MOCKOBCKMI F'OCYJIAPCTBEHHBIM YHUBEPCUTET UMEHU M.B. JIOMOHOCOBA
OAKVIIbTET MHOCTPAHHBIX A3bIKOB 1 PETMOHOBEJJEHU A
I[TPOI'PAMMA BCTVYIIUTEJIBHOI'O UCIIBITAHUSA 10 « IMHTBUCTUKE» HA 2026/2027 'O/l B
MATUCTPATYPY 110 HAITPABJIEHUIO «TUHI'BUCTUKA» (a5 rpaxxaan PD)

1. HosicHuTeJIbLHAA 3alUCKA

Hacrosimas nporpamma mpegHa3HaueHa JJis IOATOTOBKM aOMTYpUEHTOB K BCTYNHTEIBHOMY
UCTIBITAHUIO TI0 JIMHI'BUCTUKE B MarucTpaTypy (GpaxyabTeTa HHOCTPAHHBIX S3bIKOB U PErHOHOBEACHUSI.

[IporpaMmMa mocTpoeHa Ha MPHUHIUIE YYeOHOW, TUHTBUCTUYECKOW M OOIIETYMAaHUTAPHOU CBSI3U
MeXIy OakajgaBpuaToM M MarucTparypoil. Marucrparypa mpeanosiaraeT Crenualn3upoBaHHbIN
YPOBEHb MHOJATOTOBKHM B BBICIIEH IIKOJIE, OTKPHIBAIOIIMN OOJIbLIME NEPCHEKTHBBI B MPAKTHUYECKOH,
HAYYHO-TIPUKJIATHOW W HAy4YHOW JEsATEeIbHOCTH BBIMTYCKHHUKOB. [l sddexkrnBHOrO OCBOCHUS
IporpaMMbl OOYYEHHsI B Marucrparype aOWTypHeHTaM NpeisiaraeTcsi MOATBEPAUTh HEOOXOIUMBII
HayalbHbI ypOBEHb CBOEH JMHIBUCTMYECKOW M OOIIEryMaHUTApHOM IOATOTOBKH, a TaKxke
HEOOXOUMBIH YPOBEHb MPAKTHUECKOr0 BJIAJCHHUSI HHOCTPAHHBIM SI3bIKOM (AHIJIMICKHM/ HeMelKuM/
¢ppanny3ckum/ ucnanckuMm/ uTagbsiHckuM). Ilpeamomaraercsi, 4To ypoBeHb CPOPMHPOBAHHOCTH
MHOSI3bIYHOM KOMMYHHKAaTUBHOM KOMIIETEHIIMM a0UTYPHUEHTOB MarucTpaTypbl COOTBETCTBYET YPOBHIO
Cl.

BerynuTenpHbli 9K3aMEH 110 JIMHTBUCTUKE B MAaruCTPaTypy BBIIOJIHAETCS NUCBMEHHO B TEUYEHUE 2
yaca U NpeJCTaBiIsIeT U3 ceOsl MMCbMEHHOE PElIeH3UPOBaHUE TEKCTA JIMHTBUCTUYECKONW MPOOIeMaTUKU
Ha MHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE C BBIpa)KEHHEM OOOCHOBAHHOI'O COOCTBEHHOIO MHEHHS. MakcuMaibHbIN
nepBUYHbIN Oaiun 3a BbiMoiHeHue 3aganus — 50. IlepBuuHbIl 6anmn ganee mepeBOIUTCS B UTOTOBBIN
cornacHo npuHATod B MI'Y mMmenn M.B. JlomoHOCOBa mpouenype MIKaaupoBaHus. MakcuManbHO

BO3MOXHBIN UTOTOBBIN OaJlj1 Ha BCTYIUTEIbHOM 3k3amene — 100.

