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The article highlights the notion of aesthetic evaluation as a means of aesthetically-valued orientation of indi-
vidual, defines the notion of aesthetic categories the “beautiful” and the “ugly” as the basis of aesthetic evalua-
tion, systematizes the nominations of aesthetic evaluation “beautiful / ugly” in poetry. 
Key words: aesthetic evaluation, semantic categorization. 
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 unpleasant, unattractive,  
awful, ugly 

unappealing, hideous, unlovely, unprepossessing, 
horrible, frightful, ghastly, vile, revolting, repellent, 
repugnant; grotesque, repulsive, disgusting, monstrous, 
reptilian, misshapen, deformed, disfigured, plug-ugly, 
butt-ugly; homely, plain, not much to look at 

 repugnant, violent, repulsive,  
displeasing, bad-tempered,  
angry, sullen 

horrible, despicable, shocking, reprehensible, nasty, 
appalling, objectionable, offensive, fearful, obnoxious, 
vile, dishonourable, rotten, vicious, spiteful 

 ugly, very unpleasant, violent,  
aggressive  

nasty, disagreeable, alarming, tense, grave, dangerous, 
perilous, fearful, threatening, menacing, hostile, 
ominous, sinister 
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”  „ ”, , fierce torment, deadly slaughter, dead brood, mortal grasp, 
appalling mist, pestilent vapours, awful void.  

    ,   -
 „ ”  „ ” (     ,  ) -

       ,     -
,   , : his den was short / And narrow as a grave 

dug for a child, with spiders’ webs wove, and with slime / Of ancient horrors cover’d, for snakes and 
scorpions are his companions; harmless they breathe / His sorrowful breath [9, . 406–407]. 

           
   ,      . -

 ,   ,    ;  
     ,   . 

,          
    .    „ ”  „ -

”,      ,   -
   ,         -

 . 
 

  
1.  . .   : . .  / . . . – . : , 

1988. – 339 .  
2.  . .     / . . . – . :   , 1999. – 894 . 
3.  . . . . :   / . .  // -

  .  :     . – . : -
, 2004. – . 5–30. 

4.  .          / 
. . – . : , 1979. – 247 . 

5.  . .  :  /  . . – . : , 2004. – 556 . 
6.  . . -    .    

 /  . . – . : , 1997. – 320 . 
7.  . .  ’   :  / . . . –  : -

  , 2003. – 240 .  
8.  . .  .      / 

 . . – . : , 1983. – 324 . 
9. Blake W. Selected Verse / Blake W. – M. : Progress Publishers, 1982. – 558 . 

 
 
 
 

. .  ( ) 
 

   „AUSTRALIAN”    
 

   AUSTRALIAN     .  
            

     BNC. 
 : , -   (  ), , , , , 

 . 
 

   AUSTRALIAN     . -
          -

        BNC .  
 : , -   ( ), , , , , 

 . 
 
The present paper is a study of the lexeme AUSTRALIAN. Its components are defined, distributional characteris-
tics of the lexeme are revealed in discourse and models of compatibility on the basis of electronic text resource 
BNC are set. 
Key words: lexeme, LSP, nucleus, periphery, discourse, distribution, functional semantics. 


