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|. MMosicHUTEALHAA 3aNIUCKA

Hacrosimas nporpamma mnpegHa3zHaueHa JJis MOATOTOBKM aOMTYpUEHTOB K BCTYNUTEIBHOMY
UCTIBITAHHUIO TI0 JIMHI'BUCTUKE B MarucTpatrypy (paxkynbTeTa HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB U PETrMOHOBEICHUSI.

[IporpaMmMa mocTpoeHa Ha TMPHUHIUIE YIeOHOW, TUHTBUCTUYECKOW M OOIIETYMAaHUTAPHOU CBSI3U
MexIy OakajgaBpuaTOM M MarucTparypoil. Marucrparypa npeanosiaraeT Crenualn3upoBaHHbIN
YPOBEHb HOJATOTOBKM B BBICIIEH IIKOJIE, OTKPHIBAIOIIMN OOJIbLIME NEPCHEKTHBBI B MPAKTHUYECKOH,
HAYYHO-TIPUKJIAJHOW W HAyYHOH JeSITEeIbHOCTH BBIMYCKHUKOB. [l sddekTuBHOrO OCBOCHUS
IporpaMMbl OOYYEHHsI B Marucrparype aOuUTypHUeHTaM NpeisiaraeTcsi MOATBEPAUTh HEOOXOIUMBII
HayalbHbI ypOBEHb CBOEH JMHIBUCTMYECKOW M OOIIEryMaHUTApHON IOATOTOBKH, a TaKxke
HEOOXO/IUMBIH YpOBEHb MPAKTHUECKOrO BJIAJCHHUSI HHOCTPAHHBIM SI3bIKOM (AHIJIMICKHM/ HeMelKuM/
¢ppanny3ckum/ ucnanckuMm/ uTANbHCKUM). [Ipeamomaraercsi, 4To ypoBeHb CPOPMHPOBAHHOCTH
MHOSI3bIYHOM KOMMYHHMKAaTUBHOM KOMIIETEHIIMM a0UTYPHUEHTOB MarucTpaTrypbl COOTBETCTBYET YPOBHIO
Cl.

BerynurenpHbI DK3aMEH 110 JIMHTBUCTUKE B MAaruCTPaTypy BBINOJIHAETCS MIHCBMEHHO B TEUYEHUE 3
4acoB U MPEACTaBISAET U3 ce0sl MUCbMEHHOE PELIEH3UPOBAaHUE TEKCTA JIMHIBUCTHYECKON MTPOOIeMaTUKU
Ha MHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE C BBIpa)KEHHEM OOOCHOBAHHOI'O COOCTBEHHOIO MHEHHS. MakcuMaibHbIN
nepBUYHbIN Oaiun 3a BbiMoiHeHue 3aganus — 50. IlepBuuHbIil 6amn ganee mepeBOIUTCS B UTOTOBBIN
cornacHo npuHATrod B MI'Y mmenun M.B. JlomoHOcOBa mpouenype MKaaupoBaHUs. MakcCUMaabHO

BO3MOXHBIN UTOTOBBIN OaJlj1 Ha BCTYHHUTEIbHOM 3k3amene — 100.

1. PekoMeHIaM U N0 MOATOTOBKeE K IK3aMEHY

Teopernyecknii  BOIPOC  HACTOSALIETO  JK3aMEHA  IPEAIONAraeT  OLCHUBAaHUE  YPOBHA
npo¢eCCHOHATIPHON OPUEHTUPOBAHHOCTH aOUTYPUEHTOB JOCTATOYHOTO JUISl YCHEIIHOTO OCBOCHHUS
OCHOBHOI y4eOHOI MpOrpaMMBbl MO MOCTYIJICHUH B MarucTparypy. [1oaroroBka k BHIIOJHEHUIO 3TOTO
3a/laHUs PACCYUTAHA Ha BHYTPUBY30BCKOE MM CAMOCTOATEIBHOE O3HAKOMIICHHE C HAYYHOU U HAy4HO-

METOIMYECKOU TUTEpaTypoOil, JIexKaIlei B OCHOBE MPOGUIHLHON MOATOTOBKH.



