÿ ñîâñåì, ïåðåäàâàÿ ñåìàíòèêó
êîíñòðóêöèè. Ïîääåðæèâàåòñÿ èäèîìà-
òèçàöèÿ è ïîâòîðåíèåì ýëåìåíòîâ (êî-
òîðîå, âîîáùå ãîâîðÿ, ñîñòàâëÿåò îñíî-
âó ñåìàíòè÷åñêîé äåôîðìàöèè âî ìíî-
ãèõ òàâòîëîãè÷åñêèõ âûðàæåíèÿõ). Ïðè
ýòîì óñòðàíåíèå óñëîâíîãî ñîþçà òàê
æå âûãëÿäèò åñòåñòâåííûì: óñëîâíàÿ
ñåìàíòèêà â ïðîèçâîäíîé ôðàçåìå ñòà-
íîâèòñÿ ïåðèôåðèéíîé, â òî æå âðåìÿ
ëåãêî âîññòàíàâëèâàÿñü èç êîíòåêñòà.

2. Äàëüíåéøàÿ ýêñïàíñèÿ Õ ïðèâî-
äèò ê òîìó, ÷òî ïîÿâëÿåòñÿ âîçìîæ-
íîñòü çàïîëíèòü ïåðåìåííóþ íå òîëüêî
ïðåäèêàòíîé ëåêñåìîé, íî è òåðìîâîé.
Îäíàêî îí äîëæåí èìåòü, âî-ïåðâûõ,
íåóíèêàëüíûé ðåôåðåíò, à âî-âòîðûõ,
îáîçíà÷àòü îáúåêò, îáëàäàþùèé íàáî-
ðîì ïðîòîòèïè÷åñêèõ ôóíêöèé èëè
ïðèçíàêîâ.

3. Ïîñòåïåííî ñïèñîê ïåðåìåííûõ Õ
ðàñøèðÿåòñÿ, îäíàêî îáÿçàòåëüíûì óñ-

20 Ïîíÿòíî, ÷òî â äðåâíåðóññêîì ÿçûêå ñîþç è ëåêñåìà ñî çíà÷åíèåì ‘Magn’ ìîãëè âàðüèðîâàòüñÿ.
21 Ñòðîãî ãîâîðÿ, ó íàñ íåò íèêàêèõ ôàêòè÷åñêèõ îñíîâàíèé óòâåðæäàòü, ÷òî Magn ÿâëÿëñÿ
îáÿçàòåëüíûì è èñòîðè÷åñêè ïåðâè÷íûì ýëåìåíòîì òàêîãî ðîäà ïðåäëîæåíèé.  Èçâåñòíî, ÷òî âî
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ëîâèåì ÿâëÿåòñÿ íàëè÷èå íåêîòîðûõ àò-
ðèáóòîâ â ïðîòîòèïè÷åñêîì ïðåäñòàâëå-
íèè îá îáúåêòå èëè æå ïðèïèñûâàíèå
ýòèõ àòðèáóòîâ â êîíòåêñòå. Òàê ïîÿâ-
ëÿåòñÿ âîçìîæíîñòü èñïîëüçîâàòü ïåðå-
ìåííûå òèïà “äåòè” (â ïðîòîòèïè÷åñêîì
îáúåêòå õîðîøî çàäàíû òîëüêî âíåøíèå
àòðèáóòû: ìàëåíüêèå, íåïîñåäëèâûå è
ò.ä.). Íà ìåñòå Õ ìîæåò ïîÿâëÿòüñÿ
èìÿ ñîáñòâåííîå “Âîò Ìàøà òàê Ìà-
øà!”, îäíàêî îíî èíòåðïðåòèðóåòñÿ íå
êàê “íàñòîÿùàÿ Ìàøà, ñîîòâåòñòâóþ-
ùàÿ ïðîòîòèïè÷åñêîìó ïðåäñòàâëåíèþ î
Ìàøå”, à êàê èíòåíñèâíîå ïðîÿâëåíèå
ÿñíîãî èç êîíòåêñòà ïðèçíàêà: “íàñòîÿ-
ùèé áîåö”. Îäíàêî çàïðåò íà óïîòðåá-
ëåíèå ñëóæåáíûõ ÷àñòåé ðå÷è, íàðå÷èé
è ÷èñëèòåëüíûõ ñîõðàíÿåòñÿ, ïîñêîëüêó
îíè íå ìîãóò áûòü èíòåðïðåòèðîâàòüñÿ
êàê ñèòóàöèè è â áîëüøèíñòâå ñâîåì íå

