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Abstract

The article is devoted to the linguistic analysis of the semantics and functioning of comparative
units in publicistic discourse. It notes that the category of comparative actively interacts with the
categories of emotional evaluation, imagery and intensity, and that as a result of comparison they
appear as units of speech in which the “Subject - Ground - Object” model is implemented. In the
corpus of comparative units, there are comparisons-associations (figurative), which serve to
metaphorize the statement, and comparisons-identities, represented by turns of subject-logical
and comparative-comparative types. In journalistic discourse, comparisons formed in a syntactic
way are the most common, lexical means of expressing comparative meaning are less commonly
used, morphological means of formalizing comparison are the least common. Among the means
of formalizing the semantics of comparison, dominated by subordinating conjunctions,
specialized in the transfer of the semantics of comparison and characterized by a comparative-
comparative (what) or modal-comparative function (as if, as if, exactly), and a non-specialized
conjunction (as). It is proved that comparative units are included in the structural organization of
both simple and complex sentences, often forming a peripheral zone. At the same time,
comparative constructions of real modality account for 61%, constructions with unions of unreal
modality - 13%, and constructions with union than - 9%. 83% of the considered examples belong
to the syntactic means of expressing comparative relations; to morphological means - 4%, of
which 1% are instrumental comparisons and 3% are prepositions expressing comparative
relations; lexical means of expressing comparative relations are represented by 13% of the
analyzed material, of which 3% are stable comparisons. The semantic sphere “Man” dominates
in the linguistic fabric of the newspaper and magazine discourse, in which the object of
comparison is a certain historical person, a person of a certain kind of activity, etc., while the
semantic sphere “Animal” is characterized by stable comparisons.
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Introduction

At present, in linguistics, the category of comparativity is studied in respect to a
scientific paradigm being dominant at the turn of the 20th — 21st centuries — the anthropological
one in which a person is accentuated as a native speaker and user of the language. Comparison,
or the category of comparativity, is one of the ways of world perception and a linguistic channel
for information acquisition. The idea of “the relations of similarity and difference, on which
the category of comparison is based, has been put forward by Ferdinand de Saussure and the
scholars of the Kazan linguistic school” (Murzina, 2010) (V. A. Bogoroditsky, N. A. Shirokova,
N. A. Andramonova, R. M. Bolgarova, etc.) (Andramonova, 1977; Galiullina et al., 2016).

An outstanding representative of the Kazan linguistic school, V. A. Bogoroditsky, was
first to disclose the semantic and syntactic nature of comparison (Bogoroditsky, 1935).
Subsequently, comparative units receive a detailed semantic-structural characteristic in the
works by famous linguist N. A. Shirokova (1963). Nevertheless, the functioning of comparative
constructions in the language is of interest of the linguists. Being far off in space, the author of
a mass-media text seeks to approach the addressee in time, in the subject of messages by means
of expressive-stylistic means, to which we attribute comparative units as one of the ways of
“revitalizing” speech.

The relevance of this article is determined, on the one hand, by the need to study the
category of comparativity as a synthesis of lexical-phraseological and morphological-syntactic
units, on the other hand, by the study of the semantic and functional features of comparative
units in journalistic discourse.

The object of the research is comparative units functioning in the texts of newspaper
and magazine discourse, and the subject is the revelation of their semantic and functional status
in the language of mass media, based on the material of the electronic publications Russky
Reporter (Russian Reporter) (hereinafter RR), Expert and Argumenty i Fakty (Arguments and
Facts) (hereinafter AiF).

The purpose of our article is a multi-aspect analysis of comparative units functioning
in the linguistic texture of publicistic discourse.

Methods

In the process of our investigation we relied on the previous experience in studying the
semantic and functional features of linguistic units in the space of publicistic and literary text
(Gimranova et al., 2019; Usmanova & Nurullina, 2016; Fatkhutdinova, 2014). The material of
the research was the linguistic units expressing the semantics of comparison, obtained by
continuous sampling from the electronic editions RR [http://rusrep.ru], Expert [http://expert.ru]
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and the newspaper AiF [http: //aif.ru] (the card index file contains more than 300 items).

The purpose and objectives of the study determined the complex of its methods. In the process
of analyzing comparative units in journalism, we used the following methods such as method of
continuous sampling; quantitative and statistical method; linguistic description involving observation
and classification of factual (linguistic) material; method of definition and component analysis.

