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ABSTRACT

This article shows an approach to the pragmatic analysis of sayings. It
describes some characteristics of this type of paroemia that can be classi-
fiedas belonging to argumentative speech, and introduces a brief analysis
of some listed sayings about the theory of speech acts. The article also
presents some pedagogical considerations and teaching suggestionsto
be considered when dealing with sayings in the teaching and learning
process of foreign languages.
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RESUMEN

El articulo muestra un acercamiento al analisis pragmético del refran.
Describe algunos rasgos de este tipo de paremia que pueden catalogarse
como pertenecientes al discurso argumentativo e introduce un breve
analisis del refran inscrito en la teorfa de los actos de habla.
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The saying in Pragmatics’

[n hypothesizing on the coexisting relationship betwee
mentation processes and sayings some pleasing resuils ar
especially in t'he sense of considering argumentation as a dj
that has the aim of validating a statement,
event;and as a method for obtaining deter
ings are cultural_ concepts referring to a t
a style of reflection (Tejero, 2001).

n the argu-
€ expected,

. scursive act
an action, or in particular an

mlr.le.d objectives; likewise say-
radition and a form of creating

We can place this paroemia in the context of Van Eemeren and Groo-
tendorst’s theory (1984: 40 and ss) that states that argument is a type
of social and intellectual activity which serves to justify or to refute an
opinion and is beyond .linguistic and philosophical ideas. From this per-
spective, sayings provide the setting for the field of study of argument
called pragmadialectics, which offers a model of argumentative speech
not defined in terms of form and content, but on the basis of processes
of social interaction. -

This dimension deals with identifying a pragmatic approximation of
the meanings formed by what is said, what is interpreted and constructed
related to the sayings and the context: that is, it looks at an approximation
with the analysis of the contextual production of this type of paroemia
understood as a propositional event and enunciation.

Sayings are understood as concrete linguistic decisions, performed by
areader in a communicative situation. They are defined within a prag-
matic theory, and their interpretation depends on their semantic content
but specifically on the contextual condition of emission, and they are
valued according to adequate and inadequate/effective and ineffective
pragmatic parameters.

In this piece of work pragmatics is understood as a theory of perfor-
mance? (Grice, 1991. 1975) - ability to use language in a given situation;
asabranch of the sciences of language which has the aim of studying the
use of language. Among its tasks is explaining how a listener can man-

—————

L I\he beginning of pragmatics can be found in the philosophy of language and specificallyin John

O;JStln slectures presented at the University of Harvard in 1995 in which he intrqduced the notion

p actof language and defended the functional action of language in communication; We do not
escribe the world we earn’ out act: saying is doing.

E’agmatics is assumed as the study of comprehension. It differs from the Chomskian idea in which

.nguistic production is suggested. For Benveniste (1977, 1974 and Ducrot 1980, 1988) Pragmatics

is a ! !
Iandopted as a competence theory, given that the pragmatic elements are immersed in the same
guage-integrated pragmatics.




nunciation in a “non literal” manner and i
. » § . 2 .
ader has chosen a «non literal” form of expression insteq of 3 ;-y the
:cpression (Moeschler & Reboul, 1999, 1994). itery)

of Pragmatics, in this case, is assumed as the idenis:
. tgélle)ﬁiilzmena gf inferen'ce.in order to access the meaning 2;1 qf ica
as with the process of sophisticated cooperation (Grice, 1991
order to understand these a_nd the identification of the elemepyg th
are relevant (Sperber and Wilson, 1986) or the Topoi' (Anscombyg , ¥
Ducrot, 1994, 1983) which allows the saying to incrust itself in the C;nd
Tunicative activity as an element of argumentation. e

Following the work of Dik (1989), pragmatic information consigts ;¢
sublevels such as: a) the general level which includes knowledge of th,
natural and cultural world; b) the situational level which makes up the
knowledge of the speakers derived from the development of interactiop.
and c) the contextual level which touches on the polyphony of linguisuc’
expressions exchanged in the immediately preceding speech.

