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THE RIDDLE AS AN OBJECT OF LINGUISTIC RESEARCH

The article attempts to systematize different linguistic approaches to riddle studies and explore aspects
of modern research to distinguish this folklore genre. Special attention is paid to cognitive-semiotic and
discursive features of riddles as those occupying a leading position in modern linguistic studies. The
diversity of subjects of the genre has been illustrated on the examples of English and Ukrainian riddles.
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Introduction

Since ancient time the riddle as a means of
cleverness, intelligence, attentiveness and tests of
mental abilities lives and is constantly evolving in the
oral artistic creativity of every people. Aristotle
admitted that this particular genre of folklore is a kind
of colorful, skillfully made metaphor that reveals
(mostly in the form of a witty question that requires
an answer-interpretation) the nature of certain object
through reality signs somehow similar, but often
taken from very different spheres of life. In their
comparison certain “affinity” of things, which
highlights the main features of a riddle-metaphor,
giving poetry to ordinary objects and manifestations
of human life is revealed [2, p. 5].

In the process of cultural and historical
development of mankind the role of the riddle as
cognitive and educational factor became vivid. In
many nations of the ancient world, this genre was a
way of developing mental abilities of the younger
generation. Guessing witty questions is exciting and
attracts kids at all times: a game for them is the most
accessible and acceptable activity. Deep objectivity,
brightness and concrete fact or the image that form
the core of the riddle, meet the psychological
features of perception of a child [2, p. 5]:

* Jloseutl, 3enenuti — 00bpull i conenuil,

Jobpuii i cupuii — xmo ein maxuii? (OTipoK).

» Komumwcs kiybouox 306cim 6e3 HUmMo4ox.

3amicme numouox — mpucma 2onouox (Ixax).

* bine, sik copouka, nyxuame, 5Kk K8OUKA.

Kpun ne mae, a 2apno nimae.
Lo ye 3a nmuys, wo conys boimovcsa? (CHIT).

However, for the folklorists and linguists who
seriously study riddles, they are far from being
merely the witty bit of entertainment it is commonly
supposed to be. It is, in fact, a complex linguistic
and aesthetic structure that, when subjected to
systematic and scientific study, reveals a great deal
about the major human systems — such as language,
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culture, and art — with which it is inextricably bound
up [I1]. In connection with this the riddle is a
valuable object of linguistic studies containing
interesting ancient linguistic and extra-linguistic
information. However, it has rarely attracted
attention of linguists, so the study of its language
features is vital.

Many works are devoted to structural, semantic
and pragmatic features of the riddles. Among the
scholars who studied structural-semantic and
communicative characteristics of these texts are:
Z. Volotska, A. Golovachova, O. Selivanova,
R. Zhores, G. Onyshchenko and others.

A. Moysiyenko, Yu. Levin, E. Kéngds-Maranda
and V. Mazuryk focused their research on the
relationship of the form and the meaning and their
importance in the construction of a riddle and a
solution. Anthropocentric character in riddles was
investigated by O. Tymchenko. Semiotic mechanisms
of figurative images in riddles were analyzed by
A. Zhurynskyy; the language of riddles was the
object of the research by professors W. J. Pepicello
and Thomas A. Green. Paying due attention to
structural and semantic aspect, linguists consider the
specificity of these paremiological units as fragments
of folk model of the world.

The aim of the article is a complex approach to
the study of riddles from a linguistic perspective.

Riddles form a great semiotic system in which
the ideas of people about the world have been fixed
from ancient times. The language of riddles is a part
of the overall riddle language system and uses its
laws and the possibility of categorizing reality in an
unusual way, making riddles a tool for the
development of human thought and overcoming
stereotypes created by everyday usage of language
units. Recently folklore texts have become the
subject of conceptual linguistic research because
they reflect the cultural background and serve as the
material for the reconstruction of national mentality
and stereotypes [4]. Ukrainian folk riddles, in
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particular, are characterized by the richness and
variety of their topics. Here there are riddles about
the structure of the universe, flora and fauna, the
riddle of a man, human shelter, food, etc.:

o [onybuil wamep ysecw ceim naxpue (He6o).

