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The article is devoted to the investigation of the nature of comicality as an aesthetic-linguistic
phenomenon. Different theoretical ideas concerning the understanding of the aesthetic category of
comicality in the historical spectrum are analyzed with the aim of its linguistic interpretation for the
further investigation of the concept of «humorous discoursey. The paper deals with the main motives
that penetrate all known theories of laughter and are related to the essence of the comicality. In
particular, the scientific investigations of Y. Borev, B. Dzemidok, T. Lyubimova, V. Propp, A. Sichov,
A. Shcherbyna and other researchers have been analyzed in order to determine the criteria for
delimiting the concepts of «comicality» and «fun» as functional categories of humorous discourse.
The comicality is considered to be a deviation from the norm, which is interpreted as a generally
accepted one, an obligatory order, inherent in public, social, and moral rules. Such an understanding
of the phenomenon of comicality is extrapolated to humorous discourse, which is formed by
mechanisms that are expressed in expressiveness, intensification of speech, and are generated by
linguistic means, which are often put into a humorous text with violations of generally accepted
linguistic standards.
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Anthropocentric  cognitive-discursive paradigm causes reorientation of modern
linguistic research, which now are directed to a man. The new requirements provide for the
study of language not only from the point of view of its structuring, but also in the context
of real communication. Such conceptual doctrine suggests that discourse be explored as the
manifestation of specific human features and the peculiarities of human impact on the
communicative process. In this perspective, a person as a subject of speech is capable of
forming texts and discourses of a different functional direction and stylistic affiliation.

Humorous discourse, like any other type, is conditioned by a communicative situation
and is based on a specially organized linguistic structure. The conceptual basis of such a
discourse is humor, which is defined as "a kind of comicality, a reflection of comicality in
life's phenomena and human characters™ [1, p. 176].

The purpose of the article is to study the immanent nature of the comicality for further
linguistic research, in particular, to determine the mechanisms expressivation of speech in
texts of humorous character.

Achievement of the set goal involves the solution of a number of tasks:

- to understand the accumulated experience in the science of the essence of comicality
through the analysis of known conceptions;

- to find out the quintessence of the investigated phenomenon as an aesthetic-linguistic
category, which defines humorous discourse;

- to determine the correspondence between the concepts "comic" and "funny" to reveal
the intrinsic nature of humorous discourse.

The object of our study is comic as an aesthetic phenomenon and its nature. The subject
of study is the criteria and motives of the classification of comicality, which underlie its
defining and will allow to further consider the comicality as a conceptual basis of humorous
discourse.

In the history of scientific thought, there are numerous attempts to explore the essence
and some aspects of comicality. This category has long been in sight of philosophers,
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psychologists, literary critics and linguists. Scientific studies that are unprecedented in scale
make it possible to generalize the picture of comicality in human culture and form it in a
separate aspect of humanitarian knowledge, which unites all branches of science that touch
upon the nature of this phenomenon.

The urgency of the work is to find out the essence of comicality, the nature of its
creation, not only as a form of manifestation of moral stereotypes, but primarily as a lingua-
philosophical basis of humorous discourse, that is, in the language experience.

"Comic may be opposed to anything, and obviously this explains a large number of
theories and interpretations associated with it" [2, p.3]. Comic theories have repeatedly
been subjected to attempts to general systematization not only in aesthetics, but also in
medicine and the humanities. It is known that in the 70's of the twentieth century a well-
known American journalist Norman Cazins has organized a department at the University of
Los Angeles to study problems of laughter and treatment patients with it. Thus, a new
science was created that studies the effect on the human body of laughter — gelotology
(from the Greek "Gelos" — laughter). And its founder, Norman Kazins, went down in
history as "a man who succeeded in making death laugh" [3].