Based on the above, the aim is oriented towards the identification of
the saying as a micro speech act inserted in a given macro speech act in
a situation, which has as its function, among other aspects, the coming
closer to assessing a state of hypothetical facts which can be interpreted
as pseudo statements, for example:

1) Silence is worth more than a thousand words

age to interpret an €

li()n
“yings.
 1975) ip

With enunciation (1) the intention is to assess the action of not speak-
ing with other actions such as: admitting something; assenting or agreeing
to something; or it can be assumed in other contexts such as conceal-
ing and hiding. From this it is deduced that the enunciation integrates
affected information through non-described variables which could be
the cause of not speaking. For example “concern about other matters” of
simply “They do not speak because of a toothache” This phenomenon
can be assimilated to the point which Austin (1982. 1962), ata generic
level called descriptive illusion.

(2) The pot calling the kettle black (el ladrén juzga por su condicion)

(2) Is an enunciation that, without a preceding or subsequent Pragmailc
context does not integrate a clear communicative function. Frs U;
because the function of judging is not typical of he who C(?nlllllltbll :
crime but of a judge or court. Secondly, because the word thie on b
(lme h{m.d includes “an insult in a wounding way”, but on the ot!
llla.nd 1tis applied as an “affectionate insult” -you stole my love

tief and even they talk about the “good thief”- a thief W



thief has one hundred years of pardon
thief (Gestas].

The “trial of the.thief", to which this enunciation
has a harmful meaning but it is possible to think t refers, probably

o hat the same (LY S TTE)
positiVe if it talks about the “good thief” “which means that thlg ;ﬂcﬁg

act of speaking, as we have presented it- out of context- is ambiguous
and for this reason the argumentative profile which it refers to is blurred,

As can be seen, this type of paroemia is different in its expressed
neaning from the statements which fully assess what Austin (1982, 1962)
calls constativos; for example: Mother Teresa of Calcutta died last centur

(Saint Dimes) ang the “bad

In this sense, it is appropriate to interpret sayings on more than on
the literal level in which it ends up converted into a “descriptive illu-
sion”- “things are easier said than done” -una cosa piensa el burro y otra
el que lo estd enjalmando-, it is important to approach this saying from
a contextual pragmatic dimension (Searle, 1980. 1969), and find the
value of this type of declaration (Benveniste (1977, 1974; Ducrot, 1988)
in which the subject constructs and negotiates significance and produces
meaning in the real conditions of communication.

Based on the above, this speech is understood as the pretext for sug-
gesting the adoption of an attitude or the performance of an action insofar
as it is incrusted in a macro act of speech and an argument is identified
in its structure, an argument that justifies its inclusion. Let’s see a case in
which subject A comments to subject B that the mayor of his town again
forgot the name of A for the popular housing award and for this reason
he continues paying rent; B reprimands by pointing out that in these
circumstances it is necessary to demand and protest publicly if necessary
because he who does not ask does not get... (EI que no llora no mama).

3) He who does not ask does not get
a. he who does not ask
b. he does not get

The structure 3)a. introduces the saying and presupposes: If he does
not ask. Which in turn, suggests: ask, so that it becomes a probable con-

:huon_(llot necessary) or justification to get 3)b. to suck? that is to say,
0 achieve the purpose.

3. Co
hu?:ym‘?; i::gUmentative place or gradual rules commonly admitted: life is short (You have to

o assign 3 3y que darse prisa) principles based on the speech which states the necessary ways
Meaning to the enunciation (Moeschler and Reboul. 1999, 1994).



micro act of speech, the illocutionary foree Se

structed in the first part of the enunciation, i, M €, 1gg,

1969] IS Con Ly . . )
ndition the success of a .
constructed on need to co second actigy,

inki ies the importance of pointing b1

is wa of thlnklng lies . : o out that In
gflflscts g,onventionally assoc1ated.W1tl} the.expressmn of Say'méhere .
.re made on the basis of an ulterior situation- the speech of sub-whlch
and B, or of a subsequent situation, if B’s speech is introduceq wi
He who does not ask does not get. In these circumstances it jg S0 ‘iﬁ 3);
to claim (...)". ent

In the example it can be seen that the. macro speech act in jtg totali
probably stems from real problems of stigmatization, djscrimmati()n t
omission, among others, and causes a subsequent action, Presumably g;
inclusion, acceptance or memory.