* Cuoums disuys y memuiti memnuyi (Mopksa).

o [lImupu muxu, 08a namuKu, CbOMULl 3aMaAxXAILIo

(Porara xymo0a).

* [logen xniseyw Oiux oseysb (3yon).

The language of folklore is an important object of
modern ethnolinguistics. To solve the problem of
language and ethnic psychology, language and culture,
language and the reflection of the conditions of
national life, language and mythology, ethnolinguistics
and ethnopsychology turn to developments in the
field of linguosemiotics and cognitive linguistics. The
research of folklore genres complements new
linguistic theory based on generalizations introduced
into scientific circulation of factual material and its
projection on the so-called ethnic field.

As for the language of folklore, including
riddles, we have to deal with the collective mind,
which formed the image of the real world, especially
the inside world as opposed to outside one ,
subjective to objective, spiritual to physical, non-
material to material. The language of riddles through
verbalized national — cultural stereotypes reflects
the ethnic “I” of Ukrainians, their perception of the
outside world and its reflection in a word, phrase or
set phrases. The interaction between physical and
metaphysical induces a person to think by images
that have vivid expression in paremiological units
where the symbolization of things creates, after all,
a symbolic name, for symbolic image is not an
external connection between two objects or
compliance and internal analogy clearly represented
in the semantic structure of the riddle, which is
particularly complicated form of knowledge, when
the name of the ordinary environment reality is
deliberately “hidden” in other objects of the outside
world [7, p. 1]. For example, consider the following
English riddles:

* Many eyes and never a nose, one tongue and

about it goes (Shoe).

o It first walks on four legs, then on two, then on

three legs (Man).

* What has an eye but cannot see? (Needle).

* What has teeth but cannot eat? (Saw).

To analyze paremiological units researchers use
structural-semantic, cognitive-semiotic and discursive
approaches. The supporters of structural-semantic
approach to the study of riddles (E. Kongés-Maranda,
Yu. Levin) focuse on its components. The riddle is
regarded as “a structural unit, which always consists
of two components — the image part and a solution”

[5, p. 256]. These scientists support the idea that the
structure of the riddle may have different degrees of
difficulty and are divided into simple, complex and
chain. Simple riddles are one-term and contain one
true link, one wrong link and one answer. If any of
these components is developed, a riddle is complex.
In chain riddles both the image part and the answer
are polynomial [5, p. 256]. Concerning the structure
of riddles Yu. Levin points to the structural nature of
riddles, 1. e. the riddle is a structural unit if it is “built
using formal semantic mechanisms such as antithesis,
contrast, pun, etc.” [6, p. 294]. Let us consider both
Ukrainian and English riddles:

* [I]o n1061110 — He KYNJo, 4020 He 1001 — He

npodam (MoJOJICTh 1 CTapiCTh).

» binutl, a He cuie; meepoull, a He KAMIHb;

conookutl, a ne meo (Llykop).
* Little Nancy Etticoat in a white petticoat and a
red nose:
The longer she stands, the shorter she grows
(Candle).

* What musical instrument will you not believe?
(Lyre).

A characteristic feature of modern linguistics is
the dominance of cognitive-discursive paradigm.
This is what makes the fact that to the forefront in
research of riddles go out their cognitive-semiotic
and discursive features [3, p. 202-203].

A high level of semantic and compositional
integrity of riddles is achieved by the presence of two
structural elements — the image part and the answer.
Both parts are stable, coded and having almost
identical semantic and structural characteristics that
determine its semiotic nature. Indissoluble unity of
the image part and the solution is based on cognitive-
semantic isomorphes, the first part of which contains
all the cognitive-relevant features of the second, and
the second those of the first, which is reflected in their
syntactic organization [4, p. 8, 14]. For example,
consider the following Ukrainian riddles about fauna:

* [san-6inobpan 6 0Oiny copouxy ebpascs. Ilio

semo cxosascst (YacHUK).

* Cuoumov Mapywika 6 cemu KOICYUIKAX, XMO HA

nei enane, moi i 3annaye (Lubymns).

* Cudumov 6aba Ha epsokax, 6cs 3aKymawda

6 xycmkax (Kamycra).
* Cudump 0i0 y mpasi, 20108a 8 HbO2O 8 KPOGi
(Myxomop).

