Flena Paducheva

THE EGOCENTRIC SEMANTICS OF THE
CONJUNCTIONS 4 AND NO

There is an extensive literature devoted to the semantics of the
Russian conjunctions A and NO (see, in particular, Levin 1970,
Kreidlin, Paducheva 1974, and Sannikov 1989). Indeed, some time
ago the problem had been considered solved. However, two
developments in the field of linguistics afford us the opportunity to
review the given facts from a new perspective and to give them a
more interesting interpretation.

One of these developments consists of the fact that the notion of
the speaker was generalized to the notion of subject of consciousness.
This generalization was necessary, on the one hand, for certain topics
in linguistics (in particular, for the theory of deixis) and, on the other
hand, for the theory of narrative. (Concerning the subject of
consciousness see Banfield 1982, Paducheva 1990). Compare also the
concept of the observer, the necessity of which Iu. D. Apresian
demonstrates in a number of clear examples. Apresian (1986) argues
that the observer, i.e., the subject of observation, is itself one
manifestation of the subject of consciousness. It would appear that the
concept of subject of consciousness can be adapted in describing
essential aspects of the semantic juxtaposition of the conjunctions A
and NO.

The second event was the publication of A. Wierzbicka's book
(Wierzbicka 1992) with its chapter devoted to the Russian language.
Wierzbicka considers the semantic component 'situation out of
control' to be a characteristic component of Russian semantics. We
will attempt to show here that the conjunction A - that purely Russian
phenomenon, absent from other Slavic languages - includes this
particular semantic component.

Below we will attempt to focus on the same semantic feature of
the conjunction A which is linked to its egocentricity (its orientation
toward the subject of consciousness), while bypassing other features -
including those which, in principle, merit further study - such as, the
unique link between the conjunction A and prosody, touched on by
Kreidlin and Paducheva (1974).
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Our analysis will proceed from the distinction of three basic
meanings of the conjunction A which encompass the majority of its
usages: A; noncorrespondence; A, juxtaposition; and Aj linking (see
Kreidlin, Paducheva 1974). Of these three meanings we will consider
here only Al , the meaning of noncorrespondence. In our analysis of
the conjunction NO, we will follow the work of Sannikov 1989. A
number of examples have been taken from the works mentioned
above.

The primary focus of our analysis is to reveal the semantic,
grammatical and communicative relationships between the arguments
X and Y within the arrangement of structures of the type 'X A Y' and
XNOY"

In order to discuss the semantics of the conjunction A, it is
appropriate to establish a framework of orientation based on formal
tests. We will consider the following two:

TestI. The possibility of replacing A with NO.
Test II. The possibility of transposing the arguments X and Y in a
sentence containing conjunctions A and NO.

To apply these tests - that is, to answer questions I (in which contexts
is it possible to replace A with NO and vice versa) and II (in which
contexts is it possible to transpose the arguments) — would constitute
describing more or less all interesting elements of meaning for each
of these conjunctions.

We will use as our point of departure the following list of example
sentences with the conjunction type A, (the numbers in brackets refer
to components explained further on):

(AI) Ckopo BecHa, a MOpO3 CTaHOBHUTCS BCE CUiIbHEE. <2a>
'Soon it will be springtime, yet [A] the frost is
<becoming> more severe.'

(A2) Sl nmokymancs Ha caMOyOUIHCTBO, @ MEHSI HE apECTOBBIBAIOT.
("dsimst Banst')
'T attempted suicide, but [A] they don't arrest me.'
('Uncle Vanya')

(A3) bpin BeTep, a cropen TOJIBKO OJUH KBapTal.
'"There was a wind, yet [A] only one block burned.'
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(A4'") S BwImen mo3aHO, a MyTh OBLT JIOJIOT. <2a™>
'T was late in departing, and [A] the journey was long.'

(A4) IlyTe ObLT HOJIOT, @ S BBIIIEI TO3/HO.

'"The journey was long, and [A] I was late in departing.'
(AS5) Mame xoueTcsi ¢ KeM-HHOYIb IOTOBOPHTH, a OHA JKHUBET
oJHa. <2b>
'Masha would be happy to talk with someone, but [A] she
lives alone.'

