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BASIC APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF SIMILE IN LINGUISTICS

The article examines and analyzes the main approaches to the study of simile in modern linguistics. Simile, as a stylis-
tic device, is one of the most widely used tropes, therefore, it receives a lot of attention in linguistic science. Researchers
define the role of simile as an element of discourse involved in its construction, consider simile as a functional-semantic
category, characterize the linguistic status of stable simile and give its interpretation, highlight the artistic features of simile
and the main ways of presenting simile, consider the simile in a linguistic and cultural key. In domestic and foreign linguis-
tics, simile is considered both as a trope and as a device of a non-tropical type. Particular attention in the theory of simile
is paid to the development of its typology. The most common division is based on semantic and structural characteristics.
In the structural differentiation of similes, scientists distinguish two approaches: dividing similes according to connecting
words or the number of indicated characteristics, and also dividing according to the structure of similes. Within the frame-
work of semantic differentiation, most researchers distinguish stable and individual similes. Simile as a trope has many func-
tions, which defines it high pragmatic potential. Simile serves as a means of cognition and mastery of reality; culture creates
the basis for trope formation. Along with structural and content parameters, an important role in the process of analysing
similes is played by the functional characteristics of the latter, due primarily to their tropical nature The trope is a reflection
of the personality of its creator, conveys complex content, new meanings and characteristics, evaluativeness and emotive-
ness. It is also important that simile enhances the expressiveness of speech and has an aesthetic effect on the reader.

Key words: simile, trope, semantic characteristics, structural characteristics, function of simile.

Introduction. Simile as a stylistic device is  and the main ways of presenting simile, consider
one of the most widely used tropes since the time  the simile in a linguistic and cultural key, etc.
of ancient Greek poetry, therefore, it receives a Foreign linguists study figurative similes [Gar-
lot of attention in linguistic science. Researchers  gani: 2016], similes of the type "A is like B" [Cuenca:
define the role of simile as an element of discourse ~ 2015], similes with markers as and /ike [Vrbinc M.,
involved in ego construction, consider comparison ~ Vrbinc A.: 2014], differences between metaphors
as a functional-semantic category, characterize the = and similes [Haught: 2013], the most common idi-
linguistic status of stable simile and give it inter-  omatic expressions with a comparison component
pretation, highlight the artistic features of simile =~ [Masegosa: 2010]; distinguish figurative and logical
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comparisons [Bredin: 1998], figurative and humor-
ous similes [Veale: 2013], address the problem of
understanding similes [Fishelov: 2007].

Results. Due to the long history of the study
of simile, there are many its definitions. Thus,
Slavic philologists describe the comparison as
a trope in which two unrelated concepts, usually
related to different groups of phenomena, are com-
pared among themselves according to one of the
features. The simile serves as an important means
of describing the phenomena and objects of reality
and to a large extent helps to convey the author's
worldview, reveals the subjective and evaluative
attitude of the master of the word to the depicted
facts of objective reality, characters, events, etc.
The author notes that the simile in English has a
formal expression in the form of words such as as,
such as, as if, like, seem, etc. This trope can refer to
figures of quality, namely to the phenomena of the
metaphorical group. Simile as a stylistic device is
included in the group of rhetorical devices, that is,
in the structure of modelling a metaphorical (fig-
urative) thing. According to other scientists, sim-
ile is the most significant stylistic technique of the
non-tropical type, which distinguishes and charac-
terizes various parameters of an object by compar-
ing it with another object or phenomenon, has sev-
eral linguistic features, which are stable to varying
degrees. As we can see, the simile can be consid-
ered as a trope and as a technique of a non-tropical
type. Note that we share the point of view of those
researchers who attribute the simile to tropes.

Simile is defined as the likening of depicted
objects, phenomena, facts to phenomena well rec-
ognized by the audience, and because of such a
comparison, the described phenomenon becomes
more concrete, obvious, and expressive. Simile can
also be understood as a figurative lexical expression
that is based on the comparison of two objects, phe-
nomena, etc., as a result of which the perception of
the first phenomenon is strengthened by emphasiz-
ing specific characteristics and properties.

