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Abstract

The Russian language is notorious among English speakers for its grammatical complexity. In particular, the
acquisition and usage of punctuation rules of Russian as a foreign language, as well as for native speakers,
presents considerable difficulty.

One reason for this problem is the existence of substandard uses of punctuation that deviate from standard
punctuation rules to convey particular communicative nuances. Some punctuation patterns in Russian are not
dictated by syntactic context; but instead vary according to the author's choice of communicative style.
Guidelines for such usage are not provided in the majority of Russian textbooks and guides on orthography.
General information about such deviations can be found, for example, in the guide “Orthography and
Punctuation” by Valgina & Svetlysheva; however, substandard use of punctuation marks in the Russian written
language remains poorly described. This presents a problem for students trying to master Russian punctuation,
especially for nonnative speakers.

This paper focuses on the essence of substandard use of punctuation marks (substandard punctuating), in
particular the use of contextually conditioned marks. I explain such punctuation by using a communicative
approach to Russian punctuation. This paper analyzes examples of sentences with identical wording but different
punctuation strategies. The examples are taken from textbooks, guides and monographs on modern Russian
punctuation.

I conclude that these variants in punctuation are regular and represent an integral part of the Modern Russian
punctuation system. However, by using substandard punctuation in accord with one's intention the author should
be able to “protect” his text from misunderstanding. Identifying a context where punctuation is not fixed by the
syntax, but rather allows communicative variation, can be challenging for the student. In this case, for example,
an editor should apply to some new set of rules to suggest the proper punctuation in different communicative
situations.

The traditional approach to the codification of Russian punctuation rules does not allow for a description of all
variety of usages and, most importantly, does not in fact register the necessary punctuation patterns in long-term
memory of a native speaker of Russian.

Therefore, modern Russian punctuation rules need to be revised in terms of actual usage and communicative
function in texts of different styles. This topic is, in fact, broader than the present article, which simply
introduces the problem.

Keywords: Russian syntax, punctuation, communicative principle, grammar acquisition
1. Substandard Punctuating and Contextually Conditioned Punctuation Marks in Russian

In general, modern Russian punctuation is regulated by both general rules with a higher degree of stability and
situational rules adapted to the functional qualities of a certain type of text. General rules represent a required
punctuation minimum. Situational rules are not so rigid; they provide a special informational content and
expression of speech. N. S. Valgina explains that these rules cause substandard punctuation variants (Valgina &
Svetlysheva, 1993, p. 277).
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The functions of punctuation marks that conform to situational rules are the following: logical-semantic (as
revealed in different texts but especially in scientific and official ones), emphatic (mainly in official texts, partly
in journalistic and artistic ones), expressive and emotional (in artistic and journalistic texts), signal (in
advertising texts). Such usage of marks, conformed to the situational rules, is not entirely dictated by a writer's
will, but reflects the general stylistic properties of functionally different texts. Such substandard punctuation is
regulated by the nature of texts and exists alongside standard punctuation.

Russian researchers concur that in every period of Russian punctuation system development the functions of
marks and conditions of their usage changed. In this sense, the rules always “lag behind” the usage and, therefore,
need to be revised from time to time. Changes in the function of punctuation marks are constant; they reflect “the
life” of language, in particular, its syntactic structure and stylistic system.

For example, the guides of N. S. Valgina and V. N. Svetlysheva note that in modern Russian media the dash has
come to be used increasingly between elements of the asyndetic sentence (in place of the colon), marking an
illustration or a reason in the second part, generalizing words before a list of parallel items, etc.:

(1) Mapuyc Ilemuna cmaeun 6 Poccuu eenuxorennvie 6anemvi— Kuzenv”, “Jlebedunoe o03epo”,
“Cnawyro Kpacasuy)”.

(2) Iloo pazeecucmoti KpoHou He Ovbigaem nycmo—omovbIXarom HYMHUKU, YabaHbl, O1A20 HCUBUMETbHDIL
POOHUK PSIOOM.

(3) ...hepa ceeu cmoum—eedb maxoe odujenue OONNHCHO Cmamv Npooopazom 6yOyuux Moar00eNCHbIX
00MO8 UHIICEHEPA U OOMO8 YUEeHO2O0.

(4) Crooa npubsinu meicauu mexanuzamopos—u3 Poccuu, ¢ Ykpaunsi, uz [lpubanmuxu.
(5) K nemy omnocames no-pasHomy—ixmo ¢ 80CXUWeHUeM, Kmo ¢ YCMeuKoll.

(6) Conocmasnenue Poccuu ¢ Kanaooti [110 KIUMary| HeKoppekmHo—ece KpYnHule KAHAOCKUe 20pood
nexcam Ha wupomax iodcnee Tambosa.

The authors point to a similar usage of punctuation marks in literary works:

(7) V Broka 6vino 6ce, umo cozoaem 6enuKo20 Nnodma,—020Hb, HEXCHOCMb, NPOHUKHOBEHUE, C80L 00pa3
mMupa, ceoti dap 0cobozo, 6ce NPEemMeEopPsIOUEec0 NPUKOCHOBEHUSL, CE0sl COEPICANHAS, CKPAObIBAIOWAsICS,
sobpaswas 6 cebs cyovoa (b. Ilacmepnax).