Unlike other relevant question-answer units,
riddles are not formed spontaneously and are not
produced in a particular situation, but operate
mainly in unchanged form as a kind of stereotype.
Both parts of the riddle are linked by one topic, but
its content is always removed from the specific
situation, which could cause a reaction and create an
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effect that is not directly derived from the semantics
of the expression and caused by the background
knowledge of the addresser and the conditions of
communication [4, p. 9].

The riddle lives in two contexts — addresser and
addressee. A specific feature of the function of the
riddles in speech is the presence, in addition to
collective author-creator of the text of riddles, of the
author of riddles updated by situation of
communication that carries its references, links
extra-textual and inside worlds and regulates the
harmony of a dialogue in a folklore text. In the first
part of the dialogue (the image part of a riddle) an
addresser asks an addressee a question, expecting to
receive a specific answer, the appearance of which
is prepared by using (or not using) an interrogative
word. The content and form of answer-cues is
determined by the content and form of the first cue.
The second part of the riddle, that is the answer, is
formed in accordance with what has become the
object of setting riddles and what syntactic structure
was thus involved [4, p. 9].

Some linguists note that in the process of
building their message under the rules of a particular
speech genre, the addresser signals adequate
perception of the communicative situation as a
counterpart of the given speech genre, and thus he
(the addresser) has positioned himself as the bearer
of the corresponding status and makes it clear to the
addressee that he wants to be perceived as the carrier
of a particular speech role [8, p. 185].

Thus, two communicators act as “the one who
sets a riddle” — the addresser and “the one who
guesses a riddle” — the addressee. The addresser and
addressee certainly swap roles as “any understanding
provides the answer in one form or another and
necessarily generates it: the listener becomes the
speaker” [8]. We believe that communication
between addresser and addressee is of unequal
status because the addresser (in case he sets a riddle)
takes a leading position within a given speech genre,
because “the question is more important than the
answer, and the one “who asks” is wiser than “the

person who guesses”, he does not need the answer
that he knows but that the person who is guessing
stands the test and finds the answer on his/her
own...” [10, p. 56].

It is believed that in discursive considering of the
speech genre it is advisable to consider the situation,
context, communication channel, feedback,
communicative noise, etc. [1, p. 57].

Note that the situation of communication does
not affect the riddle, it affects only the nature of
communicative intentions of the addresser, because
“the riddle appears as <...> a whole text intended
to be used in various situations as a finished product
to achieve well-defined goals <...>”. As you know,
the situation of setting riddles gives communicators
the roles of the people who ask and answer the
riddle and that is why the communicants should be
familiar with the rules governing correct “playing”
of ready dialogue of the riddle. As for the context,
the text of the riddle remains in any case the same,
it exists and is reproduced, as it was already stated
in the finished form, so we can assume that the
riddle does not depend on the context in which it is
used” [8, p. 185].

However, taking into account the fact that the
speech genre consists of speech acts (declarative,
imperative and interrogative), “the role of context
becomes more meaningful <..> for an adequate
interpretation of illocutive power of expression,
proper understanding of the expressed intention of
the speaker...” [8, p. 186].

G. Pasko mentions that a genre of the riddle
appears as a communicative phenomenon of
discursive nature. It occupies an intermediate
position in communication between declarative,
interrogative and imperative speech acts that form
it, and discourse in which it unfolds [8, p. 186].

Further and thorough research of integrated
approach to the language of riddles seems promising.
It includes the study of the material of foreign
researchers and generalized-comparative separation
of the leading aspects of research in modern
linguistics.
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AHnux O. A.

3ATAIKA AK OB’EKT JIHI'BICTUYHUX JOC/IIIKEHb

Y ecmammi 3pobneno cnpoby cucmemamuzysamu pi3ui AiHeGICMUYHI Ni0OX00U 00 BUBYEHHS 3A2A0KU Mda
BUOKpEMUMU CYHACHI ACNEKMU 00CTIONCEHHS Yb020 (PONbKAOPHO20 dcanpy. Takodic po3enanymo numanns
nOX00JICen s 3a2a00K.