In the simile, the presence of the following prop-
erties is assumed: the separation of the connection
of the corresponding concepts, the disjointed nom-
ination, the structure, the multi-faceted meaning,
the polyfunctionality. Foreign researchers agree
with domestic scientists in understanding simile as
a tool with the help of which the similarity of two
concepts is established. In the work of the foreign
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researcher S. Shamisa, a simile is defined as an
assertion of the similarity of two objects in one or
more qualities, that is, a simile is a figure of speech
that requires a clear connection between the object,
the subject, and the construction that connects them
[Shamisa 2004: 2]. Simile in English is most often
understood as a figure of speech, with the help of
which the speaker compares two different objects
to reveal their similarity, using the words like or as
[Hussein 2016: 56].

So, simile is a phenomenon that is quite well stud-
ied in domestic and foreign linguistics. There are a
large number of definitions of this trope, however, it
should be noted their uniformity and the fact that in
most cases the essence of the simile is reduced to the
function of comparing objects, phenomena, persons,
etc. The most complete, in our opinion, is the defi-
nition where we mean by simile "a trope in which
two unrelated concepts, usually related to different
classes of phenomena, are compared with each other
according to any one of the characteristics."

Next, we will consider the existing classifica-
tions of similes, paying attention to how different
types of similes help researchers to understand
the linguistic essence of this phenomenon, as well
as the peculiarities of its functioning in the text
belonging to a particular author. Similes can be
typologized based on various grounds — their struc-
ture, semantics, stable connection of elements,
their functional characteristics, etc. Each of the
classifications is important both for understanding
the linguistic essence of the simile and for a full
analysis of comparative constructions in the lan-
guage of a particular writer.

The main division — structural and semantic —
results from the presence of two mandatory com-
ponents in every linguistic phenomenon — the plan
of expression (structure, construction, outer shell)
and the plan of content (semantics, meaning).
In addition, the consideration of structural and
semantic characteristics is of particular importance
for the selection of types of stable units, since both
formal and content components of the analysed
phenomenon can acquire a stable character in the
language over time.

In comparison with other tropes, similes are
characterized by a large variety of structural organ-
ization. Despite the universality of simile as a cat-
egory, it has a specific structure in different lan-
guages.
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In the Ukrainian language, similes can be
expressed by complete and incomplete compara-
tive clauses, comparative phrases with conjunctions
like, as if, as though, just as, exactly, etc.; noun in
the instrumental case (eopums 6oenem); compar-
ative degree of an adjective or adverb (wsuowe
simpy); comparative adjectives (elephant-like) and
adverbs (no-cionosi); predicates (byounox nemog
gopmeys), etc. There are similes that in their struc-
ture use the words like, similar, comparative verbs
(reminds) and other operators.

Another classification divides the types of sim-
iles in the Ukrainian language into six groups:
comparative expressions with conjunctions like, as
if, exactly, etc.; comparative subordinate clauses,
characterized by the presence of a subject and
a predicate; similes in the instrumental case, which
are synonyms for comparative phrases; similes in
the genitive case in combination with the compar-
ative degree of the adjective; similes formed using
the adjective similar, synonymous with the con-
junction like; detailed similes, which are usually
formed from two independent sentences.

In English, simile operators most often include
the words like, as, as as, seem, remind of, give
appearance of, as if, etc.

Similes in English can be expressed using
comparative phrases or comparative clauses.
Connecting words, simile operators /ike and as
in the comparison structure significantly influ-
ence the transfer of the degree of similarity of the
compared phenomena. When used, the degree of
comparison is incomparably higher than in con-
structions with other operators, such as remind of,
give appearance of, as if, which, while charac-
terizing the correspondence between the objects
being compared, simultaneously indicate the
incomplete nature of the similarity. In similes
using these linking words, there is a limitation of
similarity, which is facilitated by the substantive
meanings that they retain.