Results and Discussion

The category of comparativity is presented as a multi-aspect concept having an
epistemological, logical and linguistic status. At the same time, it correlates with the categories
of intension, evaluativity and emotionality.

In the literature on this issue we find a number of similar theses in relation to the
treatment of comparative units.

1 Comparison-conformation as a means of metaphorizing the whole utterance or any
member of the sentence, and comparison-identity.

2 Among the subordinating conjunctions, there are both special for conveying the
semantics of comparison (cioBHo / as if, as though, like, GynTo / as if, as though, Touno
/ as though, as if, like, yem / than), and non-special (xax / as).

3 Comparative units are contained in the constructions of simple and complex sentences,
as well as in the structures of a peripheral zone. As a result, comparison appears as a
unit of speech in which the “Subject — Base — Object” model is realized.

Consider the means of formalizing the semantics of comparison, and in the first place,
the syntactic means of expressing comparative meaning.

In our material, the conjunction kak prevails, as characterized by heterogeneity of
structural and functional properties. This is a semantic conjunction that represents the relationship
of comparison of objects and phenomena: U 310 Oyner o3HauaTh, 4To (PU3MKU COPOK JET
Opoauiu, Kak eBpeu o MyCThIHE, U 3a0penu coBceM He Tyaa. [RR Ne49 (177) 12.16. 2010]

It should be noted that the comparative construction as part of a complicated structure
is a means of formalizing additional predication: Bot, xa3anocs 651, bpaitan Anamc Beck Takoit
CIIQJKUI repoii-1r000BHUK C MPUYECKOM, KaK Y KypcaHTa, U MAJIBYUILIECKUM TOJI0COM. A Belb
52 rona uenoBeky. [RR Ne25 (254), 06.28. 2012]

In newspaper and magazine texts, comparative conjunctions can act as parceled
constructions: Boo01e, ¢poTobor u npuitoskeHue st MOOMIIBHBIX yCTpoHcTB Instagram — 310
y>Ke He CpPeJICTBO, a cTWiIb. Kak cTuib MoaepH, kak npepadasnuTsl, kak TepHep, Hakonel. [RR
Ne25 (254), 06.28. 2012]

Comparative units with the links Takoit (>ke), kak and Tak xe, kak make up 12% of
comparative constructions of real modality and, as a rule, are complicated by lexical repetition
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and semantics of intension by means of intensifying particles: Brnepeaun Amsicka u camas
BbicOokasg ropa CeepHoil AMepuku — Mak-Kunian. Otanm He Takol W3HYPUTEIbHBIN, Kak
DBepecT, HO He MEeHee MHTepPEeCHbIN 1 uHTpUryromuid. [RR Ne25 (254), 06.28. 2012]

In modern publicistic discourse, the conjunction kak functions primarily as a
conjunction of real (authentic) comparison, which is confirmed by the material of our research.

Having analyzed the functioning of comparative units in the texts of the magazines RR
and Expert, note that the conjunctions of unreal modality are not so characteristic of our
material (they make up 13% of the entire card index file). The conjunctions Gyaro, kak Oynro
are the most common: O6e 3By4ar Tak Xopoio, Oyaro SunSay BOT-BOT €Ille pa3 MepeBepHET
BCIO HaIry My3bIKy... [RR Ne24 (253), 06.21. 2012]

In our opinion, a very interesting is the following example: I'pynma «Kacra» s
pycckoro pama — 49rTo I[lymkuH Juis pycckoW TOI3WMU: OHHM Jald HAIeMy XHII-XOITy
€CTECTBEHHBIN, UCKpeHHUN s3bIK. [RR Ne24 (253), 06.21. 2012], in which the comparative
conjunction 4to has a specific tinge of the colloquial style, and it is used as a stylization in the
text about the rap group.

In the modern language of mass media, along with the constructions based on the
relations of similarity and identity, there are the comparative units with the meaning of
difference, formalized by the conjunction yem which necessarily contain comparatives and
often lexemes with intensifying semantics (ropazno / much, far, kyna 6onee/ far ): B utore yxe
K KOHITY JIEBSITHA IIIATOTO BeKa 3Ta TEPPUTOPHS ObliIa ropasio 6oJiee pyccKoii, 4eM ocTanbHas
JlatBusi, 1 3TO UyBCTBYeTCs 10 cux mop. [RR Ne24 (253), 06.21.2012]

Secondly, in the Russian language, the prepositions with comparative meaning and the
instrumental comparisons act as morphological means of formalizing comparative meaning.