(A6') Mama nomiia B KMHO, a KBapTHUpa He yOpaHa. <2b™>
'Masha went to the movies, although [A] the apartment has
not been tidied up.'

(A6) Ksaptupa He yOpana, a Maia rnomnuia B KUHO..

'"The apartment has not been tidied up yet [A] Masha went to

the movies.'

(A7) HaxanyHe HOUBIO IPSIHYJ MOPO3<...>, a TuBep3uH ObLIT OJET
[10-OCEHHEMY <2c>
('doxTop JXKusaro')

The night before there had been a terrific frost<...>, but [A]
Tiverzin was dressed for fall weather.' ('Doctor Zhivago')
(A7') TuBep3uH OBUT ONET MO-OCEHHEMY, a HaKaHyHE HOYBIO
TPSIHYJI MOPO3.
'"Tiverzin was dressed for fall weather, yet [A] the night
before there had been a terrific frost.'
(A8) HakanyHe HOYBIO TPSIHYJ MOpO3, a THBEp3UH OJeNcs MO-
OCCHHEMY
'"The night before there had been a terrific frost, yet [A]
Tiverzin dressed himself for fall weather.'

Test 1. Replacing A with NO

An examination of examples (AI) through (AS8) shows the
following:
1. In the examples (Al) through (A3) the replacement of A with
NO is possible without a detectable change in meaning.
2. In (A4"), (A6"), (A7) replacement is not possible; i.e., A is
permissible within the context of the given X and Y, while NO
is not.
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3. Especially interesting are (A4), (A6) and (A8). Here it is
possible to replace A with NO, but the replacement is
accompanied by a specific change in meaning, the change in
meaning being the same in all cases. What is this change in
meaning? And why does such a change in meaning not occur in
replacing A with NO in (Al) through (A3)?

Let us turn to a discussion of the conjunction A (in its sense of
noncorrespondence) and NO.
The lexicographic definition of A;: X A; Y is as follows:

1) both X and Y take place (X and Y are situations in a broad
sense of the term);

2) either a or b or ¢ takes place:
a) from the fact that X, it follows that Y should not take place
(or that something opposite to Y should take place); and, rarely,
a', from the fact that Y, it follows that X should not take place;
b) from the fact that X, it follows that X' should take place,
while Y contradicts X' or prevents X' from taking place® and,
rarely, b', the opposite: from the fact that Y, it follows that Y’
should take place, while X contradicts Y' or prevents Y' from
taking place;
¢) X and Y together lead to certain (undesirable) consequences;

3) Xand Y are equally important;

4) the subject of consciousness (who realizes contradiction,
entailment, etc.) is the speaker;

5) both X and Y are looked upon (by the subject of consciousness)
from the same point in time.

Now it is clear that in relation to examples (Al) through (AS), above,
conditions 2a) through 2c) hold true. E.g., for (AS5), 2b) holds: if
Masha desires to speak with someone (X), there should be a
possibility of her speaking (X'); on the other hand, the fact that she
lives alone (Y) prevents X'.

A comment is required with respect to component 2b). Most often
the concomitant realization of conditions X and Y produces
unpleasant results; however, this is not necessarily the case. Thus, the
supposition of component 2b) can be weakened to the point of
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component 2¢) that 'X and Y together have brought about definitive
results.' For example, in (A9) one need not infer unpleasant results.

(A9) Jlenb ObLT KapKUii, a MBI TOEXAJH 32 TOPO/I.
'"The day was hot, and [A] we went out to the countryside. '

In such a context, where there is no clear evidence of unpleasant
effects, there arises a sense of semantic incompleteness: the sentence
itself is perceived as nothing more than background information and
the listener expects a continuation - some sort of reaction to this
coexistence of two assertions. For instance, in (A2) it is the reaction
'Crpanno!' — 'It's strange!'; see below for a more detailed discussion
of this problem. Thus, evidence of unpleasant results from the
concomitant realization of X and Y is only an individual occurrence
in a situation within which the conjunction A is contextually free —
that is, when it does not appear semantically incomplete or
informationally insufficient outside this context. In other words, if
there are no obvious unpleasant effects of the concomitant realization
of X and Y, then the exact nature of the ensuing results must be
illustrated, or become evident from the context.