Considering the syntax and semantics of figu-
rative simile, it identifies five structural types of
similes, differing both in the syntactic structure of
the denotatum (theme) and the designate (image),
and the syntactic-semantic relations between them.

Another classification describes the following
types of similes: uncommon similes; common
similes; similes, the image of which is expanded
by participial, participial structures or subordinate
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clauses; reception of repetition of similes; simi-
le-parallelism (characteristic of folk poetry).

Based on the number of indicated characteristics
of an object, simple and expanded comparisons are
distinguished: comparisons indicating a character-
istic in the compared objects are called simple, and
comparisons that indicate several common char-
acteristics in the compared objects are called sus-
tained similes.” The classical division of compar-
isons into simple and expanded ones is important
for the stylistic analysis of a literary text, in which
both simple and expanded comparative construc-
tions can play a significant role, obeying the com-
municative intent of the author and considers the
structural organization of a given trope as a clas-
sical model, including the referent of comparison
(the one that compares), agent of comparison (the
one that is compared with), basis (attribute) and
connective of similarity (/ike, as if, as though...).

Despite the existing variety of structural types
of similes, most studies devoted to the analysis
of structural parameters of simile highlight the
three-member structure of this trope. Simile is
a trope that is formed on the figurative compari-
son of two objects or phenomena and represents
a three-member structure consisting of an explicit
subject, object and comparative modalizer. The
subject is understood as an object compared with
something; under object — an object with which
something is compared; under the comparative
modalizer — a linguistic element indicating a com-
parison of subject and object.

The most common similes, as a rule, reflect the
norm of the language and consist of three parts:
themes (what is being compared), simile (what
is being compared with), a separate indication of
what they have in common (the basis of simile),
highlighting the same structural elements that
define them in other terms: subject of simile, object
of simile and attribute (module) of simile; object,
image, and sign.

A few researchers identify only two main
components in the simile structure. In particular,
a description of the structure of simile is given,
according to which the word denoting the object
or person being compared is called the object
of simile; the second component of the simile is
defined as the term of simile. A simile may include
an auxiliary element—an operator or a simile modu-
le. In the Ukrainian language they can be function
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words, independent parts of speech, word-forming
elements, etc.

Personal similes often have an indication of the
object being compared (topic) and a description of
the object being compared to.

Scientists focus on the following structural-
grammatical varieties of figurative similes: three-
term nominative, two-term nominative, two-term
adjective, one-term verbal.

If all elements are present, the simile structure
is explicit; if some of the components are missing
or implied, then the structure is implicit. Semantic
classification involves an analysis of the semantics
of the phenomenon under consideration, the
transmitted information, including evaluative
and expressive. In terms of content, similes can
be erased and original. Similes that are regularly
reproduced in speech and therefore lose their vivid
imagery become erased. Original similes are unique
to a specific author and reflect his worldview and
understanding of the surrounding reality. It is the
original similes that act as special characteristics of
the writer’s idiostyle.

Philologists divide similes in the semantic
aspect into two groups:

1) accurate similes, not burdened with evaluative
elements; their distinctive characteristic is their use
in a neutral style,

2) similes, which are characterized by an
evaluative element, or similes, used in a certain
style. Analysing original similes, it is believed
that their main task is to describe the features
of a phenomenon from various points of view, but
most often they are used to create an original image
of the phenomenon.

There are also two types of similes from a
semantic point of view. The first group includes
neutral similes, specific ones, with the help of
which the speaker recreates objectively existing
characteristics of phenomena. Such comparisons,
regardless of context, have the function of an
objective informant. However, ifacertainevaluative
element is added to the objective information, the
trope loses its neutral characteristic and moves into
the second group.