4. äîïóñêàþò îöåíêè Magn. Â òî æå
âðåìÿ, êàê ïîêàçûâàþò íàøè íàáëþäå-
íèÿ, äàëüíåéøåå ðàçâèòèå ýòèõ ôðàçåì
èäåò â ñòîðîíó ðàñøèðåíèÿ ñïèñêà ïå-
ðåìåííûõ, åñëè ýòî íå ïðîòèâîðå÷èò
óêàçàííûì âûøå ñåìàíòè÷åñêèì óñëî-
âèÿì. Òàê, áîëüøèíñòâî íàøèõ èíôîð-
ìàíòîâ ïðèçíàþò êîððåêòíûìè ïðåäëî-
æåíèÿ òèïà (44):

 (44)  –  À  ãäå  æèâåò  ýòîò  òâîé  ïðè-
 ÿòåëü?

– Íó â êàêîé-òî Òüìóòàðàêàíè.

Âîò óæ â Òìóòàðàêàíè òàê â Òüìóòà-
ðàêàíè,  íè  íà  îäíîé  ìàøèíå  íå  ïðî-
åõàòü.

ÂÛÂÎÄÛ
1. Â ñîâðåìåííîì ðóññêîì ÿçûêå

ñóùåñòâóåò äâà òèïà ñèíòàêñè÷åñêèõ
ôðàçåì, îìîíèìè÷íûõ â íåêîòîðûõ ðå-
ïðåçåíòàöèÿõ, îäíàêî îáëàäàþùèõ ðàç-
íîé ñåìàíòèêîé è ïðàãìàòèêîé, ðàçëè÷-
íûìè ïðàâèëàìè çàïîëíåíèÿ ïåðåìåí-
íûõ è ðàçíîé, õîòÿ è áëèçêîé èñòîðèåé
ðàçâèòèÿ.

2. Îïèñàííûå ñèíòàêñè÷åñêèå ôðà-
çåìû Õ òàê Õ! è …Õ òàê Õ ÿâëÿþòñÿ
ãëóáèííûìè ñèíòàêñè÷åñêèìè ñòðóêòó-
ðàìè, êîòîðûå îáëàäàþò ïîðîæäàþùèì
ïîòåíöèàëîì, ñîïîñòàâèìûì ñî “ñâî-
áîäíûìè” ìîäåëÿìè. Äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè,
óêàçàííûå ìîäåëè ïîçâîëÿþò ñîçäàâàòü
áåñêîíå÷íîå êîëè÷åñòâî ïðàâèëüíûõ
ðóññêèõ ïðåäëîæåíèé. Â ýòîì ñìûñëå
îíè ÿâëÿþòñÿ ÷àñòüþ ðóññêîãî ãëóáèí-
íîãî ñèíòàêñèñà è çàñëóæèâàþò íå
ìåíüøåãî âíèìàíèÿ ëèíãâèñòîâ, ÷åì
ëþáûå äðóãèå ñèíòàêñè÷åñêèå ìîäåëè.

3. Îòñóòñòâèå ïðÿìûõ äîêàçàòåëüñòâ
ñóùåñòâîâàíèÿ Õ òàê Õ! è …Õ òàê Õ
â äðåâíåðóññêîì ÿçûêå íå ïîçâîëÿåò
òî÷íî îïèñàòü èõ ïðîèñõîæäåíèå. Â
ïèñüìåííûõ èñòî÷íèêàõ îíè ïîÿâëÿþò-
ñÿ òîëüêî â íà÷àëå XVIII âåêà. Îäíàêî