(8) Ho evisbigams cetivac o02onb apmuiiepul Oblio0 OECCMbICICHHO—O20Hb HAKPLLL Obl U  HAUUX
paszseduuxos (FO. Bondapes).

(9) Ihasueiii pedakmop cazemul 6csuecku uszbezaem menepb 6CMpedy cO MHOU, OO0360HUMbC eMy
HeB03MOICHO, CEKPemapuia 6ce CCblIAemcs Ha e20 3aHAMOCMb—INO Y He20 3acedanue, mo nianepKd, mo
€20 8bl38aNU 8 8blulecmosauue, KAk oHa 1obum noduepkusams, uncmanyuu (4. Aummamos).

Such deviations from the rules reflect common modern trends in Russian punctuation development and gradually
prepare the ground for change or clarification of the punctuation rules formulations. Such punctuation choices
are not due to author idiosyncrasy because such cases can be found among different authors in similar
grammatical and stylistic conditions of a sentence (Valgina & Svetlysheva, 1993, p. 278).

Punctuation marks could be used according to the specific communicative tasks, and therefore connect with a
writer's personality to a greater degree. Such marks are contextually conditioned and submit to the tasks of the
communicative intention of a writer who has the right to choose one or another punctuating depending on the
communicative situation, the context. Therefore, different authors can use identical punctuation variants to
express the same communicative situation.

But the problem is that the communicative situation itself may be interpreted individually. In this case, the
punctuation depends on the context, its regularities in semantic and lexical-grammatical structure. The
punctuating of a text depends on its interpretation, but such punctuating may be as consistent with the rules and
so do not comply with them.

N. S. Valgina gives the following examples in her guide:

(10) Bce na nem OvLio omenasicerno, gpanmosamo. Kpueosamvie—modice om omuya—rozu npusoouiu
ezo 6 omuasinue (B. Kasepun).

(11) 4 ommoezo, umo on max 0XOMHO U PAOOCHMHO CIYULAT, PACCKAZBIEANU—C PAOOCHIBIO HOIICE—HOBbIE
ucmopuu (B. Hlyxwun).
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(12) Ileus xo20a-mo mpecuyna, ee, no benomy, samazanu enunoi (M. Bynun).

Such punctuation variants are not spelled out in the rules governing how the words and phrases that clarify the
meaning of the preceding words are set off by commas but not dashes. In addition, one and the same word can be
considered as clarifying or not clarifying, depending on the meaning (Rozental, 2004, p. 125).

In the first and second sentences the authors used the dash, which is traditionally considered to be a “stronger”
mark of enclosure than the comma. In the last sentence the detached adverbial modifier “mo Genomy” precedes
the predicate “3amazanu”, but such a situation is not regulated by the rules. The choice of these marks is made
conditional on the author's communicative intention. But such contextually conditioned punctuation marks
cannot be considered as individually author's ones because they are used in similar grammatical conditions of a
sentence and accompanied by pauses and specific intonation of enclosure in reading.

It must be admitted that, on the one hand, in such situations the writer’s perspective of the punctuation mark
usage according to his communicative intention can be found, and, on the other hand, the lack of a functional
purpose decoding mechanism of one or another mark for the reader can become a cause of misunderstanding or
scanty understanding. The reader is reluctant to be guided mostly by the rules which are reflected in the
reference books and in the absence of detailed “application instructions”—by his own intuition, which does not
always draw a positive result. Nevertheless, the writer's intuition formation is based not only on his knowledge
of rules but also the basic principles of Russian punctuation.

2. The Principles of Russian Punctuation

As the prominent expert on Russian punctuation B. 1. Osipov notes, the principles of punctuation relate to
concrete punctuation rules (Osipov, 1992, p. 20) which determine the optimal marks usage (Lekant, 2001, p.
541).

Traditionally, the main principles of punctuation read as follows: a structural (a syntactic), a semantic (a
logical-grammatical), an intonation (intonation-rhetorical) and a communicative one (Valgina, 1979; Shvartskopf,
1988a; Shubina, 1999; Valgina, 2004).

The most important feature of the Russian punctuation system development is the support on different principles
in concrete historical periods. On the strength of the evolutionary nature of language development there are no
sudden, instant transitions from one principle to another. Simply, in virtue of various circumstances, one or more
principles play a dominant role in different periods (Orekhova, 2000, p. 14).

Thus, intonation principle dates back in ancient rhetoric, which was connected with the necessity to mark pauses
in oratorical speech in the process of writing.

A. M. Peshkovskiy, a supporter of the intonation approach, assigned a dominant part to expressive reading in
punctuating, with the writer's orientation on his text perception. His position is clearly expressed in the
following statements:

Almost all the punctuation marks, used in the modern Russian writing, are read... For the punctuating ability
acquisition we should always consciously read the marks, i. e. to connect one or another intonation contour with
one or another mark, consequently, strong association of each mark with appropriate intonation contour is
generated... The harmonization of expressive reading with punctuation will be beneficial not only to the latter
one. To hear mentally what you write! Often, it takes the teacher only to read a student’s inconsistent phrase
from the rostrum that the author become horrified by his own words. Why did he write it? Because he didn 't hear
in writing, because he was not reading himself aloud. The more the student will read himself aloud, the better he
will understand the stylistic nature of language, the better he will write. The reunification of the writing top of
the language tree with its lively oral roots always gives life, and their cutting-off always kills (Peshkovskij, 1925,
p. 94).