We should note that in this type of explication of the meaning of
A, (noncorrespondence} the meaning of A, (juxtaposition) need not
be seen as separate: the meaning of Al arising in contexts of the type
bepeeu nnamve c nosy, a uecmv — ¢ monody (‘Take care of your dress
from the time it is new, and [A] your honor — from [early] youth')
can be presented as an individual occurrence of the meaning of Al ,
whereby the consequence of the juxtaposition of two facts (or, in the
given case, of two suggestions) can be described as meaning: 'in this
sense as well they are compatible.'

Sannikov 1989 concludes that the components 2a) through 2c)
diverge from the norm; cf. Vol'f 1985, p.19, concerning the generally
positive orientation of the norm as it is reflected in language: from
this we have the anomaly of the negative. As a whole, however,
components 2a) through 2c) should be characterized not as anomaly
but as a particular combination of two situations in which a third
situation is implicit. Specifically, this can be a awareness of
anomalous circumstances (from the speaker's point of view); but,
with equal results, the defined result of the first two situations can be
this third situation — which is most often, but not necessarily,
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unpleasant. The abnormality of the combination of the two situations
- Xand Y - can only consist in the condition that the third situation is
implicit in it.

Lexicographic Definition of NO

Following the work of Sannikov 1989, we will examine the general
meaning of NO and two separate meanings arising in the context of
certain X and Y combinations.

The general meaning of X NO Y is as follows:

1) X takes place and Y takes place;

2.1) a static case; i.e., X and Y are static situations: from the
fact that X it generally follows that X' should take place,
while the fact that Y contradicts or prevents X';

2.2) adynamic case; i.e., X and Y are events: from the fact that
X, it generally follows that Y should not have taken place;

3)  the fact that Y takes place is more important than the fact
that X takes place;

Examples:

(NO1) Ero ¢damunus Bepuep, HO OH pyCCKHUH.
'His name is Werner, but [NO] he's Russian.'
(NO2) Xorten noexartb Ha IOT, HO ICHET HET.
'l wanted to go to the South, but [NO] I have no money.'

Contextual meaning 1: NO of a supposition. X NO Y occurs as
follows:

1)  Xtakes place, and Y takes place;

2)  a static case: from die fact that X it generally follows that
the world in which X takes place is attributed a positive
value (X'), while the fact that Y contradicts this
presupposition.

2")  rarely, the opposite is true: from the fact that X, it follows
that the world in which X takes place is attributed a
negative value (X'), while the fact that Y contradicts this

supposition.
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Examples:

(NO3)
(NO4)
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the fact that Y takes place is more important than the fact
that X takes place.

JlapuHa mpocTa, HO OYeHb MUJIAsl CTapyIIKa.

'Larina is simple, but [NO] a very nice old woman.'

Pano 3amyman ThI KEHUTHCS, HO HEBECTa TBOS MHE
HPaBUTCS.

"You've made up your mind too soon to marry, but [NO] I
do like your bride.'

Contextual meaning 2: NO of an anomalous course of events:

1)
2)

3)

4)

Examples.
(NO5)

(NO6)

(NO7)

(NOS)

(NO2)

X took place (at moment t;) and Y took place (at t; < tj);

a dynamic case: during a normal course of events, given
the fact that X has taken place, Y should not have taken
place;

the fact that Y has taken place is more important than the
fact that X has taken place;

there is a subject of consciousness responsible for the
anomalous course of events (more specifically, for the
decision which caused the given course of events).

MHe npeasioxKUIU, HO 51 OTKA3aJICA.

'"They made me an offer, but [NO] I refused.’

S oTcyTCTBOBAJ I0JITO, HO OHA MEHS HE 3a0bla.

'l was absent for a long time, but [NO] she didn't forget
me.'

OH 3BaJ, HO s HE Toexana.

'He called for me, but [NO] I didn't go.'

piran pa3no0bITh HE YAATOCh, HO OHA HE pacTepsiach.
'She was unsuccessful in trying to procure the gypsies, but
[NO] she didn't lose heart.'

S nokymasncs Ha yOUICTBO, HO MEHSI HE apeCTOBAJIH.

'l attempted suicide, but [NO] they didn't arrest me.'