Sayings seen as a micro expository speech act (Austin. 1982 (1962)
or directive speech (Searle, 1980, 1969) function in an indissolub]e way
from a theory of the action, a theory in which saying is doing, in which
words come to life. In this context, the way in which an enunciatioy
follows social and cultural conventions in the attribution of meaning
and linguistic conventions in the phonic, semantic (metaphoric) and
morphosyntactic context is highlighted. That is to say, it follows some
rules, in such a way that the speaker invokes a deliberate effect on the
hearer through the fact that he recognizes the intention of the transmitter.

In this

The pragmatic processing of the enunciation is registered in the central
thought system to a greater extent than in the linguistically specialized
system. From this perspective, one can speak of Cognitive Pragmatics in
which the interpretation is based on the act of speaking that makes it
possible to pinpoint a type of paroemia, sayings in our case, in which the
inferential phenomena stand out in the comprehension of the enuncia-
tion and finally a true or false value is attributed to them.

_ Intheattribution of meaning to sayings polyphony (plurality of voices)
1s perceived, a commentator is seen as responsible for the speech actan

an enunciator defines the points of view brought onto the scene by this
commentator? (Ducrot, 1980). This leads us to hypothesize that the saylng
1s not only the operation of a code, but also the staging of phenon_lgﬂiﬁe

inference (responsible for the formation of the hypothesis) in whi

. ' tain @
4. Iﬁis“d‘: the young (la crfa) sucks the milk from the breast of the mother: to gobb'l& _tot(r)\t;lurch
ngwithout merits or efforts (Moliner 1998). In other enunciations like: She left him i”

.2 - dO) and
(|(:th]0 mamando), the term suggests deceived, tired, bored, (irritated, plantado; IS
others with sexual connotations,



representati_on is structured from implications whicl, form the
o qssumption of relevance and finally allow {} "

0 eaning: cognitive effort and contextual effect,

guarantee
1¢ speaker (o interprot

According to Sperber and Wilson (1986), implic
P the mea_nil'lg.of the se.ntence but from the conjunction of linguistic
and nonlinguistic mformahon combined with non-demonstrative charac.
teristics because there is no obvious guarantee of the outcome- Yolu r:;n;t
make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear (aunque la mona se vista de seda mlonu
siempre € queda) - and of presumable metaphoric explanations - where
fnere is smoke there is fire —-(donde hubo fuego cenizas quedan)- ever;}
cause has an effect (toda combustion genera residuos).

ations do not come

It is important to point out that the implicit or the explicit meaning of
sayings is constructed in the course of interaction and it can be assessed
by the confidence that the user has in himself and of the symbolism that
his culture provides. For example, the inhabitants of a region in which
there is no clear difference of seasons, probably won’t understand the
meaning: neér cast a clout, till May is out (Hasta el cuarenta de mayo no
se quita el monje el sayo)>.

The dimension of the inference in which the saying operates can be
assimilated with the proper wisdom to the implicating concept (gener-
ated in the non literal dimension of the saying (Grices, 1975). From here
the concept of non demonstrative pragmatic of the inference can be
constructed tentatively because it is not caused by forms or meanings
of the sentence but by meanings which can suggest the enunciation of
the saying.

This model of inference, is explained in the context of sayings as
enunciations, and in other information that provides the situation, the
context of the conversation and in general the symbolism in which the
speakers operate (setting). In this setting, the creative event of interpreta-
tion is produced which depends on the cognitive capacity of the speakers
Fo construct the significance of the context-meaning and sense. That is,
In this setting comprehension and coherent interpretation are activated

T

5;:

Avery popular saying used in Spain to mean that winter can have an effect until the first days of

une; for this reason, it is not suitable to keep the true clothing of this season before the afore-
mentioned month,

If Austi [ i
inAcl:,sr::n gave up the descriptive characteristics of the enunciation, Grice showgd that whatis implied
Munication is not only implied by the informative content of the enunciation.



elevance in which the interpretatiop sto

with the principle of relevz . _
moment and continues until the possible depletion of the en\lncli):tiat a
on,

The aforementioned reaffirms that the saying and the inferenc
not made up and neither are interpreted mdependently, but in Telat?s are
the context in which a certain number of data is developed: interpretol}t
of the context (in which the short-term memory acts) and interpretaqu
of preceding enunciations (which is performed by the mid-term g rﬁtmn
and reconfiguration of the conceptual information which has hegy rory]
ously dealt with (which occupies the long term memory). It coylq bI; Sev.l.
that the creation of these contexts makes the adequate iDtel‘pretatiOH 0(}

the saying possible.