For example, in punctuation practice the points of omission can serve as a pause signal in emotional written
speech (Orekhova, 2000, p. 55).

(13) Ona edsa cmena sepums ywam céoum u... Ho s 6pocaro kucmo (H. Kapamzun).
(14) Hns nauana... maxue... popmanvusie sonpocwt (B. Hlykuiun).
(15) Haero smo... 6 supasic sowen? (B. Pacnymun).

The semantic principle of Russian punctuation is connected with the age of rationalism, to the tendency to attach
logical order to the language. The punctuation marks usage was associated with the concepts of the thought
completeness/incompleteness, the expression of opposition, explanation, reason, consequence and the
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availability of relevant conjunctions; the utterance communicative orientation (affirmative, interrogative).
Historical orientation on the logical-grammatical basis (without rupture with the intonation basis) is typical for
Russian punctuation from the XVIII to beginning of the XIX century in general (Orekhova, 2001). In 1755 M. V.
Lomonosov understood its logical-grammatical basis as follows:

Marks are used by the power of intellect, its proneness and conjunctions (Lomonosov, 1952, p. 436).

His contemporary, V. K. Trediavovskiy, also focused on the logical-grammatical basis of punctuation in his work
“The conversation between the foreign man and the Russian on age-old and new orthography” in 1748, noting
the primary role of punctuation marks in various asyndetic units with faintly subordinating forms (Orekhova,
2000, p. 43):

(16) Cmapamuca o wecmu, mano dondicrHo o noawvse (i.€., it is necessary to protect the honor).

(17) Cmapamwcs o uecmu mano, donicno o noavse (i.e., it is necessary not only to protect the honor, but
also to think about the benefit).

Contemporary linguists A.B. Shapiro, N.S. Valgina, D.E. Rozental wrote about the importance of semantic basis
of punctuation. According to A.B. Shapiro, the manifestation of the semantic principle is associated with the fact
that the punctuation marks, which graphically partition a phrase, indicate “such relations and connotations,
which (being important for understanding) can not be expressed by lexical and syntactical means” (Shapiro,
1955, p. 86). In the rest of the cases punctuation marks (mainly intra-phrasal) can be “useless” for the sense
explication (but the appropriateness of inter-phrasal marks usage doesn't not give rise to doubt among the
linguists: it can be explained by the fact that inter-phrasal punctuation was more consistent than intra-phrasal one
in the ancient written language). These ideas were confirmed by B. 1. Osipov's research (Osipov, 1992, p.
200-201). However, according to the researcher, some marks can be “useful” for sense distinction, for example:

— commas that set off parallel sentence elements;
— marks that set off detached sentence elements (adverbial modifiers, modifiers, appositives);
— marks that set off parenthetical words and phrases.

According to B.I. Osipov, this is a complete list of rules, which can “usefully” be used for disambiguation of
simple sentences (Osipov, 1992, p. 202).

(18) XKepebyos moux 6pamuves npoeszsicanu Ha 6e2y.

(19) Ona [nomans] ocmanosunrace, 2opdo, HeECKONbKO HaAOOK, nodHsia 2onoegy. (/.  Toncmou
“Xoncmomep”™)

In the first sentence the sense could be the following without commas: “the stallions, belonging to my brothers,
were being passed by”. In the second example both without commas and with them, the adverbial modifier
“ropmo” can be interpreted in either of two ways: “she stood proudly, to one side a little” or “proudly, to one side
a little, she raised her head”.

In addition to these cases, the researcher exemplify complex and compound sentences, in which the marks usage
is also “useful”, as well as cases of “useful” absence and “useless” presence of them.

However, considering such examples, B. I. Osipov makes a reservation: “the lack of the text separation by marks,
even useless in this sense (i.e. in the sense of preventing ambiguity), might make this text more difficult to read
because without any marks it would be difficult to extract integral semantic units and intone them correctly”
(Osipov, 1992, p. 204). Similar cases will be discussed in the next part of this paper.

Thus, the most important function of punctuating process is stressed, i.e. the perception optimization of a written
phrase.

For Russian punctuation the structural principle begins to play a leading role in the second half of the XIX
century as a result of the development of theoretical ideas about the structure of a sentence, syntactical relations,
modes of communication. For example, since that time the comma of separation became stable in using as a
mark for coordinate clauses separating:

(20) Enena ykpaoxoil nokauana 201060U, XO35UH He CYel HYHCHbIM UX npedcmasumo, u Mncapos ywern, 6
nocnednuil paz oomenasuiucy ezopom ¢ Enenoti (U. Typeenes).