The scientific comprehension of comicality originates from the time of Aristotle. The
notion of comic appeared from its opposition to the notion of "laughter”. Laughter as a
physiological reaction, a manifestation of the joy of a healthy person — "laughter of the
body" — opposes the laughter that arises in the process of knowledge — "laughter of reason™.
This second laughter reveals the duality of the object and opens in the high — the low, in the
beautiful — the ugly, in the good — the evil, in the perfect — the imperfect, in the serious —
the non-serious, game. According to his theory, "the funny — it's a kind of flaw or obscenity
that does not cause anyone pain or harm" [4, p. 53].

As an aesthetic category, comicality was considered not only by Aristotle, in ancient
times comicality became the subject of the study by such philosophers as Plato, Cicero.
Later comicality was mentioned in the theories of laughter put forward by Kant, Hegel,
Schopenhauer and other representatives of the Western European aesthetic school. The
works of Y. Borev, N. Hartman, B. Dzemidok, B. Minchyn, V. Propp and other modern
researchers were devoded to studing of this phenomenon. There are many theories of
comicality, but, as was noted by V. Propp, "a brief review of existing theories of comicality
gives not soothing picture” [5, p.5] because of the lack of common views on the
interpretation of such concepts as comicality and the funny.

Almost all philosophers believe that the basis of laughter is the presence of a funny
object and the subject who laughs. Therefore, the explanation of comicality and laughter is
either in the qualities of the object, or in the characteristics of the reaction of the subject. On
this basis, for example, T. Lyubimova distinguishes between two types of theories of
comic. Theories of the first type include those based on the characteristics of the funny, of
what is laughed at, namely: the theory of contrast, discrepancy, contradiction, when the low
subject claims to be lofted; the theory of ugly, but harmless, obscene, that which is secretly
interested; error theory, falsehood, etc. The second type of the theories includes theories
based on the feeling that a person experienced when come across comicality, that is, what
kind of feeling is hidden behind the reaction of laughter to a particular situation. These
theories tend to be based on the feeling of superiority, or the idea that "laughter is a
synthesis of joy and anger, or that it helps to defuse tention, also the theories of
unexpectedness (“unjustified expectation™), of novelty, of defensive reaction, of comicality
as "exalted wrong side out" (Jean Paul), the dissipation of illusion, excessivness of psychic
energy, the meeting of the soul with "nothing" (I. Kant)..." [2, c.6].

Analyzing the concept of comic, M. Riumina explores three main motives that penetrate
all known theories of laughter and are related to the essence of comicality. These motives
include the motive of contradiction (contrast, meaninglessness, the transition to the
opposite, etc.), the motive of the game and the motive of visibility (dissembling, lie,
illusion, virtuality, etc.). Moreover, the motives of the contradiction and the game intersect
in the concepts of romantics A. Bergson, K. Groos, Jean Paul and others. In the opinion of
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M. Riumina, the motive of visibility is decisive in clarifying the essence of comicality [6,
p.74].

On the contrary, A. Sychov tends to think: "The more phenomena, situations and events
involved in the sphere of reflection caused of laughter, the more complex the nature of the
funny prove to be, and the more questions remain unanswered ..."

B. Croche also notes that "all determinations of comicality are in turn comical and
useful only because they evoke feelings they are trying to analyze. A. Zeising called all the
literature about comicality "comedy of errors” in the definitions. N. Hartman said that
comicality — the most difficult problem of aesthetics. Indeed, laughter is like mercury.
Laughter easily escapes from the hands of the theorist. There is complexity in this, but not
hopelessness of the study of the nature of comicality” [8, p.3].

Agreeing with the leading scienticts in understanding this difficult problem, it is
worthwhile, in our opinion, to continue the review of scientific thought in order to make
certain conclusions about the essence of comicality.

The same A. Sychov, despite the nihilism of relatively theorizing with respect to
comicality, offers two variants of consideration of the conceptions of comicality: in the first
definition of laughter, proposed by the millennium history of the existence of the theory of
comic, are united on the basis of some common features; in the second variant, the refusal
from structuring, from clear definitions and claims for the completion of the solution of the
problem (“the structure is replaced by a structureless structure™) is foreseen — the study of
laughter becomes a collection of different essays, united by a common theme [7, p.4].