Based on the above, it is legitimate to judge that the context of the
saying is composed of propositions which arise from three types of dat,
Those which are extracted from long term memory, like the ideologica]
political and religious data that the subjects have acquired during their
development; others that can be extracted from memory at mid-term
which can be the discursive and conversational contexts in which the
saying is produced; and the information which is produced in the short -
term memory and which is extracted from the physical environment, that
is to say, the perceptive facts which are extracted from the situation in
which communication takes place (Dik, 1989). These three types of data
make up the cognitive environment of the speakers of the enunciation’.

In other words, the context in relation to how the saying is inter-
preted is made up of data extracted from the cognitive environment of
the speaker, which without a doubt is permeated by the idiosyncratic
characteristics of the mental operation and by diagrams and models of
perceiving and assuming a life style and being. In this complex process
the saying causes the concept, the representation, the conjecture, the
expectation and the process to be followed.

The argumentative fact of the saying is registered in this pragnézﬂi‘;
context. In this context one can understand how a popular senteI; ;
repeated traditionally, out in verse from —problems don' seemtswi
if you keep cheerful (el que canta las penas espantq)— or at least ¥ Ni
certain thythm, harmony or assonance that makes it €asl

ont
ch for him are evident. AN ev:::nt

e
dividual is capable at‘thn' o
ble true represe" atio

7. “The cognitive setting of an individual is a group of facts whi
fact for an individual is a certain moment if and only if this in
to mentally represent this fact and to accept its truth or proba
& Wilson, 1986).



nisa prophef in hig own land - (nadie es
; Lability 11 form and figurative meaning.

“hi text speaks about sen 8] :
This con P tence® in as much as it becomes 2 piece

advice or reason of practical application to life, in thi piec
?nfmy argumentative features can be detected. this order, the pri-

profeta en sy tierraj- ohtain-

Let us see a case:

4) He who bites off more chews little. (El que mucho abarca poco aprieta)

Apart fer being a bir.n(.amber structure, with mnemonic elements
easy to retain by memory, it is formed as a discourse in which a probablé
fact is assessed (Anscombre. 1997) by a subject that as agent, probably

carries out two actions: he bites off and chews (abarca y aprieta) in a
specific intercommunication context

At the level of meaning, 4) is probably reduced to a micro speech act
in which an affirmation composed of two propositions is carried out:

+ he who bites off more (el que mucho abarca)
« he who cannot chew (el que poco aprieta)

It would be said that it is a deductive argument in which there is a
condition: a. If he bites off more (si mucho abarca) then the conclusion
b. he will not be able to chew (poco aprieta) is introduced.

Ifp—~ qand ~p — ~q
If you want to reach ~q = ~ p; or

/the enunciation p/ therefore /enunciation g/ (modus ponens, Weston.
1994). In another way of meaningful composition this would be:

he who bites off little is able to chew or (el que poco abarca - mucho
aprieta)

chews too much — bites off little (mucho aprieta - poco abarca)

8. The old Greek called sentence to the feeling of the mind. Its use was very frequent in speakers,
although it was also found in daily speech. This phenomenon is still maintained because: when.
We swear and speak from the heart we say what we feel. Some people used the word “sensa
(sensu are the feelings of the body). The custom led the concepts of the soul to be called feelings
and sentences to the sayings which give light to a speech, mainly reduced to brief dauses. The
°|d_er sentences are those that Greeks called gnomaa, taken as advice or decree and said not by
Whichever person, either in a routine or false way or with cramming. (he who only speaks with
ient.ences says many dull, cold and useless things, if they are very frequent he cannot have any
sa'Odl ce): Some modern authors call the noema a concept,aname which they gave to whatis not

'dbut which is conceived (Quintiliano, Lib. (Book) V quoted in Besa Campubri, 1997).



rse into a fallacy, in
T e et ot aivoys bils ff o (i a1 S,
igj Wfﬁtﬁe (poco aprieta) and in all its alternatives. In anothe, ordlgp &?S
could be: s
« bites off more so chews little

poco aprieta
«  chews too much so bites off more----- +p =+ g mucho aprieq €nton g,

mucho abarca

-------- +p = + gmucho abareg entoy,
Ceg

« bites off little so chews little ----------- “P = - g poco abarcq enton e
poco aprieta
« chews little so bites off little ---------- "4 ™ - P POco aprieta entopcg,

poco abarca
And so on, a number of prepositional combinations exist.

