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142 RECENZE

Wolfgang Kiihlwein: Die Verwendung der Feindseligkeitsbezeichnungen in der altenglischen
Dichtersprache. Karl Wachholtz Verlag, Neumiinster 1967. Pp. 316.

W. Kiihlwein’s book is a comprehensive semantic study on the modus operandi (‘Verwendung')
of lexemes expressing enmity (E) in Old English poetry. While the First Part of the book (pp. 23
to 54) presents the author’s theory, at the same time offering a critical analysis of both older
and present-day views, the Second Part (pp. 35—252) is mainly concerned with an application
of the theory to OE meterial, proving not only its raison d’étre, but also showing the possibility
of its further development. The book is furnished with an extensive bibliography, synoptic
tables, a list of E-lexemes and E-relations, and synopses in English and French. As the author’s
theoretical starting point of investigation is undoubtedly breaking new ground, the reviewer
will chiefly focus his attention on the IFirst Part of the book even when bearing in mind that the
Second Part cannot be regarded as less important.

Sinece the previous OE scmantic studies laid too much emphasis on the semasiological, onoma-
siological, etymological or syntactic approach, the author endeavours to ascertain the mutual
interrelations between semasiology and the other three approaches. First of all he arrives at
a synthesis of onomasiology and semasiology, the former proceeding from the world of things
and their relations to the linguistic sign and therefore characterizing the speaker, the latter
proceeding in the reverse direction and therefore characterizing the listener. According *o Kiihl-
wein, there is no esther-or relation between these two approaches, but one of two complementary
components which are — especially for the investigation of OE poetry, showing a strong didactic
tendency (Biihler's Appell-function) — of equal importance. Similarly, semasiology and ety-
mology may also be regarded as complementary provided the etymological approach is based
not on atomistic data but on an adequate system of types of lexemes. The synthesis of the sema-
siological and the syntactic approach results in organizing the single lexemes in a system which
in & dynamic way reveals the conditions of their use; the so-called notional classes (‘Bedeutungs-
klassen’), on the other hand, reflect the systemic relations only in a static way. The latter synthesis
proves to be of great help in examining synonyms displaying not semantic but stylistic differences,
traceable only on the syntactic level. In this case not only collocations in the narrow sense of the
word, but also extensive contexts are to be examined.

To cope with the problems involved in synthesizing the various approaches mentioned above,
the author modifies two rival theories to suit his purpose: on the one hand he takes advantage
of W. Porzig’s field theory (examining the relations of syntactically manifested lexemic pairs
e.g., to bite — teeth, to bark — dog, etc.) in order to show the modus operandi of the OE lexemes
especially from the viewpoint of the didactic character of OE poetry, its stylistic differentiation,
its use of metaphors, as well as from the point of view of the groups of lexemes closely related to
those belonging to the E-sphere; on the other hand he employs J. Trier’s field structures (based
on the affinity of concepts taken from the extralingual reality), which are largely deconceptualized
but still retain their systemic character completely absent in Porzig’s conception. Since the
modification of Trier’s system represents the onomasiologicael, and the further development
of Porzig’s conception the semasiological approach, the author comes to a two-dimensional
system — with axis X representing the paradigmatic dimension (Trier) and axis y representing
the syntagmatic dimension (Porzig). In addition to this, he applies Jakobson-Fant-Halle’s
parametrical method (originally employed in phonology) in such a way as to meet the specific
requireraents of lexicology. There are two kinds of procedure to follow:

1. “Die Konfrontierung der einzelnen F-Bezeichnungen [F = Feindseligkeit — A.S.] des
peradigmatischen Systems mit Bedeutungspartnern im Porzigschen Sinne (Kollokationsunter-
suchungen). Sie liefert syntaktische und morphologische Parameter.”