In publicistic discourse the comparative units in which comparison is expressed by
means of prepositions are few, and the core is formed by the comparative prepositions Bpoze,
Harnono6ue, nogooHo (like): Pexxuccepbl 00€CKpOBIMBAIOT €r0, MOA00HO TAaKCUIECPMUCTAM, U
9Ta «CTpaTerusi CKyKm» yke mpeBpatuiack B mrami. [RR Ne26(255), 07.12. 2012] Russian
prepositions Bpoje, Hamogobue, mogodHo express exclusively the semantics of comparison
(namely, the comparison of one of the phenomena of reality with another), perform a
grammatical function, participating in the organization of the sentence. Within a complicated
sentence, the prepositions Bpoxe, HamomoOue, mogoOHo have a functional similarity to the
conjunctions, although there is a certain grammatical difference between them since
prepositions govern case forms.

In newspaper and magazine discourse, comparative units with the instrumental case of
comparison have a restricted character and are mainly represented by set expressions. The
instrumental case of comparison is used for verbs with a certain lexical meaning: movement in
space and time, human speech activity and thinking, at the same time performing the function
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of relativity: Kak TOJIbKO OH yCIIBIIIa 3Ty HOBOCTb, Cpasy e CTPeJoii moJeres B OOJbHHUILY.
[RR Ne 18(247), 05.10. 2012]

And, finally, consider the lexical means of formalizing comparative meaning, which
are represented by the verbal (HarromMmuHaTh, TOXOAWTH HATOMKHAS, HATOMUHAIONTXH / to remind
of, to look like, to resemble, be reminiscent of) and adjective vocabulary (moxoxwii, momoOHbIH
/ resembling, similar to).

In newspaper and magazine texts, the verb Hamomuuate and its forms HamomuHasi,
HarmoMHHaroLM are very regularly used. At the same time, there are cases of comparison based
not on the similarity but on the difference between the object and the subject of comparison:
Camika B 3Ty MUHYTY Ka3aJICsl OUY€Hb ITOJIaBJICHHBIM, HATIOMHHAsI OOJIbIIE BU/IBI BUIABIICTO
crapuka, 4yem Ooxporo ronomry. [RR Nel6 (245), 04.26. 2012] “Within the framework of
phrases, these words are often approached by representations that appear as connected not by
relations of objective similarity noted by the speaker but by relations of subjective, relatively
arbitrary approach” (Cheremisina, 1976).

The Russian adjectives moxoxwuii and mogoOueIii belong to the class of significant
words, the denotation of which already contains an indication of comparing. If the adjective
MOXOXHii means ‘resembling someone or something’, and the constructions with it express,
first of all, an external similarity perceived by sight, then the lexical meaning of the adjective
nonoOueIii is defined as ‘containing, constituting a similarity to someone, something.’
Depending on the position, these adjectives in a short form (moxox, mogo6en) always appear
in a predicative function, and in a full form — both in a predicative function and in an attributive
one: B atom cMmeicie 1aBnoBo moxosxke Ha BennkoOpuranuto ¢ ee KynbTom xo00u [RR, Nel5
(244), 04.19. 2012]

The analysis of the representation of comparative units in publicistic discourse allowed
for the identification of 6 semantic spheres: “Man”, “Animal”, “Place”, “Plants”, “Substance”
and “Parts of the Body™.

In the texts of newspaper and magazine discourse, the semantic sphere “Man” prevails,
attaching figurativeness, and in most cases the object of comparison is a well-known person
(writers, iconic literary characters, representatives of government and show business, etc.):
AHTOH CTIOKO€H U ynbpi0unB, kak Bynaa. [RR Nel5 (244), 04.19. 2012] Asanas FOpa cknagsiBaet
PYKH Ha rpyau, kak Jlennn B maB3onee. [«PP» Ne25 (254), 06.28. 2012]

In addition, in the media texts there are comparisons according to occupation, age,
nationality and gender (yuuTenbHUIAa, MaJBUMIIKA, SKyT, JAeBymka u Jp.): Kpacora
raTYMHCKOTO MapKa He OpocaeTcs B Ila3a, a IPOHHUKAET B JIyNIy IMOCTENIEHHO, KaK JeBYLIKa,
KOTOPOM CMOTPHIIIH BCJIEN U Bpojie Hu4ero B Helt HeT. [RR Ne38 (267), 09.27. 2012]