(21) Yepes nonuaca ow nesxcan Ha Hocunkax, okono Hukonaesckoil kazapmvl, u He 3HAJ, YMO OH PAHEH, HO
60U noumu He Yy8CME08AL, eMy XOMeN0Ch MONbKO HANUMbCA 4e20-Huby0b X0N00H020 U 1edb HONOKOUHee
(/1. Toncmoti).
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The supporting on this principle was considered to be more appropriate in didactic aspect that had minimized a
“creative basis” of Russian punctuation, although the possibility of alternative usage of marks was not rejected in
a number of cases. N.N. Orekhova believes that the national cultural-historical paradigm played a certain role in
strengthening of Russian punctuation regulating basis, in which the aspiration to regulate the largest possible
number of public life spheres was dominant. This fact might affect the rule-making (Orekhova, 2000, p. 186).

It should be mentioned that modern experts in Russian language recognize that this traditional approach to
punctuation, its narrow understanding as a system of a sentence but not text organization do not allow to justify
its wide variability (Shvartskopf, 1988b; Shubina, 1999; Valgina, 2004; Orekhova, 2004).

At present, along with these traditional principles a communicative understanding of the punctuation role was
outlined as “the opportunity to emphasize the communicative significance of words or groups of words in a
written text by punctuating” (Yartseva, 1990, p. 407). According to this approach, the main function of
punctuation consists in that “by means of partitioning of the graphic organization of a written text to convey its
meaning to the reader in such way that it is reproduced by the writer” (Valgina, 1979, p. 50). The communicative
principle of Russian punctuation appears in “expression” of a communicative objective by punctuating (Barulina,
1982, p. 10).

According this position, Russian punctuation is subjective in its purpose and, consequently, in most cases,
variational as appropriate. At the level of a sentence, this variability reveals in the cases of communicative and
syntactic ambiguity of two types.

1) The ambiguity of such type as “Kazuuts (?) Hemnb3s (?) nomunosars” (“Execute not pardon!”). In such cases
intonational and punctuation options allow to distinguish denotative semantics of phrases, to resolve the
ambiguous relations between elements of denotative situation.

2) The ambiguity connected with situational norms functioning and the author’s way of punctuating. Such
punctuating doesn’t touch denotative semantics of phrases but expresses various subjective intensions of a writer
(Parubchenko, 2003, p. 265).

Substandard punctuation (cases when a writer intentionally uses or doesn’t use a punctuation mark) is not a
spontaneous process in the Russian written language. It is regulated by one of the basic principles of Russian
punctuation—a communicative one that is singled out by the majority of authors in textbooks and guides on
orthography (Rozental, 2004; Lekant, 2001; Valgina, & Svetlysheva, 1993).

As a whole, modern Russian punctuation relies both on semantic, structural, and rhythmic-intonational
segmentation of phrases or texts in their interaction (Lekant, 2001). So we can consider a punctuation as the
open system adapting to conditions of communicative environment and communicative situation in which it
operates that provides both it's variability and organization (Shubina, 1999, p. 31). For example:

(22) B rabuneme o ynan Ha Ougawn u, YMoObL XOMb HEMHO20 YCHOKOUMbCA, NOMSHYIL C MYMOOUKU
oneenuxu Tonrcmoeo (FO. bondapes).

In this sentence the subordinate clause (in extra bold) is set off by commas according to the structural principle.
At the same time, according to the sense, the goal-setting is stressed, which accompanies the action above-named
(he fell on the sofa, for the purpose to calm down). Therefore, in this case the action of two principles is
combined—the structural and the semantic one. Besides, in the given example the period, used to close the
sentence, conveys structural significance (it marks the sentence end) and semantic significance (it completed a
thought), at the same time indicates tone fall. In this case the intonational principle acts as the principle
accompanying structural and semantic ones. Discussions about systemic relationships of these three traditional
principles of punctuation are the subject of independent research that can be form the topic for another article.

The purpose of the next paragraph is to show English speakers how to use punctuation marks in concrete
punctuation pattern or “nynkrorpamma’” (i.e., it is a place where we can use different ways of punctuating, where
punctuation mistakes are often made (Osipov, 1992, p. 22); in Russian school practice it is a punctuation rule and
it's usage). Also I want to show how different principles of Russian punctuation operate in this usage, especially
a communicative one.

3. A Communicative Principle of Russian Punctuation at the Level of a Sentence

In 2004 Edward Vajda and Valentina Umanets published a substantial guide for English speakers “Russian
Punctuation and Related Symbols” (Vajda & Umanets, 2004)—the first guide on Russian punctuation for
English-speaking students. The basic structural elements of Russian syntax, the rules of marks usage in Russian
(comparing to English punctuation tradition), some cases of facultative, or optional punctuation (called “open
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punctuation” in the English tradition) are analyzed in this edition.

However, to make this guide clearer for English speakers I propose to include the examples and principles of
substandard punctuation (according to Valgina’s definition). In this case I reference the last edition of the most
authoritative guide on Russian orthography—“CrnpaBodHHK 110 TPAaBONUCAHUIO U JUTEPATyPHOMY
penakrupoBanuio” by D. E. Rozental. This material, undoubtedly, will be conducive to better understanding of
Russian punctuation system, first of all, its communicative role for a writer and a reader, its openness and
variability, in which English-speaking students can see some similarity with English punctuation system.