I1. PexoMeHanum mo moJAroToBKe K 3K3aMeHy

Teopernuyecknii  BONPOC  HACTOSLIETO  OJK3aMEHA  MPEIIONIAracT  OLECHHBAaHUE  YPOBHS
npohecCHOHAbHON OPUEHTHUPOBAHHOCTH a0UTYPHUEHTOB JOCTATOYHOIO JJISi YCHEIIHOTO OCBOEHMS
OCHOBHOHM y4eOHOI MporpaMmbl MO MOCTYIUIEHUH B MarucTparypy. [1oAroToBka K BBIIOIHEHUIO 3TOTO
3a/1aHMs PACCUMTAHA Ha BHYTPUBY30BCKOE WJIM CAMOCTOSATEILHOE O3HAKOMIICHUE C HAYYHOU U Hay4YHO-

METOANYESCKOM HHTepaTypOﬁ, JIeKalieil B OCHOBE HpO(bH.HLHOfI OATOTOBKH.



[locrynarone B MarucrpaTypy [IOJDKHBI 00jafjaTh KOMIUIEKCOM YMEHHIl U HaBBIKOB
CaMOCTOSITEILHOTO ~ KPUTHUYECKOTO aHalu3a HAay4YHOTO TEKCTa JUHTBHUCTUYECKOW TEMAaTHKH,
00CYKJJaeMBIX SI3BIKOBBIX SIBJICHUU, MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh 3HAHHUE OOIIMX TEOPETHUECKUX MPOOIIeM
JUHTBUCTUKHU, YMETh OPUEHTHUPOBATHCS B OCHOBHBIX IOJIOKEHUSAX OTEYECTBEHHOW U 3apyOeHOM
JUHTBUCTUYECKUX TPAJAULIUH.
Temarnueckoe OCBEIIEHHWE Kpyra MpoOJieM COBPEMEHHOW JIMHTBUCTHKHU JUIsI TOJATOTOBKH K

BBITOJIHEHUIO 3a/IaHUS BCTYIIUTEIBHOTO SK3aMeHa:

Paszoen 1. Azvixk u o6wecmso.

- CooTHoIIEHHE YCTHOW U MUCEMEHHOM (popM peun.

- CBs3b HCTOPHH SI3BIKA U UCTOPHH HAPOJIA.

- bunuHreu3m u 061Me BONPOCH pedeoOpa3oBaHuUs.

- S3bIku mupa.

- Ipoucxoxaenue s3biKa.

- 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH Pa3BHUTHUSA SA3BIKA.

- CnocoObl CyIIIECTBOBAHHUS S3bIKA.

- CooTHOIIEHUS S3bIKA U MBIILICHUS.

- CooTHoIIEHHE SI3bIKA U PEUH.

- (DyHKUUH s3bIKA.

- KynprypHO-uCTOpHueckas kiaccupuKkaius s3bIKOB.

- Crpykrypa s3bIKa.

- SI3bIK Kak cucreMa.

- CoBpeMeHHBIE TEXHOJIOTUU B U3YYCHUU S3BIKA.

Pazoen 2. Ilooxoowl k uzyuenuro s3vika.

- YPOBHEBBII MOJIXO]] K U3yUEHUIO s13bIKA. [IpeMeTsl n3ydeHusi pOHETUKH, JIKCHKOJIOTHH,
Mop(}o0orum, CHHTaKCuca.

- CemaHTHuecKas CTPYKTypa CJIOBa.

- CUHOHWMHUS ¥ aHTOHUMHUS B SI3BIKE.

- Tlonucemusi ¥ OMOHUMHUS B SI3BIKE.

- TepMuHOIOTHYECKUE CUCTEMBI.

- TloHsiTHE aKTUBHOTO U TACCHBHOTO CJIOBAPS MOJIB30BATEINS SI3bIKA.

- H3MmeHenus B CJIOBAPHOM COCTAaBC S3bIKA.



- VYcrapeBuue ci10Ba, HEOJIOTU3MBI.

- IlonsATHe 0 coueTacMOCTH CIIOB.

- Tlonsarne 06 UAMOMATHYHOCTH B SI3BIKE.

- ®pazeosnorndyeckuii GOH SI3BIKA.

- CoBpemenHoe cocTosiHue Jekcukorpaduu. Tumsl croBapeii.

- YacTtu peun U WIEeHbI PEAJI0KEHNUS.