In publicistic discourse, the basis for comparison with animals is their appearance and
actions, and the most frequent are the comparative constructions, including set expressions
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[10]: IIpo XKan-Mapu Jle Ilena MOxHO Ja)ke HE TOBOPUTH — HE mepBbIil roa [lupak u nuaep
HarnmonansHoro (gpoHTa yXHBarOTCS Ha (PpaHIly3CKOW MOJUTUYCCKON apeHe, KaK KOIIKA ¢
cobaxoii. [Expert, 03.21. 2007] ’KeHIMHBI, CJIOBHO MOTBLIBLKH, IIO-MIPEKHEMY CIIETAIOTCS Ha
sipkue pekinamabie 00bsBieHus. [AiF, 04.10. 2014]

The semantic sphere “Place” stands third in our material, while the comparison is also
based on phraseological or precedent texts: OcoOeHHO MHE ITOHpaBUIICS XUM(]aK — OH U3HYTPHU
nmoxox Ha XorBaprc <...> Ha KoHpepeHIHIX 4aCcTO 3HAKOMHIILCS C HHTEPECHBIMA YMHBIMA
pebstamu. [RR 02.26. 2013]

In comparative constructions with the semantic spheres “Plants”, “Substance” and
“Parts of the Body”, the comparison is based on the properties of the comparison object,
including very often in set units: B Kurae nTunmayT K MOTeHIMAIBHBIM KIHEHTaM KaK OaHHBIA
JIMCT — HarIoCTH UM He 3aHuMarth. [AiF 10.21. 2015] A cBexenocTpoeHHbIe OM3HEeC-0(PHCHI B
HeOOckpEOax Oe3NMoAHbI, HOBBIE OTEIH MOJYMYCThl, HO Y MOpPS CJAOBHO I'PUOBI pacTyT
roctuHUIBL [AiF 03.16. 2016] Eciu mokomnaThCs B TOCIIPOrpaMMax, MOKHO YBUACTh, CKOIBKO
MUJUIAAPIOB COYUTCSI, CJIOBHO MECOK, CKBO3b TOCYAaPCTBEHHbBIE MAJIbI[bl U IPUIIUIIAET K pyKam
HedecTHbIX YUHOBHHUKOB. [AiF 03.04. 2015] UndpacTtpykTypa Ans ropoaa — Kak BO3AYX s
yesioBeka. [ Expert, 02.08.2015]

Summary

So, having considered the semantic and functional status of comparative units in mass
media discourse, we note that the category of comparativity actively interacts with the
categories of emotional evaluation, imagery and intension. As a result, the comparison appears
as the units of speech in which the “Subject — Base — Object” model is realized.

Comparative units comprehend, first, comparison-conformation (figurative) serving as
the units of metaphorizing utterances, and comparison-identity represented by non-figurative
comparisons, subject-logical constructions and contrastive-comparative expressions.

Second, among the subordinating conjunctions dominant are the conjunctions for
conveying the semantics of comparison and characterized by a contrastive-comparative (uem)
or modal-comparative function (cmoBHo, 6yATO0, TouHO), and a general conjunction (kax).

Third, comparative units are included in the structural organization of both simple and
complex sentences, often forming a peripheral zone.

In our study, comparative constructions of real modality make up 61% (183),
comparisons with conjunctions of unreal modality — 13% (39), and 9% of constructions is
referred to comparative constructions with the conjunction gem (27). So, 83% of the examples
considered belong to the syntactic means of expressing comparative relations.

In publicistic discourse, based on the material of the electronic publications Russian
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Reporter, Expert and Arguments and Facts, the most common are comparisons formed
syntactically, less common are lexical means of expressing comparative meaning,
morphological means of formalizing comparison are the least common.

In publicistic discourse, dominant is the semantic sphere “Man” in which a certain
historical person, a literary character or a person of a certain kind of activity, etc. are the object
of comparison, and the semantic sphere “Animal” is distinguished by set comparisons.

Conclusions

A person obtains most of the information about the world through linguistic channel, so a
person lives more in the world of concepts created by them for intellectual, spiritual, social needs
than in the world of objects and things. A huge portion of information comes to them through the
word and personal success in society depends on their being eloquent in speaking or writing. One
of such channels of information and ways of perceiving the world is the category of comparativity.
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