Let’s clarify how different principles of Russian punctuation can interact in concrete punctuation pattern
(mynkrorpamme) according to the text of “Russian Punctuation and Related Symbols”.

According to the rule 7.5.1., detached modifiers (00ocobnenHbIe onpenenenus), postposed to the modified noun,
are set off by commas (Vajda & Umanets, 2004, p. 57):

(23) Hebo, 30n10moe u 6azposoe, ompasicaioce 6 sooe.
(24) Jlena, 6 winsane u wanu, moponiuso 036PAUAIACH C NPOSYIKU.

This punctuation pattern is explained in Rozental’s guide in another way: “two or more single modifiers,
postposed to the modified noun, are detached modifiers, if the last one is preceded by one more modifier” (all
modifiers are in extra-bold) (Rozental, 2004, p. 110):

(25) JItobumsie 1uya, mepmente u rxncusvle, npuxoosm Ha namame (U. Typeenes).
(26) Anunnvte oonaxa, Kpacusle u aunosvle, Cmopodicuiu cornya nokoi (4. Yexos).

But “if two single modifiers are not preceded by one more modifier (to the modified noun — my note), they are
set off or not set off by commas, depending on their intonational and semantic cohesion with the modified noun”
(Rozental, 2004, p. 110). Let’s give examples of the last case.

(27) I1o0 amoii moacmoti cepoil wunenvio OUIOCh cepoye cmpacmmuoe u oaazopoonoe (M. Jlepmornmos).
(28) Booun cmbrukom no ckpunke cmapoil yviean nooxcaputii u cedoi (C. Mapwar).

In the first (27) and in the second (28) sentences the phrases “cepaue crpactHoe u OnaroponHoe” and “npIran
noypKapbli u cenoit” are closely connected with their semantic and must be pronounced without a pause (i.e., if
we mentally remove these italicized modifiers, the meaning of the sentence will be lost: in the first one it is not
important that there is a heart under an overcoat and it beats, but its qualities (it is passionate and noble); in the
second sentence the lack of commas is connected with its rhythmic-intonational contour: B/oo\un cm/vrux\om n/o
ckpl\unx/e cm\apoii | y/vie\an n/odac\ap/vit \u c/ed\oir). (Note 1) Such modifiers are not detached ones and they
are not set off by commas.

Thus, in the foregoing examples structural, semantic, and intonational principles of Russian punctuation are
realized.

The communicative principle is realized in these examples as possibility of a punctuation mark selection
depending on the author’s communicative objective.

Let’s consider another punctuation pattern to clarify this thesis.

In paragraph 7.5.2. E. Vajda and V. Umanets give the rule of the participial phrase detaching: “the participial
phrases that follow the word they modify, often correspond to subordinate clauses containing a form of the
relative pronoun xomopuiii, who, which, that. In Russian, both participial phrases as well as subordinate clauses
are set off by commas” (Vajda & Umanets, 2004, p. 58):

(29) Tpasy, ckowennyro Kpecmovanamu éuepa, demu coopanu 8 Kyuu.

As the guide’s authors fairly note, if the participial phrase precedes the noun it modifies, it is not set off by
commas (such practice is not found in English):

(30) Bpowennwtii ¢ bicomul Kamenb nadaem Ha 3eMio.

But it is necessary to emphasize that participial phrases (and other forms of extended and single modifiers) can
be detached or not depending on existence or lack of additional adverbial meaning (causal, conditional,
concessive, temporary) in Russian (Rozental, 2004, p. 111). In such cases a communicative principle of Russian
punctuation is realized: a detached sentence element can gain greater semantic importance when it is set off by
marks as the writer's intension.

(31) Conpososcoaemutii oghuuepom, | komenoanm owen 8 oom. (A. Ilyukun).
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The participial phrase “conpoBoxgaemsii opunepom™ is emphasized in this sentence (it is not important for the
writer that the commandant entered the house). Thus a boundary of the syntagma coincides with a boundary of
the participial phrase with a proper pause in reading.

Another variant of this sentence punctuating could be the following:
(32) Conposoosrcoaemotii oghuuepom xomenoanm | souten 8 OoM.
In this case the participial phrase doesn’t gain any additional adverbial meaning and it is not set off by marks.

A great number of examples of detached modifiers (including participial phrases) that precedes the word it
modifies is given in Rozental’s guide (Rozental, 2004, p. 111). For example:

(33) Becenwtii u scusnepadocmustit, Paouk OvLn 6000ue mobumyem (Paoees).

(34) Oxeéauennvtit Kakum-mo Heachwvlm npeduyecmeuem, Kopuacun Ovicmpo odencs u gvlies U3 00My
(H. Ocmposckuil).

(35) Crondhysrcennwuit, Muponos noxnonuncs 6 cnuny emy (M. I'opoxuii).
(36) Buicokas, Jlens u 6 cmeeanvix odedicoax ovina uznuuine xyooi (Kouemosa).