The last example should be compared with (A;): (NO;) means 'they
decided thus,' whereby 'they' are the subject of consciousness.
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V. Z. Sannikov convincingly establishes component 3) in the
meaning of the conjunctions A and NO. Illustrative of this is how
Sannikov incorporates his evaluations into NO:

(4) a. Pano 3aaymait Thl )KeHUTHCSI, HO HEBECTA TBOSI MHE HPAaBUTCS = '
"You've made up your mind too soon to marry, but [NO] I
do like your bride' =

"To marry too soon (X): this is bad.'
'l like your bride (Y): this is good.'

The general conclusion: 'It's all right to marry' since Y is more
important;

b. Hesecra TBOSI MHE HPABUTCA, HO )XCHUTHCA ThI 3alyMaJl paHO =
'T like your bride, but [NO] you've made up your mind too
soon to marry' =

The general conclusion: 'It would be better not to marry.'

Now let us see how we develop a solution to test I (i.e., when is it
possible and when is it impossible to replace A with NO) with the
help of the above explications of A and NO; see cases 1 through 3,
above.

1. Why in (Al) through (A3) is the replacement of A with NO
possible with virtually no change of meaning?

The reason is that here component 2a of the explication of
conjunction A is realized, under which circumstances the meanings of
A and NO coincide, as one can easily observe.

2. Why is it not possible to replace A with NO in (A4'), (A6"), and
(A7)?

In (A4) and (A6), components 2a' and 2b', respectively, are
realized, both of which are characterized by a process of inversion (in
relation to 2a and 2b): because of Y, it follows that X should not be.
This type of interrelationship between arguments X and Y is allowed
by conjunction A, but not by conjunction NO. In (A7) it is impossible
to replace A with NO because in this case component 2c is realized,
which treats components X and Y as symmetrical — meaning that it
is also the type of component which is not comparable in terms of the
explication of NO.
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3. In examples (A4), (A6), and (AS8), what is distinctive in the
structure of Y is that it contains' both a verb of action and a subject,
which, generally speaking, could control the beginning of the
situation Y; this particular subject is responsible for the anomalous
course of events. Within the context of argument Y, which contains
this type of internal structure, the conjunction NO signifies that an
anomalous course of events was the result of a conscious choice
(corresponding to the intentions) of this particular subject; see
component 4 in the explication of NO in an anomalous course of
events. The following meaning arises: 'The subject could be the
causer of the situation which would be a normal reaction to that
which has the position X; and, in this case, Y would not take place;
but the subject took a different course of action, which led to Y.' Cf.
the example from Russkaia grammatika. 1980: (A10) 'Crosina 3uma,
HO s TyJisu1 B mupkake'. 'It was wintertime, but I went about in a light
coat' (Shaliapin).

In contrast, the conjunction A ignores the presence of the subject
in situation Y, which could have controlled the beginning or non-
beginning of situation Y within the context of X, which already has
its place. The conjunction A expresses the abnormality of such an
arrangement, when both X and Y have a place; however, it does not
present the beginning (or presence) of situation Y as a result of the
subject's conscious choice to ignore the very stimulus which proceeds
from X.

The implicit subject of consciousness, revealed in a sentence with
the conjunction NO in the context of an anomalous course of events
(see component 4), manifests itself in a variety of ways.

The concept of the subject of consciousness arose in connection
with the analytic study of the narrative text as a substitute for the
speaker who is absent in the narrative text (see Paducheva 1990).
Where the figure of the speaker plays a role in the interpretation of
the linguistic element (with the semantics of egocentricity) within the
speech domain, the speaker's equivalent in narrative can be either the
narrator or the hero, who serves as the focus of the author's empathy.
Both can enter into the role of subject of consciousness, which
requires one or another egocentric element of language.

The difference between the conjunctions A and NO consists in the
fact that with the conjunction NO, it is the subject of component Y
that takes on the role of the subject who recognizes the abnormality of
the co-occurrence of X and Y; whereas in the case of the conjunction
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A, only the speaker recognizes the abnormality of the co-occurrence
of X and Y (of course, we are speaking here of those sentences in
which Y contains a subject).