ìíîãèõ ñîâðåìåííûõ ÿçûêàõ òàâòîëîãè÷åñêèå âûñêàçûâàíèÿ ñòðîÿòñÿ ïî ìîäåëÿì, íå ïðåäïîëàãàþ-
ùèì îáÿçàòåëüíîãî óòî÷íÿþùåãî êîìïîíåíòà. Îäíàêî íåÿñíî, ÿâëÿåòñÿ ëè ýòî áîëåå ïîçäíèì ïî-
âåðõíîñòíûì ýëëèïñèñîì ãëóáèííîé ñåìàíòè÷åñêîé êàòåãîðèè èëè æå òàâòîëîãè÷íûå êîíñòðóêöèè
èçíà÷àëüíî óïîòðåáëÿëèñü áåç íåãî (Ñð. “äåòè åñòü äåòè”, ãäå “ðåêîíñòðóêöèÿ” ïîâåðõíîñòíîé
åäèíèöû äëÿ ñìûñëà ‘òèïè÷íûå, îáûêíîâåííûå’ âûãëÿäèò íàòÿæêîé). Êàæåòñÿ, äëÿ âñåõ ñëó÷àåâ
òàâòîëîãèè òàêîãî ðîäà (íàçîâåì åå ïðåäèêàòíîé â îòëè÷èå îò àòðèáóòèâíîé òèïà “ýòîò ïðåêðàñ-
íûé ïðåêðàñíûé ìèð”, êîòîðàÿ èìååò ãîðàçäî áîëüøåå îòíîøåíèå ê ìîðôîëîãèè ñì. [29]) ìîæíî
ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü ñëåäóþùåå ïðàâèëî: òàâòîëîãè÷íûå âûñêàçûâàíèÿ, êàê è ëþáûå äðóãèå, äîëæíû
ñîäåðæàòü íå áîëüøå, íî è íå ìåíüøå èíôîðìàöèè, ÷òîáû áûòü îñìûñëåííûìè (ïåðâûé ïîñòóëàò
Ï. Ãðàéñà). Îñìûñëåíèå òàâòîëîãèè âîçìîæíî íà îïïîçèöèè êîíöåïòíîãî è ðåôåðåíòíîãî ýëåìåí-
òîâ çíà÷åíèÿ, ïðè ýòîì êîíöåïòíàÿ çîíà çíà÷åíèÿ, åñòåñòâåííûì îáðàçîì ðåàëèçóÿñü â ïðåäèêàòå,
îñìûñëÿåòñÿ êàê ñîîòâåòñòâóþùàÿ/íåñîîòâåòñòâóþùàÿ ðåôåðåíòó. Ãîâîðÿ äðóãèìè ñëîâàìè, ëþ-
áîå òàâòîëîãè÷åñêîå âûñêàçûâàíèå ïî-ðàçíîìó ðåøàåò îäèí âîïðîñ: íàñêîëüêî äàííûé ðåôåðåíò
ñîîòâåòñòâóåò ïðîòîòèïè÷åñêîìó ïðåäñòàâëåíèþ î êëàññå. Òàêèõ ðåøåíèé ìîæåò áûòü âñåãî äâà:
ëèáî ðåôåðåíò ñîîòâåòñòâóåò èäåàëüíîìó (=ñðåäíåìó) ïðåäñòàâëåíèþ î êëàññå, ëèáî îí ñîîòâåòñò-
âóåò íåêîòîðîìó ïðåäåëüíî äîïóñòèìîìó (îòðèöàòåëüíîìó èëè ïîëîæèòåëüíîìó) âîïëîùåíèþ.
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òèïîëîãè÷åñêèå äàííûå ãîâîðÿò â ïîëü-
çó òîãî, ÷òî îáå êîíñòðóêöèè Õ òàê Õ
âîñõîäÿò ê óñëîâíîé êîíñòðóêöèè ñ
ñîþçîì åñëè (èëè åãî ñèíîíèìàìè).
Âàæíûì ÿâëÿåòñÿ òî îáñòîÿòåëüñòâî,
÷òî îáå ôðàçåìû îáðàçóþòñÿ ñõîæèì
îáðàçîì – ïóòåì óñòðàíåíèÿ ýëåìåíòîâ
ïîâåðõíîñòíîé ñòðóêòóðû. Îäíàêî èñ-
õîäíûå äâóõêëàóçíûå ïðåäëîæåíèÿ äëÿ
îáîèõ ôðàçåì ïðåäñòàâëÿëè ñîáîé åäè-
íèöû ñ ïðèíöèïèàëüíî ðàçëè÷íûì ëåê-
ñè÷åñêèì íàïîëíåíèåì: îäíà ñåðèÿ
ïðåäëîæåíèé ñîäåðæàëà ëåêñåìó ñî
çíà÷åíèåì Magn è ñëóæèëà îñíîâîé
äëÿ îáðàçîâàíèÿ ôðàçåìû Õ òàê Õ!,
òîãäà êàê âòîðàÿ ñîäåðæàëà ìîäàëüíûé
êîìïîíåíò è ñëóæèëà, ñîîòâåòñòâåííî,
îñíîâîé äëÿ îáðàçîâàíèÿ ôðàçåìû …Õ
òàê  Õ. Ó÷èòûâàÿ ýòè îáñòîÿòåëüñòâà
òðóäíî ïðèçíàòü, ÷òî îáå ôðàçåìû ÿâ-
ëÿþòñÿ ïðîèçâîäíûìè äðóã äðóãà, èõ
ðàçâèòèå – ñêîðåå ïàðàëëåëüíûé ïðî-
öåññ. Âàæíî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ýëëèïñèñ
ýëåìåíòîâ ïîâåðõíîñòíîé ñòðóêòóðû è
ñâÿçü ôðàçåì ñ ìàòåðèíñêîé ñòðóêòóðîé
– ïðîöåññû, èñòîðè÷åñêè çàâåðøèâøèå-
ñÿ. Â ñîâðåìåííîì ðóññêîì ÿçûêå îáå
ôðàçåìû íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ íè òðàíñôîðìà-
öèåé “Åñëè Õ, òàê Õ”, íè ïîâåðõíîñò-
íûì ýëëèïòè÷åñêèì ïðåäñòàâëåíèåì
îáùåé ãëóáèííîé ìîäåëè, õîòÿ îáå è
îáëàäàþò íåêîòîðûìè èäèîìàòè÷åñêèì
îãðàíè÷åíèÿìè, õîðîøî îáúÿñíèìûìè ñ
òî÷êè çðåíèÿ èñòîðèè ÿçûêà.