- OOenoHsATHIHOE 3HAYCHHUE YacTe peud U (PYHKIIMH CJIOB B pEUH.

- TlonHO3HAYHBIE U CITY>KEOHBIE YaCTH PEUH.

- Cnoco0sl ctoBo0Opa30BaHUs M CIIOBOM3MEHEHUS B pa3nu4HbIX YacTsax peud. Cyddukcanms,
apdukcanms, npepukcamys. Konsepcus.

- Mopdonornyeckre 0coOEHHOCTH pa3HbIX YacTel peyu.

Paszoen 3. Cospemennoe (pyHKYUOHUPOBAHUSL AZLIKOS.

- PeruoHanbHOE BappbHpPOBAHUE SI3bIKOB U MOHATHE HOPMBI.

- CouuanbHoe BapbHpoBaHue B A3blke. CollnanbHas poJib aKLeHTa.

- OcobeHHOCTH «PYCCKOTO aKLEHTa» B MHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE.

- @oHerHnueckoe wieHeHue peun. Y gapenue. Ilayzanus. MaTonanus.

- OYHKUMOHAJIBHOE Pa3BUTHE A3BIKOB.

- OYHKUMOHAJIBHO-CTUIINCTHYECKAS MU depeHIuanus peyn.

- OcHoBHbIE (DYHKIIMOHAJIBHBIE CTUIIM U UX XapaKTEPUCTUKA.

B Xxome BCTYNUTENBHOrO HCIHBITAHUS aOUTYpUEHT JOJDKEH MPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBATH  YMEHHS
KPUTHYECKOIO MBIIIJICHHUS, @ TaKKE€ YMEHUs MUCbMEHHOH peuu B (OpMaIbHOM CTHIIE. AHAJIUTUYECKas
peleH3us OTphIBKAa HAYYHOM cTaThy/ maparpada yueOHUMKa WM MOHOTpaduu MO JTUHTBUCTUKE SIBIISETCS
OpPUTHMHAJILHBIM TEKCTOM a0UTYPUEHTA, B KOTOPOM aBTOpP JIEMOHCTPUPYET ITyOOKOE MOHUMaHNE OTPBIBKA,
yMEeT KpaTKo IepeaBaTb OCHOBHYIO MBICIb U PEJIEBAaHTHBIE JETalld COAEPIKAHMS, a TAKKE€ COOTHOCUT
BBIIBUTAEMBIE MTOJIOKEHUS C JOCTH)KEHUSMU B IMHTBUCTUYECKOW TEOPUU B IaHHOM 00J1acTH.

AOUTYpPHEHT JOJKEH IMPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATH JIEKCUYECKHME M I'paMMaTHYeCKHE HaBbIKM Ha ypOBHE,
JIOCTaTOYHOM IS M3JI0’KEHUS Hay4HOM MH(OpMalMM B paMKax JTUHTBHUCTUYECKON TEMaTHKH, a TaKXKe
JOJoKeH 00janaTh JOCTATOYHBIM TEPMUHOJIOTHYECKUM amnmapaToM B paMKax TEMbl, OCBEIIaeMOW B
OTpPBIBKE.

AHaJn3 TEeMbI T0JIKEH ObITh JJOTHUECKH OPraHU30BaH B paMKaXx MpPeJI0KEHHON CTPYKTYphI peLieH31H,

TAC B OCHOBY KaXIOTO a63aua 3aKJIaJbIBACTCS BBIJCICHHBINI B XOJI€ aHalIW3a acHeKT WM Te3HC.



Pa3bsicHeHHe acneKkTa TOJKHO CONPOBOXKAATHCS ApTYMEHTAMH M PEJIEBAaHTHBIMU NpuMepaMmu. Penensns
3aBepIIIaeTCs 3aKJIIOUEHHUEM Ha OCHOBE CHHTE3a BBIICJICHHBIX B X0JI€ aHAJIU3a aClIEeKTOB IIPOOJIEMBI.

Jleranu opraHuzanys TEKCTa PELUEH3MH W KPUTCPUU OICHUBAHUS DSK3aMEHAIIMOHHOW pPabOTHI
MPUBOISATCS HUXKE.