II. “Die Konfrontierung der einzelnen F-Beteichnungen des paradigmatischen Systems mit
den Tragerpaaren, die die von ihnen bezeichnete F-Beziehung konstituieren. Es handelt sich
hier also nur noch dem Prinzip nach um Porzigs Methode: als Bedeutungspartner der Grund-
lexeme fiir F werden hier nicht mehr Verba oder Adjektiva untersucht, mit denen sie Syntagmen
bilden, sondern die auBlersprachlichen Konstituenten der F-Bezeichnungen, sprachlich also
Nomina. Zwar ist — insofern die Triiger der F explizit genannt sind — syntaktische Verschieden-
heit, nicht aber verschiedene Wortart gegeben. Diese Verfahrensweise liefert somit onomasiolo-
gische Parameter.” (Pp. 49—50.)

The preceding quotation may serve as a typical example of how the author develops his
perametrical method throughout his study. To complete what has been said above, it may not
be inappropriate to express W. Kiihlwein’s basic idea in words of his own:

“The system of parameters chosen is basically an open one, admitting of further delicacy.
If applied to the whole set of E-lexemes, each parameter yields a norm (onomasiological basis).



RECENZE 143

The way in which each individual E-lexeme responds to this norm shows the degree of relevance
of the specific parameter (or the features it specifies) for the modus operandi of the specific E-lex-
eme. A comparison of all E-lexemes with one parameter shows the differing relative semantic
distances between the E-lexemes. Furthermore the differing structures of their bundles of actual
semantic features are shown by differing responses of the various E-lexemes to different para-
meters.” (P. 304.)

Considerations of space prevent the reviewer from dealing with the Second Part of the book
as extensively as above. Some of the titles and subtitles of the chapters constituting Part Two,
however, may give an idea of what has been examined with great precision and care: Eingrenzung
und Bestimmung der Lexemgruppe; Vergleich mit den lateinischen Vorlagen; Die F-Bezeichnun-
gen in der altenglischen Poesie im Rahmen ihrer Sippen — innersprachlich etymologische Para-
meter. (1. Das System der F-Bezeichnungen mit ihren Sippen in der altenglischen Poesie im
Vergleich zu ihrer Verwendung in der altenglischen Prosa, 2. Die Struktur der Gesamtsippen
der F-Bezeichnungen in der altenglischen Poesie); Kollokationsuntersuchungen (1. Syntaktische
Parameter, 2. Morphologische Parameter); F-Beezichnungen und F-Beziehungen — onomasiolo-
gische Parameter (1. Denkmalgruppen, Frequenz und Verteilung, 2. Onomasiologische Spezial-
parameter).

In the reviewer’s opinion one of the most striking positive features of W. Kiihlwein’s book
is the critical evaluation of older theories and the resulting creative synthesis based on the latest
achievements of modern linguistics and yielding a system of E-lexemes and E-relations that
really works. Viewed from the angle of the semantic level in the broadest sense of the word,
the reviewed book has shown in detail how the E-lexemes and E-relations in OE poetry operate;
possibly the next question to answer will be why they operate in this or that very way. Such
problems may open new vistas of research so successfully started by the author of the reviewed
book. Aled Svoboda

10. [I. Anpecan: IKCHIEPNMEHTAIBHOC HCC/ICAOBAHUE CEMAHTUKM PYCCKOrO raaroia, Mag-so
Hayxka, Mocksa 1967, 250 c.

1. TnaBHO# LeiIbI0 Hamed pelneH3uM ABJIAETCA 03HAKOMATH YHTaTelA ¢ paboTol n B3raA-
namu 0. J/I. AnpecfHa, 0j{HOT0 U3 rIaBHKIX NpeCcTaBUTeN el pyCcCKOM ceMaHTHYeCKOM IMKOEL.