The second group of similes includes tropes that
haveanevaluativeelementorstylisticallyexpressive
components of content. This group, in turn, can be
divided into two subgroups: 1) traditional similes,
considered within the framework of lexicography;
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2) individual similes, including: a) traditional
comparisons expanded by a writer or journalist;
b) individual stylistic neologisms. Along with the
above semantic typologies of comparisons, there
are other semantic classifications of similes.

So, there are two main semantic types of similes:
converging and contrasting. The first ones, as a rule,
contain 1) a conjunction as or its synonym, 2) a short
adjective; the second — 1) comparative degree of an
adverb or adjective with or without the conjunction
than, 2) constructions with negation. Such a
classification, in our opinion, differentiates not so
much semantic as structural types of similes. Although
the author calls the selected varieties semantic, it is
the structure of the trope, those constituent elements
that are used by the speaker during its construction,
that are described in detail here.

The following types of comparative tropes
can be distinguished: according to the compared
phenomena — objective (comparison of individual
entities) and situational (comparison of more or less
complex situations); according to the semantics
of the agent and the referent — anthropomorphic,
animalistic, floristic, spatial, etc.

Foreign studies highlight similar semantic
types of similes. There is a distinction between
literal and non-literal similes. In nonliteral
similes, the agent and referent belong to different
conceptual domains and similarity markers cannot
be discarded [Ortony 1993: 7].

According to another classification, developed
by K. Fromilhague, objective and subjective similes
are distinguished. Objective similes are created by
the speaker based on specific physical experience,
while subjective similes arise from individual
associations. The researcher also explains the
phenomenon of explicit and implicit comparisons. In
an explicit simile, the similarity marker or meaning
is easily read. One has to think about the meaning of
implicit simile [Fromilhague 1995: §].

So, in the works of different researchers there
is a certain similarity in the identification of
semantic types of similes. First of all, similes are
differentiated into stable and individual.

Individual ones are a product of the creativity
of the person creating the simile, while stable ones
reflect the characteristics of the usage. Let's look at
the latter in more detail.

Stable similes, or comparative phraseological
units (hereinafter referred to as SPU), are usually
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understood as phraseological units (hereinafter
referred to as PU) of comparative semantics. They,
as a rule, have a pronounced evaluative function;
the evaluation can be both positive and negative.

Stable similes are characterized by the
following properties of phraseological units:
stability, motivation (as phraseological unities),
expressiveness, reproducibility. This type of simile
refers to figurative phrases, supported by the
meanings of the words included in them. The main
feature of stable similes is the usual, rather than
occasional, imagery of individual similes.

Stable comparisons are actively used in the
language by any speaker and, as a rule, have
a lexicographic fixation. New SPUs that have
recently entered the vocabulary may not be
reflected in the dictionaries.

An important clarification about SPUs is that
they perform an intensifying function in comparison
with metaphorical tropes, in which this function
is expressed more implicitly. In other words, in
comparative phraseological units the intensifying
function dominates over the emotional-evaluative
function.

An expanded classification of SPUs that
perform an enhancing function can be found in the
works of philologists. According to their semantic
meaning, the author divides stable similes into four
groups: 1) comparative structures, which are based
on the physical properties of inanimate objects;
2) comparative structures, in which the basis for
comparison is comparison with natural phenomena;
3) comparative structures associated with the names
of fauna representatives, the basis for comparison
in them is the most obvious characteristics of the
latter; 4) comparative allusions, including biblical
and mythological subjects. Depending on the use
or absence of alliteration, stable similes are divided
by the researcher: 1) into phraseological units in
the structure of which alliteration is present; 2) PU
without alliteration.