ÇÀÊËÞ×ÅÍÈÅ
Â êà÷åñòâå çàêëþ÷åíèÿ îñìåëèìñÿ

ïðåäëîæèòü íåñêîëüêî áîëåå îáùèõ ðàç-
ìûøëåíèé î ïðèðîäå ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé
èäèîìàòèçàöèè, êîòîðûå ìîæíî ñôîðìóëè-
ðîâàòü â âèäå ðÿäà ïðèíöèïîâ. Ïðåäëî-
æåííûé íèæå ñïèñîê äàëåêî íå èñ÷åðïû-
âàþùèé, à ñàìè ïðèíöèïû íå ÿâëÿþòñÿ íè

ñèñòåìíî óïîðÿäî÷åííûìè, íè ñòðîãî îáÿ-
çàòåëüíûìè. Ñêîðåå ñïèñîê  ïðåäñòàâëÿåò
ñîáîé ïåðâûé íàáðîñîê åùå íå ñîçäàííîãî
èññëåäîâàíèÿ, ïîñâÿùåííîãî ïðèíöèïàì
ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé èäèîìàòèçàöèè.
1. Íàø ìàòåðèàë ïîäòâåðæäàåò âûâîä,
ñôîðìóëèðîâàííûé â ðàáîòå [18]:

Íå ñóùåñòâóåò îïðåäåëåííîãî ìîìåíòà,
íà êîòîðûé ìîæíî óêàçàòü, ãîâîðÿ: “Âîò
ãäå êîíñòðóêöèÿ âõîäèò â ãðàììàòèêà”.
Ñêîðåå äëèòåëüíûé ïðîöåññ ëîêàëüíûõ
ìîäèôèêàöèé ïî àíàëîãèè âåäåò âàðèà-
òèâíîñòü èäèîìàòè÷åñêîãî èñïîëüçîâàíèÿ
ê ïîñòåïåííîìó ðîñòó ïðîäóêòèâíîñòè
âïëîòü äî èõ ôèêñàöèè íà óðîâíå ñèíòàê-
ñè÷åñêèõ ïðàâèë22. [18, ñ. 228]