The above-mentioned cases deal with the facultative punctuation. Depending on the place of a mark, the
additional shades of meaning and accents, created by a writer, can be varied. However, the denotative meaning is
not varied in such cases. It is important to know that according to the communicative principle Russian
punctuation can represent a way of disambiguation in reading process, for example in syntactic homonymy:

(37) a. Kaznumo

, Heb3st nomunosams! (= it is necessary to execute);
b. Kasnums nenv3sa |, nomunosams! (= it is necessary to pardon);
c. Haos, uyscmsosana cecmpa |, ne 3ps evizeéana ee. (= Nadia called for her sister, and the sister felt it);
d. Haos uyecmeosana | cecmpa ne 3ps svizeéana ee. (= Nadia's sister called for her, and Nadia felt it).
The sentences (37a) and (37b) are syntactic homonyms, and also the sentences (37¢) and (37d) are.

The concept of syntactic homonymy deserves more detailed consideration, therefore, in this paper we don’t
dwell on it in detail.

It is obvious that in the absence of punctuation marks in the previously mentioned sentences a situation of
possible ambiguous understanding is appear. This situation can be resolved by using a certain punctuation mark
for the purpose of realization of successful written communication act.

The guides on Russian punctuation do not contain any exhaustive list of such “risky” punctuation patterns,
though some of them can be found as separate notes to concrete rules, for example in D.E. Rozental's guide and
also in several monographs (written by B. 1. Osipov, N .N. Orekhova, N. L. Shubina) and articles. Further I will
try to systematize the examples from different works of Russian researchers (A. M. Peshkovsky, N. S. Valgina,
D.E. Rozental, N. L. Shubina, L.B. Parubchenko, et al.) and to make a list of substandard punctuating cases with
my own author’s comments.

4. A Communicative Principle for Disambiguation of the Type “Ka3zunts (?) Heb34 (?) moMHJIoBaTh”

In the foregoing case, using the same way of a punctuating a writer and a reader strive for mutual understanding,
accurate detection of relations between elements of a denotative situation. That is, the essence of a writer's
communicative intension depends on the alternative choice of a text (or a phrase) punctuating, and its
understanding by a reader does. Another classic examples are the following:

(38) Xooumas — | doneo ne moe. (= somebody had no ability to go for a long time).
(39) Xooums 001120 — | He moe. (= somebody had no ability for continuous walking).

In the foregoing example the dash functions as a mark of semantic differentiation: the denotative content of the
phrase depends its position.

Such functioning of marks can be found in the following punctuation patterns.
4.1 Parallel Sentence Elements Punctuating

(40) Jaume mne opyeyio, | unmepecnyio knucy. (= somebody asks to give him the interesting book
because another one which he was given earlier, probably, was uninteresting).

(41) Haiime mne opyzyro unmepecuyro knuzy. (=somebody asks to give him one more interesting book).
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(42) dennuxu y nac Oviiu 6 OUHHOM MENIOM KOpUoope, | ¢ pewiemuamuimu 08epbmu, | CK803b KOMopble
6ce euono owino. (= there were stalls with lattice doors).

(43) Jennuxu y nac 6viau 8 ONUHHOM MENniomM KOPUOOpe ¢ peuemyuamplmMu 08epbMu, | cK803b KOmopble
6ce suono owvino. (=there were stalls in a corridor with lattice doors).

(44) A suden mHOdNCECMBO CAMBIX PA3IUYHLIX OPOWIOP, | OMKPLIMOK, | naakamos, | JAUCMOBOK: |
yeemuvlx, | Ha xopoutell Oymaze, | ¢ NPEKPACHLIMU UWIIOCMPAYUSIMY | U NPOCMEHbKUX, | 8bINOIHEHHBIX
noumu kyemapHwvim cnocobom. (= the brochures, cards, posters and leaflets were in color, printed on good
paper, with illustrations).

(45) A suden mHodCECMBO CAMBIX PATUYHBIX OPOWIOP, | OMKPBIMOK, | NIAKAMO8, | TUCMOBOK, | YGemHbIX,
| Ha xopoweli 6ymace, | ¢ NPeKPACHLIMU ULTIOCMPAYUAMU | U NPOCMEHbKUX, | GbINOIHEHHbIX NOYMU
KycmapHwvim cnocobom. (= only leaflets were in color, printed on good paper, with illustrations).

4.2 Detached Sentence Elements Punctuating
(46) Ona 2osopuna 0onzo, | ToabK0 0 HeM. (= she spoke long but only about him).

(47) Ona eosopuna oonzo monvko o Hem. (= she spoke long solely about him).

(48) Yawvonysuucs, | 1ackoso ckasan. (= somebody smiled and told something tenderly).

(49) Vavibnyswuce nackoso, | ckazan. (= somebody smiled tenderly and spoke).

(50) A oname cmapas Kynowiba [a nickname of a horse], | cmenenno, | svicmynas enepeou opyeux, |
noKa3vl8ana 803mModcHocmes uomu oanvute. [= the horse showed a way gravely and moving forward the
others].

(51) A onsms cmapas ynoviba [a nickname of a horse], | cmenenno eévicmynas enepedu opyzux, |
nokasvleaia 603modxcHocms uomu oanvute. (= the horse showed a way and simultaneously moved forward
the others gravely).