If 4) and its variants are to be in the literal dimension - at the leve]
of meaning - the use of new technology and tools can surely refute sy},

sentences.

At the level of meaning, and in a particular context 4) abstracts a form
of perceiving inherent life styles to a culture, it abstracts elements (ideo-
logical, religious, economic, linguistic, etc.) which make up the vitality
of the macro speech act and the alternating intensions of the affirma-
tion. It is the suggestion towards an attitude or an action: moderation
opposite to behavior, reflection in attitudes and possible aptitudes. In
this context of communicative action referential transferences, analogies
and comparisons of meanings (“selfishness”, “non-fulfillment”, “lack of
solidarity”, “greed”, among others) are produced to achieve the closest
conjecture to the previous purpose of the transmitter.

We go to another example in which the situation is asserted a little
more.

Let’s imagine a teacher’s meeting in which the head of the academic
unit is chosen and in which subject A constantly asks to be allowed 10
speak and sets himself the aim of earning the erudite image of expert i2
the theme and so tries to get the favor of the voters, but unfortunately his
mterlzen'tlons are mappropriate. Before this circumstance, probably the
Speaker 1s censured with enunciations, among others, such as:

4 .
) ?:ri‘:t];o bites off more chews little or (el que mucho abarca P =

5) He : :
) He just blows hot air (E1 que mucho habla mucho yerra)



[ this C?fse' we(a11~e approa%hing the followin
o bites off more (el que mucho abarca) can onl i
ghews little (poco aprieta) if and only i)f the enﬁi%;lggﬁeig Ot?zfrllulsmn’
ipto pragmatic, ideological and specific intercommunicative corft at(tad
The conclusion is the 9xphc1t enunciation for which the argume?x): %
ssed. In the previous sHpation the saying can ask for wisdom moder(lzs-
sl good S?nsg,'dzsc:{etwn, caution and precaution; or it can suggest
selfishness, _mdzvzduahsm 'and greed, among others. The enunciation of
this saying is not appropriate in a discursive context which evokes, for

example; the style with which a swimmer tries to better his swimming
in butterfly stroke.

g fact: the structure: he

In case 5) the structure he who blows (el que mucho habla) can only
argue the conclusion just hot air (mucho yerra) if and only if the enun-
ciation is translated into cultural, pragmatic, ideological and specific
intercommunicative contexts.

In the setting of connotations, this micro act of active speech 5) acti-
vates on the subject the drives?® (cora) for the construction of meaning and
elaboration of the most appropriate conjecture for the case. Hypotheti-
cally the meanings could suggest: don’t talk, say inappropriate things, be
quiet, he is impertinent, be careful with what you say, let other people
talk, behave yourself, we do not believe it, among others.

Based on the cognitive ideological and pragmatic diagrams the speaker
decides which meaning to take on for himself.

As can be seen, in this exercise the uniqueness of the subject speaker
is questioned, thus the condition of the polyphonic subject is recovered
(Ducrot, 1983) as is that of the dialogical subject (Bajtin, 1992 [1977],
1989[1975]). It is dialogical because it claims the concepts of the subjects
which produce meaning and fosters the dimension of I in relation to
the other (Kristeva, 1974). An exchange of thought is produced through
which the communication of awareness whose existence is conversation
occurs and its unity consists of living with each other in an exchange
and mutually symbolic enrichment.

As was shown above, the inclusion of the saying in a macro act of
speech, fulfills the function of arguing in as much as it causes an attitude

3. Drives are understood as unconscious forces which activate determined conducts; they arerelated
to the principle of pleasure which is about removing all painful excitement and the principle of
reality. It is configured from the primary group of drives submitted on the principle of pleasure
and the super | from the group of moral prohibitions internalized in the form of moral conscience.



an enunciation which integrates an assertion A and 5 cong]

through tegr .
; ven context of communicative action.

Binagi
A: He who blows (el que mucho habla
B: Just hot air (mucho yerra)

Under these circumstances it is licit to bring us closer to identify;
the argument and counter argument in the saying as discursive
which are present in various acts of speech in the sociocultura]

of the subject. It is argued in terms of:
« Economics: buy cheap get cheap (lo barato sale caro);

« Religion and work: The early bird catches the worm (al que mq drugq
Dios le ayuda) and is counterargued: everything at its appointed timg
(no por madrugar el dia amanece mds temprano).