In some studies, six thematic series of SPUs
are distinguished: 1) description of a person’s
appearance, his physical condition and movement;
2) the character of a person, characteristics of
relationships; 3) parameters of human thinking and
speech; 4) social characteristics, financial situation
of a person; 5) parameters of a person’s emotional
state; 6) features of inanimate objects, situations,
natural phenomena.
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When considering the structure of SPUs,
researchers define adjectival and verbal units as
the main types of SPUs. Adverbial comparative
phraseological units are nottoo numerous. Adjective
SPUs are usually considered as a separate type of
phraseological units. Such similes, like other types
of comparative constructions, are characterized by
two-dimensional meanings: one is compared with
another. The main task of adjective similes in a text
is to convey additional information. SPUs with
adjectives that model a person’s character represent
a large group in both Ukrainian and English. Such
SPUs can be divided into three main types — SPUs
of a positive assessment, SPUs of a negative
assessment and SPUs of a neutral assessment.

The work, devoted to the phraseology of modern
English, examines the semantic characteristics that
transform the component composition of adjectival
units.

Adjective simile is described by the author
as a system in which the first component is
expressed by an adjective in the comparative
degree and is usually used in its literal meaning,
that is, SPUs belong to the class of phraseological
units with a partially processed meaning of the
words included in it. It is also noted that double
referential correlation of SPU is possible. In this
case, tropes can denote both the characteristics of
a phenomenon and the characteristics of a person.
Based on this, it is possible suggest that SPUs may
be units of complete rethinking. It is argued that
one of the most famous structures of adjectival
units in the English language is the model
“conjunction as + adjective + conjunction as +
indefinite (or definite) article + noun (or phrase).”
Such a structure can convey specific relationships,
describing the sign of the referent and reflecting
the degree of its involvement. In its semantics, this
model is close to phrases with a conjunction as in
the Ukrainian language.

Another type of SPU with a phrase structure
is represented by verb units. The verb is the
main element of these phraseological units. The
connection between the main and dependent
components of subordinating phraseological units
is always objective. In Ukrainian, a variant of
object communication is control, and in English it
is adjunction.

In the group of verbal SPUs expressed by the
model “V + comp + Adj + N”, the conjunctions
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like, as act as a component of simile. This structure
characterizes attributive-adverbial relations,
indicating actions and their qualitative characteristics
and including the degree of extreme intensity of the
action, that is, verbal SPUs are determined by the
expression of a feature that is hyperbolic in nature.

From the point of view of the peculiarities
of meaning, adverbial phraseological units are
divided into qualitative and adverbial. Adverbial
phraseological units adjoin the class of qualitative
adverbial phraseological units. They are divided:
1) into adverbial comparatives of manner;
2) adverbial comparatives of measure, degree.

So, stable similes (SPU) are usually units that have
an evaluative value. Stable similes are characterized
by such properties of phraseological units as
stability, reproducibility, figurative motivation, and
expressiveness. In linguistics, there are both semantic
classifications of stable similes and structural ones.

Semantic classifications are based on differences
in the subject matter of similes, while structural
classifications are based on the nature of the parts
of speech used in them.

Along with structural and content parameters,
an important role in the process of analysing
similes is played by the functional characteristics
of the latter, due primarily to their tropical nature.

A trope is a special use of a lexical unit
associated with the implementation of a stylistic
function by language and words, and not one or
another meaning considered at the level of the
language system, despite the contextual and
situational conditions of its functioning. However,
not every implementation of a stylistic function is
tropical in nature. Thus, in a literary text, a trope
becomes a stylistic device of the tropical type due
to its participation in the creation of an aesthetic
function, thereby creating an additional functional
load for the trope. In addition to aesthetics, there
are other functions of tropes. Main ones:

1. Cognitive function, which characterizes
the trope as a means of cognition and mastery of
reality.

2. Cultural function, which consists in the fact
that culture creates the basis for trope formation.

3. The function of semantic uncertainty,
characteristic of systems that are focused on the
ambiguity of truth. In a culture where rhetorical
richness is a tradition, the trope is part of the neutral
fund of the language.
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4. Emotional function, which lies in the fact that
the trope reflects the evaluativeness and emotiveness
of its creator, his personal view of the world.