(52) Bypas rkobuiika, | 3abuska, | 6cecoa OpasHuswas cmapuka | u 0enaswas emy 6CIKUe HenpusmHOCH,
| u mym | no 600e nowna x nemy. (= the mare, who made trouble for the old man once in the past,
suddenly began to come nearer to him).

(53) Bypas kobvLika, | 3abuska, | 6cecoa OpazHuswias cmapuxa | u 0enaguids emy 6CsaKue HenpusimHoCmu
u mym, | no eooe nouina x Hemy. (= the mare, who not only always teased the old man, but also in this
moment is making trouble for him, nevertheless, began to come nearer to him).

(54) Tym 6vina cmapas Tonanxa, | Mywka — | Cmemanxuna oous, | Kpacnyxa, | eepxosas JJobpoxomuxa
[nicknames of the horses)], | sce snamenumocmu mozo spemenu... (= Mushka is Smetanka's foal).

(55) Tym 6vina cmapas Ionanka, | Mywika, | Cmemankuna oous, | Kpacuyxa, | éepxosasn /loopoxomuxa
[nicknames of the horses], | 6ce smamenumocmu moeo spemenu... (= Mushka and Smetanka's foal are
different horses). (Toncroit JI. H.).

4.3 Parenthetical Words and Parenthetical Phrases Punctuating

(56) Bawu paccyoicoenust, | ecmecmeenno, | no08oosim HAc K NPAGUIbHOMY peuieHuio. (= your reasoning
leads us to the right decision and it goes without saying).

(57) Bawu paccyscoenus ecmecmeeHHo nO0800sm HAC K TPABUIBHOMY PEIICHHIO. (= your reasoning
naturally leads us to the right decision).

(58) Omn, |6e3ycrosno, | npas. (=“He is right, I am sure of it”, i. e. the confidence in his rightness is
pointed out).

(59) On be3ycnosno npas. (= He is absolutely right”, i. e. the extent of his rightness is pointed out).

(60) deiicmeumensro, | 6vi10 umo-mo eeruvecmeentoe | 6 gueype smoi rowaou. (= indeed, something
majestic was in the figure of this horse).

(61) [eiicmeumenvro ovL10 umo-mo enuvecmeentoe | 6 gueype smoii rowaou. (=something majestic
was in the figure of this horse and this fact was indeed).

4.4 Punctuating Clauses

(62) Haos uyecmeosana: | cecmpa ne 3ps evizeéana ee. (= Nadia's sister called her and Nadia felt it).
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(63) Haos, | wyecmeosana cecmpa, | ne 3ps evizeana ee. (= Nadia called her sister and Nadia's sister felt
it).

(64) bvino nacmypno, | c ympa u pocbel He 6bL10, | HO menio, | u komaper aunau. (= there was no dew from
in the morning).

(65) BovLio nacmypro ¢ ympa | u pocel He ObL10, u komapwl aunau. (= it was cloudy in the

morning).

HO meno,

(66) IIpu smom mepun HAdyIcs, | HO emy 6CYHYIU naney 8 pom | u yOapuiu KOIEeHOM 8 HCUBOm, | maK umo
OH Oosicen ObLn sbinycmums dyx. (=as a gelding was hit to the stomach by a knee so he could breathe his
last).

(67) Ilpu smom mepun nadyics, | HO emy 8CYHYIU naLey 6 pom | u YOoapuiu KONeHOM 8 JCUBOM MAK, | umo
on domicen ovr guinycmums Oyx. (=a gelding was hit to the stomach by a knee so hard that he could
breathe his last).

(68) Ho 0 mom, | ckonw senuxa bvlia onacHocmo, | 00 cux nop zoeopsam ynoesl pvloaxos. (= the catches
of fishermen still argue that there was a high risk).

(69) Ho 0 mowm, | ckonv eenuxa 0vlina onacHOCms 00 cux nop, | 2osopsim ynogwl peibakos. (= there is still a
high risk and the catches of fishermen argue it).

In most cases above mentioned, the phases understanding ambiguity is related to the phenomenon of syntactic
homonymy which can be clarified, in principle, not only by punctuating but also by context. However, if no
communicant (neither a writer nor a reader) was concerned about it, the ambiguity remains.

5. A Communicative Principle in Disambiguation Related with Situational Rules Functioning and the
Author’s Punctuating

In such situations, as it was noted, punctuating options do not deal with the relationship between denotative
situation elements, do not determine the essence of the writer's communicative intention and its interpretation by
the reader, but they deal with its connotations, subjective meanings. According to N.S. Valgina, in such cases the
punctuating follows the situational rules and may be the author’s one.

5.1 The Accentuating of Causal or Concessive Relationship between Elements of a Phrase

(70) Ilpusneuennvie sipkum ceemom, | babouku Kpyscuiuco okono ¢gouaps. (= as bright light attracts
butterflies, they were going round the lantern).

(71) Ilpusneuennvie apkum ceemom 6abouKu | Kpyscuaucs okono gonaps. (= attracted by the bright light
the butterflies were going round the lantern).