Âàæíî îòìåòèòü, ÷òî ôðàçåìû â ñâî-
åì ðàçâèòèè îïèðàþòñÿ íà óçóñ, ÷òî
ïðåäïîëàãàåò êîíêðåòíîå ëåêñè÷åñêîå
íàïîëíåíèå. Òàê, äëÿ âîçíèêíîâåíèÿ
ôðàçåì Õ òàê Õ! ñåðèÿ ëåêñåì ñî çíà-
÷åíèåì Magn â èñõîäíîé óñëîâíîé êîí-
ñòðóêöèè îáåñïå÷èëà ïåðåõîä çíà÷åíèÿ
îò ëåêñåìû (ñòàâøåé ôàêóëüòàòèâíîé)
ê ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé êîíñòðóêöèè. Ïåðå-
ôðàçèðóÿ è îáúåäèíÿÿ äâà îáúÿñíåíèÿ
(Production Principle è Comprehension
Principle), âûäâèíóòûõ â [18, c. 229],
ìîæíî ñôîðìóëèðîâàòü ñëåäóþùèé
ïðèíöèï óçóàëüíîãî ñõîäñòâà:

Ñèíòàêñè÷åñêàÿ ôðàçåìà  ìîæåò
ñôîðìèðîâàòüñÿ íà îñíîâå ïîâåðõíîñò-
íûõ ðåàëèçàöèé ìàòåðèíñêîé ñòðóêòó-
ðû, îáúåäèíåííûõ îáùèì ñïèñêîì ëåê-
ñè÷åñêèõ ïåðåìåííûõ, ïóòåì ïîñòåïåí-
íîé ìîäèôèêàöèè óñëîâèé óïîòðåáëå-
íèÿ ýòèõ ïåðåìåííûõ.

2. Âòîðîé ïðèíöèï ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé
èäèîìàòèçàöèè ìîæåò áûòü ñôîðìóëè-
ðîâàí êàê ïðèíöèï êðèñòàëëèçàöèè23.
Ñóòü åãî ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òî ñèíòàêñè÷å-
ñêèå  ôðàçåìû  ÷àñòî  ñîäåðæàò  â  ñâîåì

22 There is no single moment we can point to and say, “This is where the construction entered the
grammar.” Rather, a long process of local analogical extensions led a variety of idiomatic usages to
gradually gain in productive strength even as they settled into a rigid syntax.
23 Òåðìèí çàèìñòâîâàí èç âûñòóïëåíèÿ Ñ. Êåììåð íà êîíôåðåíöèè “Interdisciplinary Themes in
Cognitive Language Research” (Õåëüñèíêè, 2005; ñì. áëèçêóþ ôîðìóëèðîâêó â [19]).
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ñîñòàâå êîíêðåòíóþ ëåêñåìó, îáû÷íî
ñëóæåáíóþ24. Ïðèìåðàìè àíãëèéñêèõ
êîíñòðóêöèé òàêîãî ðîäà ìîãóò áûòü
èçâåñòíûå îáîðîòû ñ let alone èëè
there, õîðîøî îïèñàííûå èññëåäîâàòå-
ëÿìè, ðàáîòàþùèìè â ðàìêàõ Ãðàììà-
òèêè êîíñòðóêöèé è èäåîëîãè÷åñêè
áëèçêèõ íàïðàâëåíèé ([3, 6]). Èññëå-
äîâàííûå â íàøåé ñòàòüå ðóññêèå ôðà-
çåìû ÿâëÿþòñÿ ïðèìåðîì òàêîãî æå ðî-
äà êðèñòàëëèçàöèè, ñóòü êîòîðîé ñâî-
äèòñÿ ê ñëåäóþùåìó:

ñèíòàêñè÷åñêàÿ ôðàçåìà ìîæåò âîç-
íèêíóòü íà îñíîâå êðèñòàëëèçàöèè ñèí-
òàêñè÷åñêèõ ñòðóêòóð âîêðóã (ñëóæåá-
íîé) ëåêñè÷åñêîé åäèíèöû, ÷àñòî óïîò-
ðåáëÿåìîé  â  ñìåùåííîì  çíà÷åíèè.  Ýòà
ëåêñåìà âõîäèò â ñîñòàâ ãëóáèííîé ñèí-
òàêñè÷åñêîé ñòðóêòóðû.