[loctynatone B MarucTparypy [JOJDKHBI 00JajaTh KOMIUIEKCOM YMEHUH UM HaBBIKOB
CaMOCTOSITEIBHOTO ~ KPUTHUYECKOIO AaHajdu3a HAyyHOIrO TEKCTa JIMHIBHUCTUYECKOM TEMATHKH,
00CYKJJaeMBbIX S3BIKOBBIX SIBICHUM, MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh 3HAHHE OOIIUX TEOPETHUECKUX IIPOoOsIeM
JVHTBUCTUKH, YMETh OPUEHTHPOBATHCS B OCHOBHBIX IOJIOKEHHMSIX OTEUECTBEHHOM WU 3apyOexHOMN
JUHTBUCTUYECKUX TPAAULIUH.
TemaTnueckoe ocBelleHHe Kpyra HpoOjeM COBPEMEHHOM JIMHIBUCTUKU JUIl MOATOTOBKU K

BBINOJIHEHHIO 3a/IaHUsI BCTYIUTEIBHOIO YK3aMeHa:

Pazoen 1. A3vix u obwecmso.

- CooTHollleHNEe YCTHOW U TUCbMEHHOU (hOpM peun.

- CBsI3b UCTOPUHM A3bIKA U HCTOPUU HAPOJA.

- bunuHreusm u oOuiye BOpockl peueodpa3oBaHusl.

- S3bIKu mMupa.

- IIpoucxoxneHue s3bIKa.

- 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH Pa3BUTHUSA SA3bIKA.

- CrocoOBbI CyIIecTBOBaHUS S3bIKA.

- COOTHOIIEHUS SI3bIKA U MBIILJICHUS.

- CooTHOIIEHHE S3bIKa U PEUH.

-  @®yHKUUU sA3BIKA.

- KynbrypHo-ucTopuueckas kiaccupuKaius sa3bIK0B.

- CrpykTypa s3bIKa.

- SI3BIK Kak cucTeMa.

- CoBpeMEHHBIE TEXHOJIOTUHU B U3YUEHUU SI3bIKA.

Paszoen 2. I100x00wb1 Kk usyueHuro A3viKa.

- YPpOBHEBBIH MOAXO K U3y4EHUIO si3bIKa. [IpemeTsl n3yueHus: oHeTHKH, TEeKCUKOIOTHH,
MOp(OJIOTHH, CHHTAKCHUCA.

- CemaHTHYecKasi CTpyKTypa CJIOBa.

- CHUHOHUMUS U AHTOHUMHUS B SI3BIKE.

- Tlonmucemus 1 OMOHUMHUS B SA3BIKE.

- TepMHHOJIOTMYECKHE CUCTEMBI.

- IloHsiTHE aKTMBHOIO U TACCUBHOI'O CJIOBApS MOJIb30BATENS A3bIKA.

- H3menenus B CJIOBAPHOM COCTAaBC SA3bIKA.



- YcrapeBuine clIoBa, HEOJOTU3MBI.

- IloHsATHE O COUETAEMOCTH CIIOB.

- IlonsiTue 06 UIMOMATUYHOCTHU B S3BIKE.

- ®pazeosornueckuii GOH SA3bIKA.

- CoBpeMeHHOE cOoCcTOsTHUE JIeKcuKkorpaduu. TUIBI clIOBapei.

- YacTu peuH U WiIeHbI NPEATIOKEHUS.

- OOuienoHATUITHOE 3HAYEHHUE YacTeil peur U GyHKIUH CIIOB B PEUH.

- TlomHo3HAUHBIE U CITYXKEOHBIE YACTH PEUH.

- CrocoOsbl c10BOOOpa30BaHus U CIIOBOM3MEHEHHS B pa3Iu4HbIX yacTsix peun. Cyddukcamus,
adukcanus, npeduxcarus. Konsepcus.

- Mopdonorndeckrne 0COOEHHOCTH Pa3HBIX YaCTEH peyu.

Paszoen 3. Cospemennoe (hyHKYUOHUPOBAHUS AZbIKOG.

- PernonanbpHOE BapbUPOBAHKE SI3BIKOB U TIOHSITHE HOPMBI.

- CoumanbHoe BapbHpOBaHUE B s3bIke. ColManbHas poJib aKIeHTA.

- OCOOEHHOCTH «PYCCKOTO aKIIEHTa» B MHOCTPAHHOM SI3BIKE.

- @oHeTHuecKoe WieHeHue peun. Y gapenue. [layzanus. MaToHanus.

- DyHKIIMOHATBLHOE PA3BUTHUE SI3BIKOB.

- OyHKIIMOHATBHO-CTIIIHCTHYCCKAs U epeHiuarus pedmn.

- OcHOBHBIC (DYHKIIMOHATBHBIC CTUJIN U UX XapaKTEPUCTHKA.