5. Economic function, characterized by the fact
that a trope can convey complex content; it has a
semantic capacity.

6. Transformational function, which lies in
the fact that tropes increase the possibility of
transmitting new meanings, new characteristics
through the main word.

7. A representative function that allows you to
designate a specific object and evoke an idea of it.
Any speech is characterized by a similar function,
but it is with the help of the trope that a particularly
specific and accurate image appears.

8. Expressive function, which is to enhance the
expressiveness of speech with the help of tropes.

9. Influencing function, divided into attractive
(control of the addressee’s attention —strengthening/
weakening expressiveness and figurativeness),
persuasive  (increased  expressiveness  and
figurativeness) and suggestive (suggestion).

Another function of tropes is the formation of
text categories based on them. A text category is a
feature characteristic of any text. So, for example,
the category of personality reflects the image of the
author and ensures the choice of certain linguistic
means.

Thus, similes can serve different functions
in a text. First, they serve to convey information
concisely and effectively. Simile is one of the
linguistic techniques that expand the repertoire of
available linguistic means. Secondly, they are able
to function at a cognitive level because they allow
us to create new, alternative ways of thinking.
In discourse they can also serve more specific
functions depending on the style of the text. For
example, logical similes play an important role in
scientific texts [Fromilhague 1995: §].

Moreover, the value of simile in the text is
undeniable and is due to the following reasons:
1) exaggeration of a weak parameter of the subject
of simile with the same parameter, but more
strongly manifested about simile; 2) correlation
according to the parameter established by the basis
of simile.

Conclusions.Indomesticand foreignlinguistics,
simile is considered both as a trope and as a device
of a non-tropical type. We share the point of view
of those researchers who attribute comparison to
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tropes. Simile is one of the most widely used tropes
in literary texts, which is based on an explicit
comparison of two objects/phenomena in order
to highlight new features in the subject of simile,
evaluate it and more accurately, expressively
characterize it. The simile structure combines
several constituent elements. In its classical form,
it 1s three-component and includes the subject of
simile, the object/image of simile and the basis of
simile, as well as the operator — a linguistic device
(conjunction, preposition, etc.) with the help of
which the trope is constructed. In this work, to
designate the structural components of simile, the
following terms are used: “referent” (subject of
simile), “agent” (what is being compared), “base”
(the feature underlying the simile) of simile. The
structure of simile also includes a connective of
similarity, expressing comparison (like, as if, as
though...). In the languages analysed in the work,
due to the universality of simile, its semantics and
structure are largely similar.

Particular attention in the theory of simile is
paid to the development of its typology. The most
commondivisionis based on semantic and structural
characteristics. In the structural differentiation of
similes, scientists distinguish two approaches —

dividing similes according to connecting words or
the number of indicated characteristics, and also
dividing according to the structure of similes.

Within  the framework of  semantic
differentiation, most researchers distinguish stable
and individual similes. Stable comparisons, or
SPU, are characterized by such properties of
phraseological units as stability, reproducibility,
figurative  motivation, and  expressiveness.
In a literary text, stable similes can be used
both in a conventional, unchanged form, and in
a transformed form.

The author’s appeal to them speaks of his
mastery of the cultural fund of the language, and
the transformation speaks of a creative approach
to this fund.

Simile as a trope has many functions, which
defines it high pragmatic potential. Simile serves
as a means of cognition and mastery of reality;
culture creates the basis for trope formation. The
trope is a reflection of the personality of its creator,
conveys complex content, new meanings and
characteristics, evaluativeness and emotiveness.
It is also important that simile enhances the
expressiveness of speech and has an aesthetic
effect on the reader.
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OCHOBHI IIAXOAU 1O BUBYEHHS ITOPIBHAHHA B MOBO3HABCTBI