Ero kHATa NpUHAMJIEKUT K THCIY TeX JHRIBUCTHYeCKUX paboT, KOTOpEIE JOIKHEI IPABICYS
BHEMaHNe BCeX JMHIBHCTOB, 3aHAMAIOMUXCA CHHTAKCHCOM M CEMaHTUKON ecTecTBeRHHIX
A3LIKOB. AnpecsiH paGoTaeT MeTOJOM CTPYKTYPHOH JINHIBHCTMKH M €ro KHMra He TOJbLKO
AICHO JIOKA3BIBAET }KH3HEeHHOCTH CTPYKTYPHRIX METOJOB B A3LIKO3HAHUM, HO TAKMKE ABJIAETCA
HAOKa3aTeNbCTBOM, YTO NMPM HOMOIM 3THX MeTOAOB MOMKHO NPMHTH K HOBHIM H BayKHLIM
OTKPHITHAM B CEeMaHTHKe M cHHTaKcuce. K comkajieHHio, u3-3a HeZOCTAaTKa MecTa MK He
CMOJKeM 3aTPOHYThL PAM MHTepecHLIX U CIOPHLIX BOTPOCOB.

PenensupyemMan KHHra COCTOMT M3 JBYX YacTeli: yacTs | MMeeT BBOAHEI i1 00U XapaKrep,
uacTh I comepuT nucrpubyrnBHO-TpaRchopMamuoHHoe (coxpamaeM [1—T) omucanue ce-
MAHTHKH PYCCKOTO IJIATOJIa, T. €. KOHKpETHble pe3yJbTaThl HCCIefoBaTelbcKoi paGoTh
aBTOpA.

Yacts I couepmut raasw: (A) [Ipenmer cemanTturu (c. 5—19), (B) Meroan cemMaRTHER
(c. 20—22) u (B) CuHrakcuc u ceMaHnTHKa (c. 23—33).

Yacts Il obmmpHee, oHa comepmut 17aaBe: (A) BBonHne 3aMedaHM — OCTAaHOBKA
3afauu ¥ onucaHue gopMassHoro anmaparta pabots (c. 36—78), (B) AmcTpubyrrsHO-TpaHC-
¢opManyMoHHEI cJOBapr — NPHHLMNLI pa3rpaRuueHus 3madeHmn (c. 79—117), (B) Cum-
TaKCHYeCKHe MPU3HAKHM M 3jIeMeHTapHaA KiaccuuKanusa raaroisHeix ¢pas (c. 118—163),
(T') liepapxnueckas KnaccuPpuranua r:1arodbEeX Gppa3 u obmye npuENMIN kiIaccupuKauu
(c. 164—188), (J) F'paMMaTuKa ¢jI0Baps U HEKOTOPbie BOIPOCHL ieKcuKkorpaduu (c. 189—214),
(E) CunrarcuyecKne mapajMiMsl KaK KJaCCHl B METpMYeCKOM NPOCTPaHCTBe — IOCTPOeHne
CeMaHTHYeCKOI'0 NMPOCTPAHCTBA M AJI'OPUTM NMOCTPOEHMA KJacCOB M MepaPXMA IO MaTpume
paccrogHui (c. 215—241).

2. ITpedmem u memodvt cemarnmuru. TpaiuliNOHHAA JIMHI'BUCTHYECKAA CEMAHTNKA HCXOOUT
M3 IPEeIN0JIOAKEHN A, YTO CJIOBO CYIIECTBYET 00'beKTHBHO KaK JaCTh y/Ke C03laHHbX BEICKA3hI-
BaHuii U ¢ JpPyroil CTODOHEI KaK 3KBHBAJIEHT 3JIeMEHTOB ONMCHBAIOMMX BHEINHUI MHD H 3a-
KpeIUIeHALIX B CO3HaHMM roBopsamux. Ha TakoM mopxome K ceMaHTHKe MOCTPOeHa M BCH
JeKCHKOrpaue, [JA KOTOPO# He CYIIecTBYeT BONMPOCcAa O TOM, OTKY/Aa B3AJIMCH eJHHHYHEIe
ciopa. l{eBTpansHOe BHUMAHKE YAeNAIOCH 3HAUCHUIO OT/(EILHOIO CII0Ba, BAATOTO BHEe (pask,
HCTOPHYECKUM CeMaHTHIeCKNM IpoleccaM AeHCTBYIOIIMM B MpefieslaX cJI0Ba MM CAHOHAMH-
9ecKoro psaaa. B aBagilaToM Beke mpoABifAeTCA MATEpec K CHAXPORHOH ceMaHTAKe, ONHCHI:



