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Kozak Cogis. ®@peiimu onucy J0AMHN B XyA0:KHbOMY AucKypci. CTaTTio NPUCBSAYEHO BaXIIMBIK mpoOiemi
KOTHITUBHOT JIIHTBICTHKH — JAOCIIKEHHIO (DYHKIIOHYBaHHS (PEHMOBHUX CTPYKTYP, L0 ONMUCYIOTh 30BHIIIHICTh JIIOJHMHU
B JIiTEpaTypHO-XyJOKHBOMY THUCKYpCl Ha npukiaai gpelimy “30BHILIHICTH” y poMaHi HIMEIIKOTO TUCbMEHHUKa JlioHa
OeiixTBanrepa “ledaii ta itoro mouka”. dpeliMOBY CTPYKTypy BU3HAYaEMO SIK 00 ’€HAHHS JIEKCHKO-CHHTaKCUUHHX
OJIMHMIIB, 110 TIPEICTABILIIOTEH BIAMOBIAHI (peiiMu B AUCKYpCi Ta TIOB’s[3aHi CITITPHOIO YJYacTIO B aKTyali3allii aBTOpPChKOT
nmparMaTuky. Bu3HAaYeHO OCHOBHI TepMiHAIM, IO HaleXath 10 ¢pelimy “30BHILIHICTL”, Ta MpoaHaTi30BaHO JICKCHYHI
OIVHMWI, IO MPEICTABIAIOTh HOTo TepMiHamU. JIOCHIIKEHO KOTHITHBHO-TIParMaTH4HI OCOOIHBOCTI (HperMOBHX
CTPYKTYp, IO ONHCYIOTh 30BHINIHICTH JIOAWHA B HIMEIEKOMOBHIH XYNOXHIN mpo3i. AHami3 JOBiB, o0 (peiiMoBi
CTPYKTYpH, SIKi OIMUCYIOTh 30BHIITHICTH JIONWHH, — €(EeKTUBHUI MEXaHi3M eKCIUTiKamii aBTOPCHKUX AYMOK HE JIWIIIE
1010 30BHIMIHBOTO BHUIIIAY MEPCOHAXIB, aJle 1 IXHIX XapaKTepiB, i BHYTPIIIHBOTO CBITY.

KuarouoBi cioBa: nuckype, dpeiim, ppeiimoBa cTpykTypa, TepMiHall, TEPMiHAIBHUN €JIEMEHT, 30BHIIIHICTS.

Ko3zak Codus. @peiiMbl, onuchiBapIIfe 4ejJoBeKa B XyJ0:KeCTBEHHOM aMcKypce. CTaThsi IOCBsIIECHA
BOXHOW TpoOjieMe KOTHUTHUBHOW JIMHTBUCTUKM — HCCIEIOBaHHI0 (YyHKIMOHUpOBaHUS (PEHMOBBIX CTPYKTYP,
OMHUCHIBAIOIINX BHEIIHUI BHUJ YEJIOBCKA B XYA0XKECTBCHHOM JMCKypce Ha mpumepe ¢peiiva “BHEINIHOCTL” B poMaHe
Hemerkoro mucarens Jlnona @eiixTBanrepa “Uedait m ero noup”. @DpeliMOBYIO CTPYKTYpYy OIpeAeiIseM Kak
O00BEANHEHNE JIEKCHKO-CHHTAKCHUCCKUX CIWHHMI], IPEJCTABIAIONINE COOTBETCTBYIOIINE (GpPEHMBI B JHCKypce H
CBSI3aHHBIC OOMMM ydYacTHEM B aKTyaJHM3allid aBTOPCKOM mparMaTWkd. OnpeneneHbl OCHOBHBIE TEPMHHAIBI,
npuHaaIekamue  ¢pefimy “BHEIIHOCTB”, a TakKe WCCIENOBAHE KOTHUTHBHO-TIparMaTHYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH
(peliMOBBIX CTPYKTYp, N300pa’karollye BHEIIHUN BHJ YEIOBEKAa B HEMEIKOS3BIYHOW XYHOKECTBEHHOW mpo3e. AHaiu3
JIOKa3aJl, 9To (peHMOBBIE CTPYKTYpHl Ha 00O3HauU€HHE BHEIIHOCTH UENIOBEKA, SBIAIOTCS 3(PQEKTHBHEIM MEXaHH3MOM
AKCIUTUKAIIIH aBTOPCKUX MBICIIEH He TOJIBKO OTHOCHTENBHO BHEUIHETO 00JIMKa MEPCOHAXeH, HO TaKXKe UX XapaKTepoB U
BHYTPEHHETO MHpA.