B Xxome BCTYNUTENBbHOTO WCHBITAaHUS AaOUTYPHUEHT JOJDKEH MPOJEMOHCTPHUPOBATH YMEHHS
KPUTHYECKOTO MBIIIJICHHUS, @ TAaK)KE YMEHHUS MHCbMEHHOUM peud B OpMallbHOM CTHIIEC. AHAJIUTHYECKas
pereH3usl OTpbhIBKa Hay4yHOU cTaThu/ maparpada yueOHUKa Wi MOHOTpaduu MO JUHTBUCTUKE SBISETCS
OpPUTHHAIILHBIM TEKCTOM a0UTYPHEHTAa, B KOTOPOM aBTOP IEMOHCTPUPYET ITyOOKOe TOHUMaHHe OTPHIBKA,
yMeeT KpaTKo MepelaBaTh OCHOBHYIO MBICIbH U PEJIEBAaHTHBIC JETalld COAEPIKAHMS, a TaKKe COOTHOCHT
BBIJIBUTAEMbIE TTOJIOKEHUS C JOCTI)KCHUSIMH B TUHTBUCTUYECKOM TEOPUU B IaHHOM 00JIacTH.

AOUTYpPHEHT JIOJDKEH MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATH JIEKCUYECKHE M T'paMMaTHYEeCKHE HaBBIKM Ha YpPOBHE,
JIOCTaTOYHOM IS MU3JIOKEHUSI HaydHOU MH(OpManuu B paMKax JTUHTBHUCTHUYECKON TEMATHKH, a TaKKe
JOJDKeH 00JanaTh JOCTATOYHBIM TEPMHHOJIOTHYECKAM ammapaToM B paMKax TEeMbI, OCBEIIaeMOW B
OTpPBIBKE.

AHaJIM3 TEeMBI JIOJDKEH OBITh JIOTHYECKH OPTaHW30BaH B PaAMKaX MPEJIOKEHHOW CTPYKTYPhI pEIICH3HH,

A€ B OCHOBY KaXJ0ro 36331121 3aKJIaabIBacTCs BI)IJIGJ'IGHHBII\/'I B XOJ€ aHaJiu3a acCIICKT HWJIHM TCE3HC.



PazbsicHeHne acmekrta JOJIDKHO COMMPOBOXAATHCA apryMCHTAMU U PCIICBAHTHBIMU ITPUMCPAMMU. PGLIGH3I/I$I
3aBCPUIACTCA 3aKIIIOUCHUCM Ha OCHOBC CMHTC34a BBIACJICHHBIX B XOAC aHalIn3a aCIICKTOB HpO6JIeMI>I.

HeTaJ’II/I opranu3anusa TEKCTa PEHOCH3WMHM W KPUTCPHU OLCHHUBAHUA 3K3aMCHaHI/IOHHOI71 pa6OTBI
IMPUBOJATCA HUXKE.

I11. [Ipumep 3a1aHus HA AHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKeE.

[IpounTaiiTe TEKCT U M3JIO0KUTE €r0 COJACPKAHHUE B HAYYHOM CTUJIE CBOMMM CJIOBAMH, COOIIOAas
KJIACCUYECKYIO CTPYKTYPY: BBeJeHHEe, OCHOBHAs YaCTh, 3aKJII0YEHHE.

Pedepar nomkeH comepkaTh 1Ba CMbICJIOBBIX 0JI0OKA!

1. oObeKTHBHAs/aBTOPCKast UH(OPMAITHS

- npoOiemMaTuka, 00cyxaaemasi aBTOpoM (MmpeaMeT U 00beKT UCCIICI0BaHMUS ),

_ BBIOpaHHBIA CcHOCO0 €€ OOCYXKACHUS (AHANU3, CUHME3, OUCKYCCUS, Kpumuyeckuii o030p,
pepepamuenwiii 0630p u np.) ¥ ONpPEICIICHUE METOI0B HcciIe0Banus (060bwenue, ananocus, 0eoyKyus,

quyKL;u;z; maccuqbukauuﬂ, munoJiocust, KOIUYECMBEHHbILL AHAIU3, KauecmeeHHbll AHAIU3,
cpaeHumeﬂbHo-conocmaeumeﬂbHblﬁ aHanu3 u I’lp)