I11. ITpuMep 3aaHUsA HA AHIVIMIICKOM fI3BIKeE.

[IpounTaiiTe TEKCT W M3JIOKHUTE €ro COoAepKaHHEe B HAYYHOM CTHJIE CBOMMH CJOBaMH, cOOJ0nast
KJIACCUYECKYIO CTPYKTYpPY: BBeJeHUEe, OCHOBHAS YACTh, 3aKJ/JII0UYEeHHUeE.

Pedepat nomkeH coaepxarhb ABa CMbICJIOBBIX 0JI0KA:

1. oObekTHBHAs/aBTOpCKast HHMOpMAIUs

- npobiieMaTuka, o0cykKaaemMasi aBTOpoM (NpeaMeT 1 00beKT HCCIIeI0BaHu);

- BBIOpaHHBIA CIIOCO0 €€ OOCYXICHUS (aHanus, CcuHmes, OUCKYCCUS, Kpumudeckuil 0030p,
peghepamusrwiii 0630p u np.) U ONpeJIeICHUE METOIOB HCCIeN0BaHUs (0000weHUe, anano2us; 0e0yKyus,

uHayKI/ﬂ/l}l,' KJZCZCCM(Z)MKCZL;M}L munoJjiocus, KoJu4ecmeeHHblll aHanus, KauecmeeHHbll aHanus,
cpaeHumeﬂbHo-conocmagumeJlebld aHamuz u I’lp)

2. UHTEpIpeTaIHs MPOYUTAHHOTO (ApPryMeHTAlMS NMPeA0KeHHBIX BLIBO0B 00513aTe/IbHA)

- TEKCT/aBTOP MOJTBEPKIACT/OMPOBEPracT U OOHOBISAET/PACHINPACT/JOMONHIET TPOYUTAHHOE
paHee;

- TEKCT/AaBTOP BBI3bIBACT B KAKHX-TO aCIEKTaX HeAOBepPHE (1OCKONbKY, HaAnpumep, U3N0NCEHO
npomueopeuuso /6e300KazamenbHo /Hem npumepos u np.) W/ o1odpeHue (npusedoume apeymeHmol)
B Bamem noHnMaHuu mogHIMaeMbIX BOITPOCOB M TEMBI B 1IEJIOM.

Crpykrypa padorsI:

1. BBenenue (ompeeneHue xaHpa TEeKCTa, CMbICTIa Ha3BaHUS U OOIIEH TeMBbI).
2. OcHOBHas 4acTh (JIBa YKa3aHHBIX BBIIIE CMBICIIOBBIX OJIOKA).
3. 3akmroueHue (MECTO U 3HAYCHHE UCCIIEIOBAaHUS TaHHOM TeMbl B COBPEMEHHOMN JTMHTBUCTHUKE).

Ba)xabpie acriekThI:

v Hanummre pedepar npountaHHoro Tekcta B koauuectse 500 ciioB.

v KonupoBanue 4 ¢jioB moapsx U3 UCXOJHOTO TEKCTa WM JPYTUX HUCTOYHMKOB pPaclieHUBAETCs
HEKOPPEKTHBIM LIUTUPOBAHUEM, B Cllydae OOHapy’>KE€HHUs 4ero padboTa OLIEHHWBAETCS TOJBKO Ha
IpeIMET S3bIKOBON IPaMOTHOCTH.

v XapakTepUCTHKH HAy4HOTO CTWIIA pedepara: JIOTHUECKas IOCIIEI0BATEIBHOCTh M3TI0KEHHS,
TEKCTOBasl CBSI3HOCTh; CTPEMJIEHHE aBTOpa K TOYHOCTH, CXAaTOCTH, OJHO3HAYHOCTH NpHU
COXpPAaHCHUHN HACBIIICHHOCTU COACPXKAaHWA, B TOM YHCIC 3a CYHET BBI60pa JICKCUKN H
rpaMMaTHYeCcKHX CTPYKTYp (hOpMalIbHOT0/aKaIEMHUUECKOTO CTHIIS.