KoaroueBble ciioBa: nuckypc, dhpeiim, GppeiiMoBast CTpyKTypa, TEpMHHAI, TEPMHHAIBHBII AJIEMEHT, BHELITHOCTb.
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SELF PRESENTATION AS SUBJECTIVE STANCETAKING
IN CELEBRITY INTERVIEW SHOW

The paper explores the issues of self-presentation in celebrity interview show from the viewpoint of stancetaking
theory. The research is focused on the analysis of self-presentational motivations, the ways of public image
reinforcement / modification and communicative characteristics of the celebrity interview show. It specifies the factors
that affect celebrity’s subjective stancetaking as a verbal act of self-presentation in this type of social interaction. It is
claimed that the tactics of self-presentation such as self-enhancement and self-criticism are realized through the self-
acclaiming and self-disclaiming stancetaking correspondingly. These stance patterns are treated as indirect indexes of
speaker’s social personality and are linked to the acts of performance which are aimed at impression management. The
celebrity’s stancetaking is also regarded in the paper as a way of his/her self-construction. The method applied in the
research is discourse analysis.

Key words: self-presentation, public image, stancetaking, verbal behavior, speech identity.
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Formulation of the research problem and its significance. In the last decade discursive
behavior of communicants has attracted increased attention of scholars. One of the functional
parameters of speech and an important dimension of interpersonal and public communication which
is now being intensively researched is speaker’s self-presentation. Although considerable amount of
research has been done in this field, few attempts have been made to explore the issues of celebrity’s
self-presentational behavior. We believe, therefore, that the verbal specificity of self-presentational
moves a celebrity makes to sustain or enhance their image needs a thorough analysis. It seems
promising that the study of lingual nature of self-presentation might also facilitate clearing up some
issues of speech impact in social interaction, particularly, the expedients a speaker uses to achieve
their extraliguistic goals. Self-Presentation as Subjective Stancetaking in Celebrity Interview Show.

This paper addresses the questions of self-presentation from the perspective of stancetaking
theory, that is our study expands the existing models of self-presentation by introducing the notion of
stance into them. It explores the methods of impression management in the celebrity interview show
realized by means of selected verbal acts which are viewed as stances.

Since the research considers the verbal behaviors as being linked to social practices the method
applied in it is discourse analysis. It seems to be an adequate approach to handle the problems of
meaning construction in social settings and to examine self-presentation as a sociolinguistic
phenomenon.

1. Self-presentation as a dimension of social interaction

The research of self-presentation encompasses various aspects of this verbal phenomenon,
namely, the general principles of self-presentation, its motivations, strategies and tactics, self-
presentation as playing a role, self-presentation in different social settings (interviews, public
speeches, success stories, social nets, etc.).

Analysis of previous research dealing with this problem. The leading scholars who are
doing their research in this field are E. Goffman, R. M. Arkin, A.B. Cialdini, E.E. Jones,
R. F. Baumeister, A.H. Baumgardner, R.Hogan, M. R. Leary, R. M. Kowalski, T.S. Pittman,
B. R. Schenkler, M. Snyder, M. F. Wiergold and others. They hold the view that self-presentational
behavior is any behavior intended to create, modify or maintain an impression of ourselves in the
mind of others in order to gain social reward, so that they could have a possibility to influence them.
In other words, while self-presenting a speaker strives to convince others that s/he is a certain kind of
person or possesses certain characteristics, that s/he is worthy of audience’s love, its friendship, its
trust and its respect. Self-presentation motivations derive from two fundamental needs of human
social life, namely, the need for status and for popularity [5].

Presentation of the basic content of the research and an interpretation of the results
which were obtained. The key motive that regulates all self-presentational practices is creating a
desired impression on others in order to influence them to benefit the presenter. For this reason self-
presentation is associated with impression management. More specifically self-presentation is
precisely seen as the process of impression management and the two terms are used interchangeably.
M. R. Leary & R. M. Kowalski, in particular, define impression management as the process by
which people control the impressions others form of them. Speakers attempt to maintain certain
views of themselves by conveying images of themselves that promote their attainment of desired
goals [9].

The brief overview of self-presentation makes us address it as a selected and tactical practice
since the choice of self-presentational verbal structures is precisely motivated. That is, while self-
presenting a speaker takes overt impression-relevant actions that are governed by two types of self-
presentational motivations indicated by R. F. Baumeister:

1. Pleasing the audience, that is matching one’s self-presentation to the audience’s
expectations and preferences.

2. Self-construction, that implies matching one’s self-presentation to one’s own ideal self [2].

The two motives necessitate using a set of strategies and tactics that facilitate realization of
effective impression management. Often this is accomplished by impressing the audience as being
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likable (competent, virtuous, respectful, responsible, etc.). The motives induce speakers to work out
their own plan of impression management matching the specificity of a certain situational context
and to decide on the optimal means to accomplish their purpose. Scholars regard the speakers’ action
plan in terms of strategies and tactics. A strategy is defined as a high level plan to achieve one or
more goals. A tactic is viewed as an expedient by which a strategy is carried out; it also involves
planned and ad hoc activities meant to deal with the demand of the moment.

Consequently, a communicative strategy is referred to as a plan of action or a purpose of a
communicative event whereas a communicative tactic implies a verbal act taken by a speaker to
achieve the purpose set by the strategy. Oftentimes, the two terms are used interchangeably on the
common basis of their general sense of ‘a road map’.

2. Self-presentation in the celebrity interview show

The celebrity interview show is a particular genre of the celebrity interview. Its structural
singularity lies in the specific interactional model which includes a question about celebrity’s social
activity or his / her personal qualities asked by one of the members of the audience and celebrity’s
long responses that are focused on particular aspects of his/her selfhood or vivid episodes of his/her
‘success story’. Specifically, this type of the model is precisely followed to in the series of the
interview shows with Oprah Winfrey (‘The Ultimate O Interview: Oprah Answers All You
Questions”).

The celebrity interview show’s distinguishing character imposes a set of requirements and
constrains on the celebrity’s self-presentational behavior. The publicity of the interviewee’s position
is of central importance. It implies the presenter’s awareness of being observed by the others. ‘The
others’ include not only the audience in the interview hall but also TV viewers and readers, that is the
celebrity’s speech assumes a ‘spotlight’ quality. Admittedly, acting under these conditions the
celebrity realizes that whatever s/he says will surely be evaluated by the broader audience on the
national and international scale. The ‘spotlight’ communication calls for a careful selection of self-
presentational acts on the part of the celebrity presenter. The more public one’s behavior, the more
likely one is to be concerned with how it appears to others and more motivated one will be to
impression management [3].

3. Identities’ construction as modification of the public image

A celebrity enters the interview with an already built up and fixed public image of him/herself
which marks him/her as a distinguishable personality. Celebrities are actually conscious of the fact
that it is their public image that makes them attractive. Consequently, there is no need for their
image-building, however, some of the image components may be reinforced, or modified, or
rectified, or declined in accordance with audience’s expectations.

The audience expectations follow from the public awareness of the celebrity’s image. Some of
the image components are acknowledged as the core personal qualities, that is due to them the
celebrity is recognized. Hence, making their speeches celebrities pursue the goal of reinforcing the
core qualities which have been proven to be effective and attractive. This is realized through self-
presentational tactics of self-enhancement where the emphasis is laid on providing new evidence that
helps sustain and substantiate their public image.