2. MHTEpIpETALHUS IPOYUTAHHOTO (APTYMEHTAIUS MPeII0KeHHbIX BHIBOIOB 00513aTe/IbHA)

- TEKCT/aBTOP MOATBEPIKIACT/ONPOBEPraeT U OOHOBIISAET/paCcIIUPSCT/TOTOTHIET MPOYNTAHHOE
paHee;

- TEKCT/aBTOP BBI3BIBACT B KAKHX-TO ACIEKTaX HeAOBepHe (MOCKONbKY, Hanpumep, UsioHCeHo
npomueopeuuso /6e300KkazamenvbHo /Hem npumepos u np.) u/uim ogodpenue (npusedume apeymenmoi)
B BameM moHUMaHWY TOAHUMAEMBIX BOIIPOCOB M TEMBI B IIEJIOM.

Crpykrypa padorsi:

1. BBexnenue (ompezaeneHue kaHpa TEKCTa, CMbICIa Ha3BaHUS U O0ILIEH TEMBI).
2. OcHOBHas 4acTh (J]Ba YKa3aHHBIX BBIIIE CMBICIIOBBIX OJIOKA).
3. 3akiroueHue (MECTO U 3HaUEHHE UCCIIEeI0BAaHUS JAHHON TEMbI B COBPEMEHHOMN JIMHTBUCTHUKE).

BaxHble acnieKTHI:

v Hanumute pedepar npountanHoro tekcra B koanuectse 500 c/1oB.

v KomnupoBanue 4 ¢10B moapsii U3 UCXOJHOTO TEKCTa WM JPYTMX MCTOYHUKOB PACIIEHHWBAETCS
HEKOPPEKTHBIM LUTHUPOBAHUEM, B Cilydae OOHapy>KE€HHs 4ero paboTa OLIEHUBAECTCA TOJBKO Ha
IpeIMET SI3bIKOBOM IPaMOTHOCTH.

v XapakTepUCTHUKU HAy4dHOro CTWIA pedepara: Jorndeckas MOCIEI0BATEIbHOCTh W3JIOKEHHUS,
TEKCTOBAasi CBSA3HOCTh; CTPEMJICHHE aBTOpa K TOYHOCTH, CKAaTOCTH, OJIHO3HAYHOCTH IpHU
COXpaHEHHM HACBHIIIEHHOCTH COJEpXaHHsA, B TOM 4HCIE 3a CUET BBIOOpA JIEKCUKH U
rpaMMaTHYeCKUX CTPYKTYp (HOpMaIbHOro/aKaieMHUueCcKOro 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 BUTTRESS?2 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? 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 "I 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. Kputepun oneHuBaHus 3a1aHUS.

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

1. Camoco3HaHue

2. Putyan

3. KpeaTuBHOCTbL BOOOpaeHus

4. MeTtadopbl B MOMUTUKE N SKOHOMMKE

5. 3akntoyeHne aBTopa: No3HaHne meTadopbl Yepes MmeTadopy

TOYHOCTb U3NOXeHUA PaKTOB U TEPMUHOISIOMM

C1pykTypa paboTbl 1 genexHune Ha ab3aubl

Jlorvka nanoxeHus u nocneaoBaTenbHOCTbL BbIBOJOB

dopmanbHbIi/ akageMUYecknin CTUMb Ha NPOTSKEHUM BCero pedepaTta

TekcToBasi CBA3HOCTb

Bl RN NN

Onpe,u,eneHl/le XaHpa TeKCTa, CMbIClia Ha3BaHuUd, TeMaTukmn U JIMHIBUCTUYECKOro
Hal'lpaBﬂeHVIFI/J'IVIHFBVICTIAHGCKI/IX Hal'lpaBJ'IeHVH;I

=

OnpepneneHune npegmeTa

OnpepneneHne obbekTa 1

Onpegenexuve cnocoba obcyxaeHus 1




On peneneHmne meTogoB nccriegoBaHnA

CooTHoleHne ¢ NMPOYUTaHHbIM paHee + apryMeHThbl

OueHka pa3paboTku TeMbl B TEKCTE + apryMeHThbl

3HayeHne 1 MecTo nccnegoBaHus B cospemeHHon JIMHFBUCTUKE + apryMeHThbl

Nl N N -

A3bikoBasA TOYHOCTb

‘pammaTumka

1 owubka — 1 6ann
1 owubka nyHkmyauyuu — 0,5 6anna
1 owubka opghoepacpuu — 0,5 6arnna

12

Jlekcuka

1 owubka — 1 6ann

10

O0Lee konnyecTso bannos

50
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