« Justice: the pot calling the kettle black,-(cada ladrén juzga por g,
condicién), among others,

« Abundance: you reap what you sow (quien bien siembra bien recoge)

» Physical: you can’'t make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear (el mono aun-
que se vista de seda, mono siempre queda);

o Awkardness: It is an unfair world (Dios da sombrero al que no tiene
cabeza);

« Aptitudes: he’s bound to make good with his experience (a quien bien
baila, poco son le basta) etc.

€Ventg
CODteXt

These are argumentative speeches, because as we said before they are
intended to cause a change of attitude in the subject and this includes his
aptitudes in a context of action; because they are means used to cause
reasoning and judgment (Lewendowsky, 1982); generally, because they
are a device or discursive strategy used by an announcer with the pur-
pose of convincing the other in a specific context (Moeschlery Reboul,
1999. 1994).

They are counter argumentative speeches because they are also used
to contradict a previous saying and induce a deeper reflection about what
is sal_d or d.one. For example, in opposition to: por la maleta se conoce @
pasajero. (judge a book by its cover) another arises which can indicate:
looks are deceiving, all that glitters is not gold.

From another perspective, the saying can take the form of an evocatior

in which it :
hich it is meant to influence and persuade someone about something

th]‘ . . tg 0
ough these enunciations it is meant to have an audience believe of ©°



this audience '
ngs O both, be e Ragae DEYSGIY oy
O pliing g manner ot g s
i the v\.;orl h( 'nteI;tion Of- affls a. man'ner of acting linguieti:';ll]ml being
P er WIthF e 1d o e ecting his cognitive schema‘ (C‘; . Orcl e
1 borated in a determined context of social activity and whlclhcine]ﬂi? O?i
s

possible to interpret the meaning of the linguistic fact.

gayings considere.d as a Popular philosophy ope

i adin}é to solving or ]ust_lfylng pr_oblems thgt gffergt?ilﬁﬁil?g Tiefztg? fl(;s
0 Jividual or society as it was said, problems related to money, healthe
qwkwardness: deat-h, engagement and the physical, among others, It
works with the desu"(? to gdl}cate, in an argumentative explanatory V\;a

0 embarrassing or simplistic situations which appear in daily life -A};
the saying §oes 1n tbfa goad old days (en tus apuros y afanes pide con-
sejos a los refranes) is planned in some way to moralize and regenerate
pehaviors, trying to penetrate the psychology of the subject or subjects

to whom the saying is attributed.

The condition of the sentence of the saying is registered at real level,
presumably because it is the fruit of constant and traditional social expe-
rience, because it has been configured as a collective good which makes

it possible to satirize or ridicule in an argumentative way, an action or
behavior. In the same way, it can be said that incrusted in the discursive

order is a communicative technique which imprints eloquence to lin-
guistic intervention.

Sayings include rules that have a didactic function which provokes
reflection in order to produce reflection, in this event, the following can

be detected:

* Comparisons: show me your company and I will tell you who you are
(dime con quién andas y te diré quien eres).

* Aspirations: The grass is always greener on the other side

de la fea la bonita la desea);

Exemplifications: A friend in need is

poco, lo serg en mucho).

Justifications: The leopard can’t change his spots

la sepulture)

(beﬂltgon: If you keep your mouth shut, you
n boca cerrada no entra mosca), among o

(la suerte

a friend indeed (el que €s fiel en
(genioy figura hasta

won't put your foot in it.
thers



Generally, it can be sa@d that sayings .prcscribe standardg of
in a subjective way; not 1n a.self-sufﬁmenl way but contexty (ipndllct
incrusted in broader speech- in a macro speech act. Allzeq o,

In conclusion, sayings are a paljoemia. which is configureq 84
act of speech inserted into the discursive event and which g6
takes shape and is carried out in a pragmatic context. This actiOHI;erglly
requires the participants to generate inferences that make it pOSsi‘f)tltmg
detect the argument in which the condition to live better is referene to
Sayings present at the level of meaning an affirmation which jg un((?ied.
stood as a condition and a conclusion. At the level of meaning they re er-
polyphonic and dialogical characteristics of the paroemias, sent

dMmjcy,
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