The conjunction A ignores the presence of a conscious subject:
even if the grammatical subject in Y is 's' ['['], as in (A4), the
conjunction A treats this subject as incomplete; the action appears as
an event which has happened to the subject. Thus, in (A4), for
example, the conjunction A, as it influences the meaning of the
argument Y, creates a sense of being 'Hewasuuo' 'fortuitous,' 'He
noxymaB' 'without thinking,' '3a3eBaBmmces' 'unawares,' and the like.
The speaker sees him/herself retrospectively from the outside and as
though with a certain amount of surprise. Meanwhile, the conjunction
NO in this context would mean 'l consciously diverted the events
from their natural course.! Thus, the semantics of the Russian
conjunction A supports Wierzbicka 1992, insofar as the idea of not
being in control is the favorite semantic component in the semantic
repertoire of the Russian language.

If the subject in Y is third person, then the sentence allows for
interpretation within the narrative domain; sec examples (NO7) and
(NO9). In addition, NO creates empathy towards this subject; the
sentence enters into a context which is characterized as free indirect
discourse. The narrative is perceived as proceeding from the hero; the
narration is understood as the hero's internal speech:

(NO6) Ksaaprupa Obu1a He yOpaHa, HO Maria nouuia B KHHO.
'"The apartment hadn't been tidied up, but [NO] Masha
went to the movies.'

(NO8) HakanyHe HOuYbIO TpsiHYJ MOpo3, HO TuBepauH oxencs
[10-OCEHHEMY .
'On die night before there had been a terrific frost <...>,
but [NO] Tiverzin dressed himself for fall weather.'

Meanwhile, the conjunction A, which in speech is interpreted in
relation to the speaker (the speaker assumes the role of the subject of
consciousness), in a narrative domain marks the presence of the
narrator. Accordingly, there is a subject of consciousness in example
(A8) other than the subject of sentence Y.

We should note that the word nakamyne ('the night before')
immediately marks example (AS8) as belonging to a narrative regime.

In order for (A8) to be understood within a speech regime, HakaHyHe
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(the night before) must be replaced by Buepa (yesterday). In such a
sentence,

(A8')  Buepa HOYBIO TPSHYJ MOPO3, & OH OJIEJICS TTO-OCEHHEMY.
'Last night there was a terrific frost, yet [A] he's dressed
for fall weather.'

we clearly recognize that the speaker assumes the role of subject of
consciousness - it is the speaker who realizes the incongruity of the
combination of situations X and Y. This egocentricity of the
conjunction explains the oft noted fact that the conjunction A tends
toward conversational speech. The conjunction NO is not restricted in
this way.

It remains to comment on component 3 in our explications of A
and NO: NO differentiates arguments X and Y in order of their
importance (Y is more important than X); see Sannikov 1989. A, on
the other hand, treats X and Y as qualitatively equal. Therefore, in the
text after a sentence with the conjunction NO, narrative development
continues along the line of Y, whereas conjunction A appears when
the preceding and (or) following lines demand an immediate focus on
both components — X and Y (sec Karlson 1988: 297); cf. in (All) the
typical usage of A in the context of 'ctpanHo''it's strange' and '3naunt'
'[that] means':

(A11) Botinuuxuii. Ctpanso. S mokymaics Ha caMmOyOUiCTBO, a
MEHsSI HE apecTOBBIBAIOT, HE OTAAIOT TOA CyI. 3HAYHT,
cuntaloT MeHs cymacmenmuMm. (Yexos. 'Hsns Baus')
Voinitsky. 'Strange. I attempted suicide, but [A] they don't
arrest me, they don't put me on trial. That means they
consider me mad.' (Chekhov. Uncle Vanya)

(A12) Bcerma onm Tak: mo3oByT, a camu He TOTOBHI. (T.
Tosncras)

Tt's always like that: they call you, but [A] they
themselves aren't ready.'

(A13) a. Jlrogum mpoXonsAT MHMO, HO OH UX He 3ameuaeT. OH
KIIET.

'People pass by, but [NO] he doesn't notice them. He's
waiting.'

b. S mpoxoaniaa MUMO, a Thl Aaxke He 3aMeTH. OGUIHO.

'l walked by, and [A] you didn't even notice. What an
insult.'
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In (13a) the second sentence is an explication of component Y; in
(13b) the second sentence is a comment on the combination of X and
Y taken as a whole.