The advantage of the second option, according to the researcher, is the freedom of the
philosopher, which is not limited to strict theories of theories, but has the ability to unbiased
comicality and the laughter. However, this does not allow unambiguously describe a funny
thing that will be inappropriate for a general theory of comicality. A. Sychov tries, in
determining the essence of comicality and the laughter, to avoid confusion in the global
concepts of the irrational labyrinth of laughter” [7, p.4]. The scholar believes that laughter
should cover the general philosophical sphere of research on the existence of man and
society in which the scope of the humanities loses its specificity and mix.

Tracing the ancient stage of comic research, Western European tradition and modern
understanding of laughter, A. Sychov considers comicality as a universal phenomenon,
while trying to determine the place of laughter in the social structure of society, focusing on
the consideration of the ethnic, demographic, professional, national and philosophical
humor (the latter, according to the author, is the most specific and extremely important for
understanding the philosophy of humor).

On the background of general interpretations of the essence of comicality as a
phenomenon that exists, but is difficult to define, the classification, proposed by Polish
Scientist B. Dzemidok helps understand comicality.

In the book "On Comicality " he distinguishes six theories of comic (based on two
factors: the historical moment of their origin and degree of proximity): 1) the theory of
negative quality (the theory of the superiority of the subject of comicality experiencing over
the object — Aristotle, T. Hobbes); 2) the theory of degradation (O. Bain); 3) the theory of
contrast (I. Kant, G. Spencer); 4) theory of contradiction (G. Hegel, M. Chernyshevsky,
A. Schopenhauer); 5) the theory of deviation from the norm (K. Groos); 6) the theory of
mixed type, or the theory of intersecting motives (A. Bergson, S. Freud).

In addition, B. Dzemidok divides the theories of comicality, depending on the
significance of the role of subject or object for them. All conceptions are divided into three
groups: objectivist (the focus is on the objective qualities of a comic object); subjectivist
(comicality is defined as the result of subjective abilities of the individual); relationalist
(comicality is regarded as the result of the relationship between the objective qualities of
the object and the subjective abilities of the individual) [9, p.11].

B. Dzemydok emphasizes that for many theories are characterized by the presence of
not only one but several motives. His conception highlights the following motives: the
motive of negative quality, advantages, degradation, contrast, contradiction, deviation from
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the norm, as well as the motive of unjustified expectations, visibility, unexpectedness, etc.
Aristotle still in ancient times used in his theory of comic motives of negative quality,
degradation, deviation from the norm (ugliness, error). By analogy it is possible to allocate
other motives, for example: the motive of originality, automatism, the discharge of energy,
the influence of subconscious ideas.

The proposed approach by B. Dzemidok makes it easy to compare different conceptions
without losing their uniqueness, and can also be productive for building a new, more
complete theory. He was the first who argued that the explanation of the essence of
comicality is based on various motifs that can be combined.

The principles of constructing the theory of comicality of B. Dziemidok of course
deserve attention. However, as was noted in the epilogue to the book of A. Zys, objections
raise some of the provisions. For example, "it's difficult to draw an exact line between the
theory of negative feature and the theory of degradation, between the theory of contrast and
the theory of contradiction although they certainly are not identical. But according to their
radical philosophical and aesthetic essence, these groups of theories have common
foundations" [10, p.203].

As B. Dzemidok notes, the presence of various forms of comicality created difficulties
for researchers when making attempt to "give such a definition, which would cover all
forms of a funny, at the same time excluding all the phenomena alien to comicality " [9,
c. 55]. The researcher divides the notion of comicalness into simple (elementary) and
complex (socially saturated) and concludes that all comic phenomena meet two conditions:
any phenomena can be considered a deviation from the norm and "nothing of them
threatens the individual security of the subject, does not cause fear" [9, ¢.56].