Some Consequences for Theories of Conceptual Structure
(extract)

By George Lakoff and Mark Johnson
From Metaphors We Live By, 2004.

Any adequate theory of the human conceptual system will have to give an account of how concepts are
(1) grounded, (2) structured, (3) related to each other, and (4) defined. We have argued that most of our conceptual
system is metaphorically structured. There are several strategies that linguists and logicians have used to handle,
without any reference to metaphor, what we have called metaphorical concepts.

We will look at the strategy of abstraction. To see how it differs from the account we have offered, consider
the word buttress in "He buttressed the wall" and "He buttressed his argument with more facts." On our account,
we understand buttress in "He buttressed his argument” in terms of the concept BUTTRESS, which is part of the
BUILDING gestalt. Since the concept ARGUMENT is comprehended partly in terms of the metaphor AN
ARGUMENT IS A BUILDING, the meaning of "buttress" in the concept ARGUMENT will follow from the meaning
it has in the concept BUILDING, plus the way that the BUILDING metaphor in general structures the concept
ARGUMENT. Thus we do not need an independent definition for the concept BUTTRESS in "He buttressed his
argument.”

Against this, the abstraction view claims that there is a single, very general, and abstract concept
BUTTRESS, which is neutral between the BUILDING "buttress" and the ARGUMENT "buttress." According to this
view, "He buttressed the wall" and "He buttressed his argument" are both special cases of the same very abstract
concept.

We would now like to show why the abstraction theory cannot account for the kinds of facts that have led
us to the theory of metaphorical concepts—in particular, the facts concerning the metaphorical types (orientational,
physical, and structural) and their properties (internal systematicity, external systematicity, grounding, and
coherence).

The abstraction theory is inadequate in several respects. First, it does not seem to make any sense at all
with respect to UP-DOWN orientation metaphors, such as HAPPY IS UP, CONTROL IS UP, MORE IS UP, VIRTUE
IS UP, THE FUTURE IS UP, REASON IS UP, etc. What single general concept with any content at all could be an
abstraction of HEIGHT, HAPPINESS, CONTROL, MORE, VIRTUE, THE FUTURE, REASON, and NORTH and
would precisely fit them all? Moreover, it would seem that UP and DOWN could not be at the same level of
abstraction, since UP applies to the FUTURE, while DOWN does not apply to the PAST. We account for this by
partial metaphorical structuring, but under the abstraction proposal UP would have to be more abstract in some
sense than DOWN, and that does not seem to make sense.

Second, the abstraction theory would not distinguish between metaphors of the form A is B and those of
the form B is A, since it would claim that there are neutral terms covering both domains. For example, English has
the LOVE IS A JOURNEY metaphor but no JOURNEYS ARE LOVE metaphor. The abstraction view would deny
that love is understood in terms of journeys, and it would be left with the counterintuitive claim that love and journeys
are understood in terms of some abstract concept neutral between them.

Third, different metaphors can structure different aspects of a single concept; for example, LOVE IS A
JOURNEY, LOVE IS WAR, LOVE IS A PHYSICAL FORCE, LOVE IS MADNESS. Each of these provides one
perspective on the concept LOVE and structures one of many aspects of the concept. The abstraction hypothesis
would seek a single general concept LOVE abstract enough to fit all of these aspects. Even if this were possible,
it would miss the point that these metaphors are not jointly characterizing a core concept LOVE but are separately
characterizing different aspects of LOVE.

Fourth, if we look at structural metaphors of the form A is B (e.g., LOVE IS A JOURNEY, THE MIND IS A
MACHINE, IDEAS ARE FOOD, AN ARGUMENT IS A BUILDING), we find that B (the defining concept) is more
clearly delineated in our experience and typically more concrete than A (the defined concept). Moreover, there is



always more in the defining concept than is carried over to the defined concept. Take IDEAS ARE FOOD. We may
have raw facts and half-baked ideas, but there are no sauteed, broiled, or poached ideas. In AN ARGUMENT IS
A BUILDING only the foundation and outer shell play a part in the metaphor, not the inner rooms, corridors, roof,
etc. We have explained this asymmetry in the following way: the less clearly delineated (and usually less concrete)
concepts are partially understood in terms of the more clearly delineated (and usually more concrete) concepts,
which are directly grounded in our experience. The abstraction view has no explanation for this asymmetry, since
it cannot explain the tendency to understand the less concrete in terms of the more concrete.