Ïî-âèäèìîìó, óêàçàííûå äâà ïðèí-
öèïà êîððåëèðóþò äðóã ñ äðóãîì â òîì
ïëàíå, ÷òî ñåðèÿ áëèçêèõ ïî ñåìàíòèêå
ïîëíîçíà÷íûõ ëåêñåì â èñõîäíîé
ñòðóêòóðå ñîçäàåò óñëîâèÿ äëÿ âîçíèê-
íîâåíèÿ îãðàíè÷åíèé íà ïåðåìåííûå â
ðåçóëüòèðóþùåé ôðàçåìå, à ñëóæåáíàÿ
ëåêñåìà âûïîëíÿåò ðîëü ñâîåîáðàçíîé
ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé “îñè”, íà êîòîðóþ “íà-
ñàæèâàþòñÿ” ýòè ïåðåìåííûå.

3. Íàêîíåö, ïîñëåäíèé èç ïðåäëà-
ãàåìûõ ïðèíöèïîâ ìîæåò áûòü íàçâàí
ïðèíöèïîì ïåðèôåðèéíîñòè. Êàê áûëî
ïîêàçàíî â íàñòîÿùåé ñòàòüå, îäíîé èç
ïðè÷èí èñòîðè÷åñêîãî ðàçâèòèÿ èññëå-
äîâàííûõ ôðàçåì ñòàëî òî îáñòîÿòåëü-
ñòâî, ÷òî îáå ôîðìèðîâàëèñü íà áàçå
ýëëèïòè÷åñêèõ ðåàëèçàöèé èñõîäíîé
ñòðóêòóðû (òàêèõ, êàê ýëëèïñèñ ìîäè-
ôèêàòîðà Magn). Ïåðèôåðèéíàÿ òðàíñ-
ôîðìàöèÿ òàêîãî ðîäà ôîðìèðóåò ïî-
âåðõíîñòíóþ åäèíèöó, êîòîðàÿ ìîæåò
áûòü äîñòàòî÷íî äàëåêà îò öåíòðàëüíîé,

ïðîòîòèïè÷íîé ìàíèôåñòàöèè. Ïðè îï-
ðåäåëåííûõ óñëîâèÿõ ýòîò ïðîöåññ ìî-
æåò ïðèâåñòè ê îòðûâó îò èñõîäíîé ìî-
äåëè è ïîÿâëåíèþ ôðàçåìû, êîòîðàÿ ñî
âðåìåíåì çàêðåïëÿåòñÿ â ÿçûêå: â
Ãðàììàòèêå, åñëè ýòè îãðàíè÷åíèÿ, (êàê
â  ñëó÷àå  ñ  ôðàçåìàìè  Õ  òàê  Õ!  è  …Õ
òàê Õ) îïðåäåëÿþò äîñòàòî÷íî øèðîêèé
ñïèñîê ïåðåìåííûõ, èëè â Ñëîâàðå, åñ-
ëè îãðàíè÷åíèÿ ñâîäÿòñÿ ê çàêðûòîìó
ñïèñêó ëåêñåì (òàê ïðîèñõîäèò ñ áëèç-
êîé ê ðàññìîòðåííûì ëåêñè÷åñêîé
ôðàçåìîé ”Óìèðàòü òàê ñ ìóçûêîé”
(ñì. [13]). Òàêèì îáðàçîì, ïðèíöèï ïå-
ðèôåðèéíîñòè ñîñòîèò â òîì, ÷òî:

íåöåíòðàëüíàÿ ðåàëèçàöèÿ ãëóáèí-
íîé ñòðóêòóðû ìîæåò îôîðìèòüñÿ â ñà-
ìîñòîÿòåëüíóþ ôðàçåìó; ÷åì áîëåå ÷àñ-
òîòíîé è íåâàðèàòèâíîé îíà ÿâëÿåòñÿ,
òåì áîëüøå âåðîÿòíîñòü åå ôèêñàöèè â
Ñëîâàðå (ëåêñè÷åñêàÿ ôðàçåìà), ÷åì
îíà ìåíåå ÷àñòîòíà è áîëåå âàðèàòèâíà,
òåì áîëüøå âåðîÿòíîñòü åå ôèêñàöèè â
Ãðàììàòèêå (ñèíòàêñè÷åñêàÿ ôðàçåìà).