However, trying to appear distinct, dynamic and self-improving a celebrity attempts to present
new shades of their personality, that is to construct new identities which might complement or
expand the core qualities. The self-construction process in the celebrity interview show is aimed at
animation of the public image, thus, making it more interesting and salient. In order to enliven it a
celebrity uses the self-presentational tactics of self-development. In fact, “most people value certain
aspects of themselves that they would proudly display to others at appropriate times. Impression
management often involves an attempt to put the best part of oneself onto public view” [9, p. 40].

In this light, we believe that one more impression management motivation that governs
celebrity’s verbal behavior in the interview show should be added, namely, the one of image
reinforcement/modification. It is, apparently, linked to self-construction motivation and may be
viewed as its specific aspect.
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The self-construction behavior is related to the process of revealing multiple self-identities.
Celebrity’s personal identities, as a rule, (though not necessarily) are constructed in the boundaries of
the category of positivity. The positive identities that are being constructed in an on-going interview
show are meant to gain social approval.

4. Stancetaking as a verbal act of self-presentation

Another singular feature of celebrity’s self-presentational behavior in the interview show is
concerned with the particular forms of self-identities’ construction. As M. Leary & R. Kowalski
state, all situational and dispositional factors that effect impression-relevant behavior motivate
people to manage their impressions or determine the particular manner in which they construct their
public images [9, p. 42]. In this respect A. Jaffe claims that multiple selves and social identities are
constructed by particular patterns of verbal acts a speaker performs. The speaking personality is
shaped up as a social identity due to a cluster of features observed in his/her individual acts of
speaking [7]. Admittedly, while making a choice of a particular verbal act a speaker is taking a
stance.

The term ‘stance’ is commonly understood as the expression of a speaker’s attitude,
perspective, point of view, standpoint, opinion or position. This understanding has also passed on to
much linguistic and interactional research, in which it has frequently been understood as a subjective
attitude or position which rises from the speaker’s internal mental positions, aims and beliefs
[5, p. 15].

Scholars hold the view that activity and identities are linguistically indexed through stance.
Therefore, a repeated stance patterns taken over time may emerge as an identity [4, p. 52]. A. Jaffe
assumes that linguistic stance can be read as more or less direct sign of a position, identity or role
with which an individual wishes to be associated [7, p. 10]. As similar to this viewpoint,
R. Englebretson says that through stancetaking speakers are constructing their social worlds, their
social identities, their public images [4, p. 20].

In most interviews, interviewees are asked to take stances, for instance to state their views on
some social issues, to evaluate some experience they have had, or to comment on some particular
case [8]. The stances a celebrity takes in an interview show are intended for controlling the social
impression. They can be wholly unconscious, reflecting the specific persona that a celebrity naturally
projects, but at a higher level of skills they are used with conscious awareness. In this case, the
speaker carefully selects specific style, words, arguments, etc.

It is necessary to emphasize that in the interview show celebrity’s stancetaking is determined
by self-presentational strategies and tactics. It means that the choice of an appropriate impression
management linguistic form is subordinated to the plan of action aimed at reinforcement /
modification of the celebrity’s public image. Particularly, in the course of an on-going interview
using one of self-presentational tactics from a wide range of possibilities is precisely an act of
stancetaking.

As far as the celebrity interview show is concerned stance is viewed as a particular act of self-
presentation undertaken with respect to the interview extralinguistic parameters, namely, the
situational conventions, the status of the interviewee, the target audience, the public information, the
role constrains, etc.

5. Subjective stancetaking in the celebrity interview show

Stancetaking process is widely recognized as an intersubjective activity since a stance taken by
a speaker is his/her verbal reaction to the immediate interlocutor’s position. Intersubjectivity of
stancetaking is clearly seen in a dialogical communication. However, the material of the interview
show makes us treat the stances the celebrity takes as subjective, so far as the model of this kind of
interview does not provide for a dialogue, interruptions, follow-up questions, etc.