In contrast to that of the conjunction A, the fact that in the
semantics of NO (as an indicator of an anomalous course of events)
the subject of argument Y, ignoring stimuli ensuing from X, holds a
fully legitimate function, manifests itself in a differentiation between
the ways in which A and NO relate to the idea of time. The temporal
relations between X and Y afford a different sense with the use of NO
than they do with A. Thus, the phrase

(NO9) HakanyHe HOYBIO TPSHYJIT MOpO3, HO TUBEp3UH opemncs
MI0-OCCHHEMY
'The night before there was a terrific frost, but [NO]
Tiverzin dressed for fall weather'

is understood solely to mean that Tiverzin chose his clothing AFTER
the cold snap had occurred. Indeed, only under such a condition could
he prove himself as the subject controlling the course of events. At
the same time, phrase (A8), with the conjunction A, allows for a
different perspective on the situation: that his choice of clothing
occurred at some point before the frost (both events - the arrival of
the frost and the choice of clothing - are perceived from the same
point in time; see component 5 in the explication of A. We should
note that in Pasternak's text, this is the case (Tiverzin could not prove
himself as the subject who consciously ignores stimuli ensuing from
X):

TuBep3uH npuimen 10MOM Ha TPETUW J€Hb MPOIPOTIINH,
HEBBICHIABIIUICS, HeOpUTHIH. HakaHyHe HOYBIO TpSHYI
MOpO03, HEObIBANBIN AJIs TakuxX uucen <. . .> a TuBep3uH
OBLT O/IET TTO-OCCHHEMY .

'"Tiverzin arrived home three days later chilled to the
bone, fatigued from lack of sleep, unshaven. The night
before there had been a terrific frost, unheard of for that
time of the season <. . >, yet [A] Tiverzin was dressed for
fall weather.'
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Test II. Transposing Arguments X and Y

From the explications offered we should also note the distinction
between the conjunctions A and NO from the perspective of the
possibility of transposing arguments X and Y.

In a sentence with the conjunction NO, it is always impossible to
transpose the arguments, for one or several of the following reasons:

1. The relationship of a given order in a sentence with NO is
always unidirectional: due to the fact that X, it follows
that Y should not take place.

2. The correlation in terms of importance always acts upon
Y (i.e., on the second component), so that the
transposition of components will change the correlation.

3. In a situation with NO of evaluation, the transposition will
mean a change in the evaluation.
4. In a situation with NO indicating an anomalous course of

events, the arguments X and Y are differentiated in time,
so that the transposition will be accompanied by a change
in temporal relations.

In a situation with the conjunction A, a transposition of arguments is
sometimes possible, and sometimes not - a condition fully predicted
by the analysis offered above.

If the argument Y is causally dependent on X (i.e., condition 2a or
condition 2b of the explication of conjunction A is realized when A ~
NO), then a transposition is not possible, just as it would be
impossible in the case of NO; see (Al) through (A3).

However, a transposition of arguments can become possible with
the insertion of'Beap' ('indeed, after all, even'):

(A3) ==>Cropen TOIbKO OJUH KBapTal, a Bellb ObLIT BeTep!
'Only one block burned, while [A] there was even a wind!'

If, conversely, X is causally dependent on Y (i.e., condition 2a' or
condition 2b' of the explication of A is realized), then a transposition
of arguments is possible (providing there are no other factors to
consider — anaphora, etc.); in such a case, (A4) = (A4").
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If test 2¢ is realized, then a transposition is possible; see (A7) and
(AT").

University of California
Berkeley, CA 94720

Notes

1.  No single English word reflects all the nuances of the Russian
conjunctions. For this reason, Russian examples with the same
conjunction are glossed with different English conjunctions. For clarity,
the Russian conjunction is indicated in square brackets in the English
translations. (Tr. note — J.F.)

2. X' is semantically connected with X - e.g., it may be X but with a
different modality. The same is true with regard to Y' and Y, below. The
actant X' and its corresponding component 2b were substantiated in
Levin 1970 (applicable to the discussion of the conjunction NO). Cf. a
discussion of tertium comparations in Karlson 1986.
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