Ìû äàëåêè  îò  ìûñëè,  ÷òî  ýòîò  ñïè-
ñîê õîòü íàñêîëüêî-òî áëèçîê ê ïîëíî-
òå, íî íàäååìñÿ, ÷òî äàëüíåéøèå èññëå-
äîâàíèÿ â îáëàñòè ñèíòàêñè÷åñêîé
èäèîìàòèêè  ïîçâîëÿòü åãî óòî÷íèòü è
ðàñøèðèòü. Îäíàêî ÿçûêîâîé îïûò,
çàôèêñèðîâàííûé â èññëåäîâàííûõ
ôðàçåìàõ, ïîçâîëÿåò ïðåäïîëîæèòü, ÷òî
çàâåðøåííîñòü â ýòîé ñôåðå âðÿä ëè
äîñòèæèìà: *Èçó÷èòü òàê èçó÷èòü!
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 /
A LIST OF RUSSIAN SYNTACTIC PHRASEMES

, , -
, -

. -
, : -

, -
.

, -
.

1.  + N ( !)
2.  + N/Adj/Adv/V. ( !)
3.  + (cop) + N, Adj, Adv, V. ( !)
4.  + N/Adj/Adv/V +  + + N/Adj/Adv/V. ( !)
5. + N/Adj/Adv/V +  + N/Adj/Adv/V. ( !)
6.  ( )  + N/Adj/V. ( ! !)
7.  N ( ! …)
8.  ( ) + N ( !)
9.  N N ( )
10.  N ( )
11.  N ( )
12. N –  N (  – !) (= ' ')
13.  + N/Adj/Adv/V. ( )
14.  ( ) + Pro + N ( !)
15.  ( ) + N ( )
16.  N.gen N.nom ( )
17. N  N ( )
18. N  N ( ) (= ' ')
19. )  ( )  + N/Adj/Adv/Inf ( )
20.  + N/V. ( )
21. Pro +  + N/V. ( )
22. )  + Pro, N + N ( )
23. , , ,  + ,  + N/Adj/Adv/V. ( )
24. , , , , … +  + Inf ( )
25. Pro, N +  + N ( )
26.  + N +  + Pro, N ( )
27. N  N ( )
28. N  N ( )
29.  + Inf ( )
30. Pro, N +  +  + (Inf) ( )
31.  ( )  + Inf (  ( ) )
32.  + Imp ( )
33.  + Inf +  ( )
34. Pro, N +  + Inf ( )
35.  ( )  + Inf ( )
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36. ,  + N., Pro + Inf ( )
37. !
38.  ( ) + Adj/N/Adv +  Inf ( , )
39.  + Pro, N + V ( )
40.  + N, V +  ( , …)
41. Npraed,  P ( , …)
42. Adv + … + ( )  +  … ( , …)
43. Pro, N +  +  + Inf ( )
44. , , , , , …+  +  + …(

)
45.  … , … ( , )
46. ,  + N +  + N ( )
47.  + Pro +, … ( ,  …)
48.  Pro-  +,  + … ( ,  …)
49. )  +, ( )  +  ( , )
50. Pro +  ( , -

)
51. Pro +  + Pro, N + … ( )
52.  (- ) + Pro, N + Inf +, … ( , …)
53. N + N +, … ( , …)
54. Vinf ( ) + Vfin +, … ( , …)
55. Vinf  + Vfin +, … ( , …)
56. …,  Vinf + Vfin , )
57. …,  Vinf  + Vfin , )
58. N ( ) + N,  ( , …)
59. V +  + V, , … ( ,  …)
60. … +, … ( , …)
61.  N +,  N ( , )
62.  + N ( !)
63.  + N/pro + N? ( ?)
64. …,  N,  N… , , -

.
65. -Verb + N.acc + K +N.dat ( -( ) .acc

.dat)
66. Imp +  + ( ) ( !)
67.  N ! ( !)
68.  + Adj ( !)
69.  N.nom ( !)
70. : !

! !
71.  V/N/Adj ( ?! ?!)
72.  N.nom,  N.nom ( , !)
73. comp + V/N/Adj,  V/N/Adj ( ,

)
74.  + N ( )
75. N.nom + N.dat + N ( ).
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76. N.nom +  N.gen + Adj ( )
77. N.nom +  N.inst ( )
78.  + Inf ( )
79.  Pcond +  Qimper ( , )
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