(72) Crowennas ¢ ympa, | mpasa k nonyoHio yice cyxo wypuiaia noo nozamu. (= although the grass was
mowed down only in the morning, it had already dried out by noon).

(73) Crowennas ¢ ympa mpaea | k nouyowio ysce cyxo uiypuaia noo nozamu (= mowed down in the
morning the grass was dry and rustling underfoot).

5.2. The Imparting of Attributive or Predicative Meaning to Modifiers

(74) Conpososicoaemurii opuyepom, | komenoanm éouten 6 dom. (= being accompanied by the officer the

commandant entered the house).

(75) Conposoosicoaemviii ogpuyepom romenoanm | eowen 6 o0om. (= the commandant who was
accompanied by the officer entered the house).

(76) Ilepembimole peunoit 8000il, | necuanvie KOCbl HOPOCIU Mamb-u-mavexou | u yeemamu. (= being
hollowed out by river water the sandbars were grown by coltsfoot and flowers).

(77) Hepemvimvbie peunoti 6000 necuanvle Kocvl | nopociu mame-u-mauexoii | u yeemamu. (= the
sandbars which were hollowed out by river water were grown by coltsfoot and flowers).

5.3 Clarifying Sentence Elements Detaching

(78) Hanexo, | 6 necy, | pazoasanuce yoapsr monopa. (= someone hears the ax strokes from the forest and
this person is outside the forest).

(79) danexo 6 necy | pazoasanucy yoapvr monopa. (= someone hears the ax strokes in the forest and this
person is in the forest too).
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(80) Bom mom, | manenwvkuii, | yoice npubauscaemcs k unuuty. (= that one of the few people, namely the
small one, is coming nearer to the finish).

(81) Bom mom manenwvkuit | yoice npubaudgicaemces xk ¢unuwy. (= look at that small man, he is coming
nearer to the finish).

5.4 The Writer s Important Information Accentuating

(82) Hespenvtit ananac, | 015 wenosexa cnpaseonusoeo, | ecezoa xyice speinoti cmopoounst. (= Exactly an
unripe pineapple is always worse for fair people than ripe currant).

(83) Hespenviil ananac 01s yenogexka CRpasedningozo, | ecezoa xysxce 3penou cmopoounsl. (= An unripe
pineapple is always worse than ripe currant, exactly for fair people).

6. Conclusion

Analyzing the functions and proper usage of Modern Russian punctuation requires a nuanced stylistic
assessment of the sentence and the text. The traditional understanding of punctuation pattern (“myHkrorpamma’)
in school and university Russian grammar teaching practice is reduced to the study of those places in the
sentence and text, where punctuating variants could be present potentially and where punctuation mistakes are
often made. However, many punctuation patterns are characterized not only by common but also situational
rules.

The rigid standardization of Russian punctuation is based, first of all, on the syntactic principle functioning (to
mark boundaries of structural elements of a sentence and a text), but punctuation system variability is provided
with functioning of the semantic, intonational and communicative principles (Rozental, Golub, & Telenkova,
1995, pp. 540-542).

In the theory of Russian punctuation a communicative principle consists in “the possibility of underlining the
communicative importance of a word or a group of words in a written text by means of punctuation marks”
(Yartseva, 1990, p. 407). According to this approach, the main function of punctuation consists in that “by means
of partitioning of the graphic organization of a written text to convey the meaning of a written text to the reader
in such way that it is reproduced by the writer” (Valgina, 1979, p. 50). That is, the communicative principle of
Russian punctuation is shown at “expression” of a certain communicative objective by means of punctuation
(Barulina, 1982, p. 10).

The deviations from general rules may be caused by different reasons. At the same time, it is necessary to
distinguish substandard and wrong punctuation. Substandard punctuation includes the cases of marks usage in
accord with:

— Situational rules, associated with functional characters of the concrete text type, the concrete
communicative situation, for which a writer regularly use one or another punctuating variant, adequately
interpreted by readers);

— A concrete context, a phrase meaning, a communicative intension of a writer;
— The exclusive author's choice, stylistic significance of marks.

The last two factors are less stable, less usual, but as soon as they pass “the threshold of permissible variation”,
they acquire the features of the situational norm or the general norm. Of course, this thesis requires the further
empirical evidence and can be considered as the prospect of my future work.

In conclusion it should be noted that the variance in punctuating is regular, it is inherent in punctuation system of
the modern Russian language. However, by using substandard punctuation in accord with one's intension, the
author should be able to “protect” his text from misunderstanding. In practice, to identify that context, the
punctuation pattern, not fixed by the rules, which causes the usage of a substandard mark, is not always a success.
In this case, for example, an editor should apply to some new set of rules fixing the mass punctuating practice in
similar contexts, in typical communicative situations.

The traditional approach to the codification of Russian punctuation rules does not allow to describe all diversity
and variety of marks usage and, most importantly, does not register the necessary punctuation patterns in
long-term memory of a native speaker of Russian actually.

Therefore, the modern Russian punctuation rules need to be revised in terms of actual usage, their functioning in
texts of different styles. This is the subject of my future work.
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Note 1./ - arising tone, \ - a falling tone, | - a pause on syntagma's boundary

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).

63