All listed theories of comicality have a rational grain. However, no single researcher
proposed a single approach to the definition of comicality.

Y. Borev calls comicality "the beautiful sister of a funny". He claims that "the
comicality is funny, but not all that funny is comic. Laughter is always a personal reaction
and not always social” [8, p.10]. The scientist regards the classification of the leading
theoretical ideas about the nature of laughter of B. Dzemidok incomplete. The
determination of the nature of the comicality, and especially the attempt to classify the
theoretical concepts of comicality in the history of aesthetic thought, is not an easy task. In
this sense, one can not but agree with A. Zys's idea that "the classification system proposed
in any study must be somewhat open and leave room for new approaches and appropriate
adjustments" [10, p.203].

Analyzing various conceptions of comicality, we agree with many outstanding
researchers (in particular, B. Dzemidok, T. Lyubimova, A. Sychov, etc.) at least in the fact
that the ancient period of research laid the foundation for theoretical understanding of the
laughter. But most of the philosophical postulates of the time in the future no scientist
rationally refreshes, but only deepened and redefined.

In the classical (antique) period, two opposing systems of views on the funny were
born. The first is presented by Aristophanes, Lucian, Democritus, and explains laughter as a
holistic outlook that complements the serious perception of the world. Comicality, in their
view, reveals the imperfection of the world and is called to change it. The second system of
views is presented by Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero, who see the essence of the comism in a
"painless mistake" and limit it to just a sphere of entertainment and recreation ("Funny is a
certain mistake and ugliness, but painless and such that it does not hurt anyone" [11,
p.650]). That is, all philosophers of the antique period consider laughter as a social and
critical fact, but they beware its destructive function [7, p.23].

The next stage in the study of the nature of comicality is associated with Western
European tradition, whose representatives have developed and supplemented their
influential predecessors. Neither the Middle Ages, nor the Renaissance have brought in the
science the new and original theories of laughter. And only since the seventeenth century,
laughter again became the object of research, as evidenced primarily by the emergence of a
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subjective theory of comicality in the German classical philosophy (G. Hegel, I. Kant), and
later in the irrational philosophy of A. Bergson, F. Nietzsche, S. Freud, A. Schopenhauer.

So I. Kant (1724 — 1804) considered the notion of laughter as "the effect of the
unexpected transformation of intense expectation into nothing” [12, p. 352], that is laughter
is the result of the destruction of illusions.

Jean Paul (1763-1823) argued that the irony and humor belong to the sphere of the
funny. Thus, irony is an expression of objective contrast that conceals subjectivity in it;
humor, in turn, relies on a subjective contrast. So it will be humorous that demonstrates the
comicity of the situation in terms of knowledge of a person. A satire appears when the
transition from the realm of reason to the sphere of morality took place [7, p.30].

G. Hegel (1770 —1831) believed that laughter cleansed society from outdated ideas,
which try to endow itself a sign of majesty. He argues that only isolated moments of history
are marked by masterpieces of comic art, and each epoch corresponds to its dominant type
of comicality [2, p.17].

The theory of laughter by A. Schopenhauer (1788 — 1860) has an epistemological
character, since laughter is generated either by a lie, or by illusion, or by the mistake of
perception. According to A. Schopenhauer, a man who laughs sincerely learns the world
and, overcoming his own and other's illusions and dullness, is raised both intellectually and
morally.

According to A. Bergson (1859 — 1941), "the sphere of comicality is not just all that
belong to human, but everything to what people can give a meaning, and then put
themselves in a gambling relation to this meaning. Comicality is a game with meaning.
Everything that may be comprehended may also be made great play with, accordingly,
potentially be ridiculed, if the prohibition and norms regulating our reactions and emotions
are not involved in the case" [2, p.24]. That is, there is no the funny out of the human, and
the person who laughs must be indifferent to the object of laughter, that is to feel “short-
term anesthesia of the heart”, because the feelings of regret, sympathy, and fear destroy the
laughter.