VY crarti po3NIAHYTO Ta MPOAHATi30BAHO OCHOBHI IMIIXOAW IO BHBYCHHS IOPIBHSHHA B CYYacHIH JIHTBICTHIIL.
[MopiBHAHHS SIK CTHUIICTHYHWHA 3aci0 € OTHWM 13 HAWTIOIMPEHINIMX TPOIiB, TOMY HOMY NMPUALIAETHCS BENUKA yBara
B JIHTBICTHYHIA Haymi. JlOCHITHUKY BU3HAYAIOTh POJIb MOPIBHSAHHS SIK €JIEMEHTa TUCKYpCY, 0 Oepe y4acTh y Horo
KOHCTPYIOBaHHI, PO3IISANAIOTh TMOPIBHAHHA SK (DYHKIIOHAJHHO-CEMAHTUYHY KaTEropilo, XapaKTepH3yHOTh MOBHHH
CTaTyC CTIHKOTO TIOPIBHAHHSA Ta JAOTh HOTO TIyMa4eHHs, BUCBITIIOIOTH XYJOXKHI OCOOIMBOCTI MOPIBHAHHSA Ta OCHOBHI
criocoOu Tpe3eHTanii MOPIBHAHHSA, PO3ITIAAAIOTh MOPIBHSAHHSA B JIHTBOKYJBTYPOJOTiYHOMY KJIOUi. Y BITUH3HSHOMY
Ta 3apyOiKHOMY MOBO3HABCTBI TOPIBHSIHHS PO3ITISAAAETHCS 1 SIK TPOT, 1 K 3aci0d HeTponiuHoro Tumy. OcobnuBy yBary
B Teopil MOPIBHAHHS NPUIIEHO po3podii Horo Tumonorii. Halnommpeninmii mofin 34iHCHIOETECS 32 CEMaHTUYHOIO
Ta CTPYKTYPHOIO XapakTepUCTHKaMU. Y CTPYKTypHill qudepeHiiarii mopiBHAHb BUCH] BUAULSIOTH JBa MiAXOAHN — IOALI
TOPIBHSHB 32 CIOJTYYHHMH CJIOBAMH Y KUTBKICTIO 3a3HAYEHNX O3HAK,  TAKOXK ITOALT 3a Oy/l0BOIO MOPIBHAHb. Y paMKax
CEeMaHTHYHOI Au(epeHmianii OUIbIIICTs JOCTIAHKKIB BUIUIAIOTL CTIMKI Ta iHIUBIAyaJbHi MOpiBHAHHSA. [TopiBHAHHS
SK TpoIl Mae Oarato (yHKIIH, [0 BH3HAYa€e HOTO BUCOKWH MparMaTHIHUA moteHmian. [lopiBHIHHS CITyXUTh 3ac000M
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Ti3HAHHSA H OCBOEHHS AiHCHOCTI; KYJIBTypa CTBOPIOE OCHOBY ISt (hopMyBaHHS Tpoiry. IIopsi 31 CTpyKTypHO-3MiCTOBIMH
napaMeTpaMu Ba)KIUBY pPOJIb y IPOIECi aHANi3y MOPIBHAHB BIAIrpaioTh (PYHKIIOHAIBHI XapaKTEPUCTHUKH OCTaHHIX,
3yMOBIIEHI HacamIiepe]] iX TPOMiYHO MPpUpPOIot0. Tporl € BiqoOpakeHHsIM 0COOUCTOCTI HOTO TBOPIIA, Mepeaae CKIaTHUHI
3MICT, HOBI 3HAYEHHS 1 XapaKTEPUCTHKHU, OIIHOYHICTH Ta eMOLiiHicTh. BaxmBo i Te, M0 MOPIBHAHHA MiJICHUIIOE
BHUPA3HICTh MOBIICHHS 1 CIIPABIIsie €CTETUYHUI BIIUB HA YMTAUA.

Kuo4oBi ci10Ba: MHOpIiBHSAHHA, TPOI, CEMAHTHYHA XapaKTEPUCTUKA, CTPYKTypHA XapaKTepUCTHKA, (QyHKILs
HOPIBHAHHS.
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