The celebrity interview show is a case of asymmetric ‘spotlight” communication where the
participants enjoy unequal status: one party takes the foreground position while the other makes the
background. In accordance with the rules of the interview show the celebrity alone is placed in the
attention focus, the members of the audience who ask questions are unidentified (in sense of their
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discursive characteristics). Celebrity’s responses are tailored not for the present participants but,
mostly, for a broader potential audience. Under the conditions of asymmetric ‘spotlight’
communication celebrity’s speech appears to be impression-oriented rather than interlocutor-
oriented, thus, losing its intersubjective quality.

The types of stance patterns a celebrity repeatedly uses demonstrate the manner of
accomplishing his/her self-presentational goals. The dominating tactic of self-enhancement is
realized through the self-acclaiming stances. A celebrity routinely offers positive evaluation of their
abilities and qualities before the audience and, as a public persona who enjoys favorable social
opinion they wish to “capitalize on that outcome” [1, p. 185]. Taking self-acclaiming stances a
celebrity attempts to secure recognition for his / her success by accentuating his/her positive
qualities.

Admittedly, overuse of self-acclaims by a celebrity may risk attribution of arrogance and
bragging. Being aware of these conversational principles s/he levels off his/her self-presentational
behavior by taking self-disclaiming stances. A self-disclaiming stance involves confessing celebrity’s
flaws, foibles and mistakes. It is meant to portray the speaker as honest, modest and self-critical.

The balance of self-acclaiming and self-disclaiming stances enables a celebrity to be perceived
as competent but modest, supportive but demanding, respectful but critical, that is, as a self-
developing and self-improving social personality. This corresponds to the idea about stances as
indirect indexes of speaker’s personality, that is the cumulative effect of variations of self-acclaiming
and self-disclaiming stances results in multiple self-construction. So far as celebrity’s stances are
linked to acts of performance which are aimed at impression management, by making their stance
choices in the interview show speakers accomplish their self-presentational goals.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. Celebrity’s self-presentational behavior in
the interview show matches the conventions of ‘spotlight’ communication and is governed by
impression management goals. A particular aim that a celebrity pursues is his/her image
reinforcement/modification through the verbal constructing of his/her multiple identities. The self-
presentational behavior involves the choice of particular acts of impression management which are
viewed as subjective stances. The self-acclaiming and self-disclaiming stances of self-presentation
are used alternately in celebrity’s responses. Their balance makes it possible to avoid excessive self-
enhancement and facilitates to present the speaker as a self-developing and self-improving
personality. In this sense the celebrity’s subjective stances are tactical verbal acts of his/her self-
presentation.

We believe that a profound analysis of stance markers is needed for it could provide the
identification of a celebrity’s unique stance sighature.
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Kupuuyk Jlapuca. Camopenpe3eHTalissi sK Ccy0’€KTHBHe NO3UI[IOHYyBaHHA B iHTepB’I0-mIOy 3i
3HAMEHHUTICTIO. Y CTarTi BHUCBITICHO NUTAHHS CaMOpenpe3eHTalii 3HaMEHUTOCTI B IHTEpPB’IO-IIOY 3 TOIJIALY Teopil
MO3MIIOHYBaHHs. J{OCTiPKCHHS 30cepe/PkeHe Ha BHBYCHHI MOTHBAILIi CaMOpENpEe3eHTAllil, crmoco0ax MOCHICHHS /
Moudikamii iMiPKy Ta KOMYyHIKATUBHUX XapaKTEPHCTHKaX IHTEPB’IO-IIOY 31 3HAMEHUTICTIO. Y PoOOTiI BU3HAYAIOTHCS
(axkTopy, SKi BIUIMBAIOTh Ha CyO’€KTUBHE IO3MLIOHYBAaHHS SK MOBJICHHEBHH aKT caMOpenpe3eHTamii B IbOMY THII
couianbHol B3aemonii. CTBEp/XKEHO, IO TaKi TAKTUKU CaMOpENpE3eHTAalil, SK CaMOINOCWIEHHS 1 CaMOKpPHUTHKA,
peani3yroThCs, BiIIOBITHO, Yepe3 CAMOCXBAJICHHS i caMO3alepeycHHs MO3UI[IOHYBaHHA. Taki MOJeNi MO3HIiOHYBaHHSI
TPaKTy€eMO SIK HETIPSAMi IOKa3HUKH COLIAIFHOT OCOOMCTOCTI MOBIIS 1 TTOB’I3YEMO 3 IEMOHCTPATHUBHUMH JisIMHU, METa SKUX —
KOHTPOJIb 32 3AIMCHEHHS BIUIMBY. [103WIIIOHyBaHHS 3HAMEHHUTOCTI TaKOK TPAKTYEMO SIK cIIoci0 i caMOKOHCTPYIOBaHHS.
l'omoBHIM METOAOM IOCTIKSHHS € TUCKYPCUBHUI aHai3.