Fifth, under the abstraction proposal there are no metaphorical concepts at all and, therefore, no reason
to expect the kind of systematicity that we have found. Thus, for example, there is no reason to expect a whole
system of food concepts to apply to ideas or a whole system of building concepts to apply to arguments. There is
no reason to expect the kind of internal consistency that we found in the TIME IS A MOVING OBJECT cases. In
general, the abstraction view cannot explain the facts of internal systematicity.

Abstraction also fails to explain external systematicity. Our proposal accounts for the way that various
metaphors for a single concept (e.g., the JOURNEY, BUILDING, CONTAINER, and WAR metaphors for
arguments) overlap in the way that they do. This is based on the shared purposes and shared entailments of the
metaphorical concepts. The way that individual concepts (such as CORE, FOUNDATION, COVER, SHOOT
DOWN, etc.) mix with each other is predicted on the basis of shared purposes and entailments in the entire
metaphorical system. Since the abstraction proposal does not have any metaphorical systems, it cannot explain
why metaphors can mix the way they do.

Sixth, since the abstraction proposal has no partial metaphorical structuring, it cannot account for
metaphorical extensions into the unused part of the metaphor, as in "Your theory is constructed out of cheap
stucco" and many others that fall within the unused portion of the THEORIES ARE BUILDINGS metaphor.

Finally, the abstraction hypothesis assumes, in the case of LOVE IS A JOURNEY, for example, that there
is a set of abstract concepts, neutral with respect to love and journeys, that can "fit" or "apply to" both of them. But
in order for such abstract concepts to "fit" or "apply to" love, the concept LOVE must be independently structured
so that there can be such a "fit." As we will show, LOVE is not a concept that has a clearly delineated structure;
whatever structure it has it gets only via metaphors. But the abstraction view, which has no metaphors to do the
structuring, must assume that a structure as clearly delineated as the relevant aspects of journeys exists
independently for the concept LovE. It's hard to imagine how.

Another theory, the one of homonymy, looks at metaphorical concepts from a different perspective. The
homonymy view takes the opposite to the abstraction tack. Instead of claiming that there is one abstract and neutral
concept BUTTRESS, the homonymy view claims that there are two different and independent concepts,
BUTTRESS1 and BUTTRESS2.

There is a strong homonymy view, according to which BUTTRESS1 and BUTTRESS2 are entirely different
and have nothing to do with each other, since one refers to physical objects (building parts) and the other to an
abstract concept (a part of an argument).

The weak homonymy view maintains that there are distinct and independent concepts BUTTRESS1 and
BUTTRESS?2 but allows that their meanings may be similar in some respects and that the concepts are related by
virtue of this similarity. It denies, however, that either concept is understood in terms of the other. All it claims is
that the two concepts have something in common: an abstract similarity. On this point, the weak homonymy view
shares an element with the abstraction view, since the abstract similarity would have precisely the properties of
the core concept that is hypothesized by the abstraction theory.

In general, the strong homonymy view cannot account for the relationships that we have identified in
systems of metaphorical concepts; that is, it views as accidental all the phenomena that we explain in systematic
terms.

In the first place, the strong homonymy position cannot account for any of the internal systematicity that
we have described. For example, it would be possible, according to this view, for "I'm feeling up" to mean "I'm
happy" and, simultaneously, for "my spirits rose" to mean "l got sadder." Nor can this position account for why the



whole system of words used for war should apply in a systematic way to arguments or why a system of food
terminology should apply in a systematic way to ideas.

Second, the strong homonymy view has the same problems with cases of external systematicity. That is,
it cannot account for the overlap of metaphors and the possibility of mixing. It cannot explain, for example, why the
"ground covered" in an argument can refer to the same thing as the "content" of the argument. This holds in general
for all the examples of mixing that we have given.