Aemop 3a3znauae, wo 3a2aoka dxicuge ma NOCMIlHO PO3GUBACMbCS 8 YCHIll XYOOIUCHIL MBOPUOCIi KodiC-
HO20 Hapooy 3 OasHix-oasen. [lle Apucmomens eusHasas, wo yetl cneyupiuHuil Heaup Qoivkiopy — ye
8npasno nobyoosana memaghopa. Y 6azcamvox Hapooie cmapooasHb020 c8imy yeti #caup 6y8 3acobom po3-
BUMKY PO3YMOBUX 30i0HOCmeEl nIOPOCMAIOU020 NOKONIHHA.

3acaoku xapaxmepusylomocs 6a2amcmeom ma pPisHOMAHIMHICIIO C80EI memamuKu: npo 6y0o8y éce-
C8IMY, POCIUHHULL MA MBAPUHHULL C8IM, NPO THOOUHY, THOOCbKE HCUNLILO, 1Y MOWO.

Aemop Hazonrowye, wo 3a2a0Kam NPUMAMAHHI ACKPABICMb | KOHKpemHicmsb haxmy, wo pooums ix
0co0nUB0 Yikagumu 014 dimetl. Y cmammi HagedeHo NPUKIAOU 3a2adok, AKi 8i0N06I0ams NCUXONOSTYHUM
0COONUBOCMAM CRPULIHAMMA OUMUHU.

IIpome ons Mo603HABYIE MA PONLKIOPUCIIE 3a2A0KA — Ye He NPOCMO po36azd, d KOMUIEKCHA liH28ic-
muuna ma ecmemuyna cmpykmypa. Cucmemne HayKoge GUGUEHHA 3a2a00K 0ae bazamuii mamepian npo
Mucmeymaeo, Kyivmypy ma mogy. ¥ cmammi maxodic 36epHymo y8azy Ha me, Wo M08a (onvKaopy i 3a2a00K
€ 8adicIusuM 06 ekmom cyuachoi emmoninegsicmuxu. bazamo npays npucesueno cmpykmypHum, cemanmut-
HUM mMa npazmamudHum oCoOIUBOCMAM 3a2a00K, 30kpema oocniodcenus 3. Bonoywxoi, A. Ionosauosoi,
O. Cenisarnosoi, P. JKopeca, I Onuwenxa ma in. 3aznaueno, ujo ceped 00CIiOHUKIG 3a2A00K NPUXUTLHUKA-
MU CMPYKMYPHO-CEMAHMUYH020 Nioxody 00 ii eusuenus € E. Keneec-Mapanoa ma 0. Jlesin. Asmop ax-
YEeHmYe€ y8azy Ha CYUACHUX NIOX00ax 00 8usuenHs 3aeadxu. Ha nepuuii nian y 00CaiodceHti 3a2a0ku euxo-
0sMb KOCHIMUBHO-CeMIOmuyHi i Ouckypcugui ocoonusocmi. I Ilacvko po3ensioae sHcamp 3a2a0Ku K KOMYHi-
KamueHe siguuje OUCKYPCUBHOT npupoou. 3azadka Hcuee y 080X KOHMeKCmax — aopecanma i aopecama.

Y emammi na yucnennux npuxnaoax npoinlocmposano pisHOMAHimms memMamuKy Ybo2o JHCanpy, Hage-
0€eHO NpUKIAdU 3a2a00K, N0OYO08AHUX HA aHmumesi, KoHmpacmi ma karamoypi. Ha npuxiadax 3aeadok
3 YKPAiHCbKOI ma aHeniticbkoi MO8 agmop intoCmpye Hepo3pusHy €OHICMb 00PA3HOT YaCTnUHU a 8i02A0KU.
3eepueno yeacy na me, wo 3a2a0Ka QYHKYIOHYE 8 He3MiMHil (opmi, AK nesHull cmepeomun. 3azanom
Y cmammi 8UOKpeMIeHO KI0Y08I ACNeKmU GUBYEHHS JHCAHPY 3a2a0KU HA CYUACHOMY emani 3 NiHe8icmuiHo-
20 no2naoy.

KurouoBi ciioBa: 3arajika, Birajka, JIHTBICTHYHUH afipecar, apecaHT, KOTHITHBHO-CEMIOTUYHHHN, JTUC-
KYpPCHUBHUM.
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