KurouoBi ciioBa: camopenpeseHTaris, iMi/K, TO3UIIOHYBaHHs, MOBHA IIOBE/IiHKA, MOBHA 1IEHTHYIHICTb.

KI/IpI/I‘IyK .JIapnca. CaMopenpe3eHTaunﬂ KakK CyﬁLeKTI/IBHOe MO3MIIMOHMPOBAHUE B UHTCPBLIO-IIOY CO
3HAMEHUTOCTbI0. B cTaThe paccMaTpuBarOTCA BOIIPOCHI CAMOPEIIPE3CHTAIIUN 3HAMCHUTOCTH B UHTCPBLIO-IIOY C TOYKU
3pCHHA TCOPUU MNO3ULHMOHHUPOBAHUA. WccnenoBanue COCPCAOTOUCHO Ha HM3YYCHUM MOTUBALIMU CaAMOPECIIPEC3CHTALINU,
criocobax YCI/IJ'IGHI/DI/MOHI/Iq)I/IKaHI/H/I UMHUJIKa 1 KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX XapPAaKTCPUCTUKAX MHTEPBLIO-IIIOY CO 3HAMCHUTOCTBIO.
B pa60Te OIPCACIIAIOTCA q)aKTOpI)I, BJIMAKOINUC Ha Cy6T)eKTI/IBHOC MO3UITUOHUPOBAHUC  KaK pequoﬁ aKT
CaMOpPCIPE3CHTAIIUU B OTOM BHUJC COLIUATIBHOI'O B3aMMOJICHCTBHUSL. YTBep)KL[aeTCSI, YTO TaKMC TAKTUKU CaMOPEIPE3CHTAllUuH,
KaK CaMOYCHJICHUC U CAMOKPUTHKA, PCAIU3YIOTCA, COOTBETCTBCHHO, IIYTEM CAMOBOCXBAJIAOMICIO U CaMOOTPHULIAIOLICTO
MO3UITUOHUPOBAHMUS. Taxue MoAeCIN TIO3MHHUOHUPOBAHHA TPAKTYHOTCA KaK KOCBCHHBIC IIOKA3aTCIIN COL[PIaJ'ILHOﬁ
JIMYHOCTHU TOPAIICTO W TOBA3BIBAIOTCA € ACMOHCTPATHBHBIMU HeﬁCTBHHMH, OCJIBIO KOTOPBIX €CTb KOHTPOJIb HAX
COBCPUICHHUEM BJIMSHHA. HO3I/IHI/IOHI/IpOBaHI/I€ 3HAMCHUTOCTH TAKXC pPACCMATPUBACTCA B CTATbC Kak crocod ee
CaMOKOHCTPYHUPOBAaHUA. I'nmaBHBIM METOAOM HCCIICAOBaHUA €CTh ,I[I/ICKprI/IBHLIﬁ aHaJIn3.

KiaoueBble ciioBa: CaMOpCIIpe3CHTaAlld, UMUK, MNO3UIHMOHHPOBAHUEC, PCEUYCBOC IIOBCACHUC, pCUCBad
UACHTUYHOCTD.