Third, the strong homonymy view cannot explain extensions of the used (or unused) portion of a metaphor,
as in "His theories are Gothic and covered with gargoyles." Since that theory has no general metaphors like AN
ARGUMENT IS A BUILDING, it must view such cases as random.

The weak homonymy view is superior to the strong view precisely because it does allow for the possibility
of such relationships. In particular, it holds that the various concepts expressed by a single word can in many cases
be related by similarity. The weak homonymy view takes such similarities as given and assumes that they are
sufficient to account for all the phenomena that we have observed, though without the use of any metaphorical
structuring.

The most obvious difference between the weak homonymy position and ours is that it has no notion of
understanding one thing in terms of another and hence no general metaphorical structuring. The reason for this is
that most of those who hold this position are not concerned with how our conceptual system is grounded in
experience and how understanding emerges from such grounding. Most of the inadequacies we find in the weak
homonymy position have to do with its lack of concern for issues of understanding and grounding. These same
inadequacies will, of course, apply also to the strong version of the homonymy position.

To our knowledge, no one explicitly holds the strong homonymy position, according to which concepts
expressed by the same word (like the two senses of "buttress" or the many senses of "in"), are independent and
have no significant relationships. Those who hold the homonymy position tend to identify themselves as holding
the weak position, where the interdependencies and interrelationships that are observed between concepts are to
be accounted for by similarities based on the inherent nature of the concept. However, to our knowledge, no one
has ever begun to provide a detailed account of a theory of similarity that could deal with the wide range of
examples we have discussed. Although virtually all homonymy theorists espouse the weak version, in practice
there seem to be only strong homonymy theories, since no one has attempted to provide the detailed account of
similarity necessary to maintain the weak version of the theory. And there is a good reason why no attempt has
been made to give such a detailed account of the kinds of examples we have been discussing. The reason is that
such an account would require one to address the issue of how we comprehend and understand areas of
experience that are not well-defined in their own terms and must be grasped in terms of other areas of experience.
In general, philosophers and linguists have not been concerned with such questions.

IV. Kpurepun onieHUBaHHS 3aJaHHA.

CopepxaHue 28 6annos
OBBEKTMBHOCTb U3NOXEHNST (DAKTOB 1
CoxpaHeHne Bcex BaXKHbIX KOMMOHEHTOB COAepKaHusl o 5 6annos

1. Camoco3HaHue

2. Putyan

3. KpeaTtmBHOCTb BOOGpaxeHUs

4. MeTadopbl B MOMANTUKE N SKOHOMMKE

5. 3akntoyeHune aBTopa: No3HaHue meTadgopbl Yepes MeTadopy




TOYHOCTb U3NOXEHUSs (baKTOB N TepMnHoONnornn

CT1pykTypa paboTbl 1 geneHune Ha ab3aubl

Jlorvka na3noxeHus v nocnegoBaTeNbHOCTL BbIBOOOB

Nl NN

dopmanbHbIA/ akageMUYeCKUn CTUMb Ha NPOTSKEHUM Bcero pedeparta

TekcToBasi CBA3HOCTb

OnpepeneHne aHpa TeKcTa, CMbICNa Has3BaHWSA, TEMATUKM U JFIMHIBUCTUYECKOrO
HanpaBneHNA/IMHIBUCTUYECKNX HanpaBrieHnn

Onpepenexne npegmeTa

OnpepneneHne obbekTa

OnpepeneHuve cnocoba obcyxaeHus

On peneneHmne mMeTogoB nccregoBaHuAa

CooTHoLleHe C NMPOYNUTaHHbIM paHee + apryMeHThbl

OueHka pa3paboTku TeMbl B TEKCTE + apryMeHThbl

3Ha4yeHne 1 MecTo nccnegoBaHus B coapemeHHon JIMHFBUCTUKE + apryMeHThbl

Nl NN

AsbikoBasA TOYHOCTb

‘pammaTmka

1 owubka — 1 6ann
1 owubka nyHkmyayuu — 0,5 6anna
1 owubka opghoepacpuu — 0,5 6anna

12

Jlekcuka

1 owubka — 1 6ann

10

O0Lee konnyecTso bannos

50
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