VK 811.112.2.°38 °42
Hamania Jluceuvka

MOBHE BUPAKEHHA AHTUBOE€HHOI'O XY J1OXKXKHbBOI'O JUCKYPCY

VY crarTi mochimkeHO XyHOXKHIH muckypc. Ha ocHOBI iHTepmperariiiHoro aHamizy Bipma von G. Heym “Der
Krieg” i m’ecu von M. Ravenhill “Shoot / get treasure / repeat” // “Freedom and Democracy | hate you” npoananizoBaHo
OIHY 3 HaWOUIBII aKTyadhbHHX NPOOJEeM Cy4acHOI IIIHTBICTUKH — BUPAXKCHHS AHTHBOEHHOI TEMATHKH 3aco0aMu
HiMelbKoi MOBU. B 000X mpoaHanizoBaHuX TBOpax, BIIIaJIEHHX Y YaCOBOMY IPOCTOpi OAMH Bij oxHoro Ha 100 pokis,
MPOCTEXKYIOThCS Mapajiesii y BHOOpI TemMu HeOe3nmekd BifiHM Ta 11 3arpo3u IMBLII3AILii, SIKI MICTSITh, OJHAK, ICSIKI
BigMinHOCTI Ti popmanbHO-3MicTOBOTO BHKNany. SAkmo . XeliM Hamarascs po30yaWTH MACMBHOTO CIOCTEpirada, TO
M. PeiiBeHrisun cnpoOyBaB MPOTUCTABUTH OOPHil CBIT arpeCMBHOMY, CIIOJIBAIOYUCS Ha MEPEBHXOBAHHS OCTAHHBOTO.
PyitHiBHY cuiy BiiiHM OOWBa aBTOPM HAOYHO IMOKAa3ajld HA OCHOBI MeTa)OpUKH, MPOTE Y BIPIIOBAHOMY KaHPI IIe
JIOCSITAETHCSI HacaMIepe]| 3aco0amu MepeHeceHoro 3HaueHHs (nepcoHidikailis, CAMBOJIiKa, raMa KOJIbOPIB), y TOH Yac sk
MIPO30BHI TBip HAMAraeThCs MEPEKOHATH 3a JOIOMOTOI0 (iryp HaKONMHYeHHS (KIIIMAaKcC), IPOTHCTABICHH (TOPIBHIHHS),
MOBTOpPY, BUAUICHHA (emdasza) Tomo. Y TMepcreKTHBI  BBaKAEMO JOIUIBHHM IPOBEACHHS HAyKOBHX ITOITYKiB
BepOaizamii Ta 00’ €KTHBAIlli aHTHBOEHHOTO AUCKYPCY Cy4acHOT HiMEI[bKOT IIPecH.

KuarouoBi cioBa: auckype, Mmeradopa, KITiMake, AUCTAHIIHHIUE / KOHTAKTHHUI TIOBTOP, ano3iornesa.

IMocTanoBka HaykoBoOi nmpodjemMu Ta ii 3HauyeHHsl. JIOJChKE CYCHUIBCTBO HEOJHOPA30BO
3a3HaBAJI0 pyHHaIlli, CIPUYMHEHOI 4YWCICHHUMHU BiitHamu. CBIT 3apHUTaeThcs BiJg TOTPO3 1
’KOPCTOKOCTI PI3HUX TEPOPUCTUYHUX YTPYMOBaHb. YCi I Moii Bi1oOpaXkaroTbCcs B MOBI. 3 OIIIALY
Ha 11e, 3BepPHEHHSI 10 TeMH BepOaizallii aHTUBOEHHOTO JIMUCKYPCY IIUTKOM aKTyaJbHE.

AHaJni3 nocaizkenb wiei npodjgemu. MoBy AeMOKpartii 1 MOTITUKH IPYHTOBHO JTOCIIIKYBaIH
HiMenbki BueHi [1; 5]. [luraHHs aHTHUBOEHHOTO TUCKYPCY IIKaBWJIO 0araThbOoX y4Y€HUX, 30KpemMa
MOIITYKHA TPOBOJMIM HAa OCHOBI CydacHOro BO€HHOro myOminuctuunoro auckypey (Kykos I. B.,
2001), aHTUBOEHHOT POMaHICTUKH B MOPIBHSUIBHOMY acleKTi Ha mpukiaal TBopyocti E. M. Pemapka
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