S. Freud (1856 — 1939) considers the function of a laugh as the main function of
discharge and explains comicality (wit, etc.) through the mechanism of displacement and
the saving of psychic energy. Humor and comicality correlate through such a postulate:
"A witty joke is created, comicality is found" [13, p.183].

Arthur Keestler (1905 — 1983), a well-known English writer, publicist, philosopher,
argued that humor, as well as creativity, is based on the process of bissociation (the
formation of an original connection between the various elements of two situations
("associative contexts"), which forms a new value), that is, on the combination of two
different matrices. A sense of humor, for Keestler, reflects the ability of a person to notice
points of contact of heterogeneous concepts and combine them into a single whole. That is,
the creative function is dominant for humor [14].

Thus, an important moment in the development of the theory of comic of this period
was the search for sources of comic in subjective experiences and in human mind, in the
sphere of interaction between the subject and the object of comicality, in the development
of Aristotle's idea of the presence of contradiction in comicality [4]. This may be a
contradiction between the concept and reality (A. Schopenhauer), the purpose and means
(Z. Freud), the living and mechanical (A. Bergson), the logical and alogical (I. Kant),
greatness and nicety (Jean Paul, G. Spencer), their own advantages and other people's
weaknesses (T. Hobbes) and others. It is this concept that formed the basis of the theory of
deviation from the norm by B. Dzemidok (discussed above).

As A. Sychev noted, emphasizing the achievements of the Western European theory of
laughter, representatives of the German philosophical school carried out an important work
to define the conditions necessary for nascence of laughter, namely: the need to feel the
superiority of the subject over the object of laughter; the presence of unexpectedness in
comicality, the ability to laugh only over a man and the human [7, p. 42].
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Fundamental study of the theory of comicality is associated with the name of
V. Belinsky (XIX century). The next stage of its development is presented in the
humanities of the twentieth century in works by M. Bakhtin, Y. Borev, B. Dzemidok,
L. Karasov, T. Lyubimova, V. Propp, T. Ryumin, O. Fortov and others. Among the main
provisions of the modern theory of laughter, one can distinguish the following:
1) comicality appears in the moral sphere (V. Belinsky, L. Karasov, V. Propp); 2) laughter
is a social phenomenon (A. Dmitriev, O. Lunacharsky); 3) when determining comicality
one must take into account historical experience (T. Ryumin).

Almost all modern theories of comicality sum up the previous with respect to the
essence of the concept of "laughter”, his understanding, the classification of existing the
theories of comicality, the definition of its types and genres, etc.

The analysis of the concepts of comicality convinces that one of the criteria for
clarifying the essence of the notion of comicality is to establish its conformity and to
determine the difference with the concept of the funny. Some researchers consider the
aesthetic category of comicality inseparably from the notion of the laughter (for example,
V. Propp). However, some scholars (in particular, T. Lyubimova) believe that these two
concepts do not coincide in certain circumstances. The researcher stresses that there is not
the funny without comicality, whether it is the strong emotion, when die of laughter, which
excludes all other manifestations of feelings, or merriment, which barely emerges and
manifests itself simply in an imaginary assessment...” [2, p. 7]. However, not all the funny
can be comic. "Comicality in general can be called aesthetically organized the funny, and
the funny then will be implemented in a specific situation comicality (that is, what in the
culture are fixed as hidden rules and prohibitions on such the game relationships, in
principle, can causes laughter, is comicality, and the realization of such the game
relationship is the funny)" [2, p. 7].

Different kinds of comicality may cause different laughter. And the object of laughter,
as it seems to us, is the various spheres of human life - mental, physical, moral, and
spiritual.

As V. Propp notes, today there are no attempts in science to classify all possible types
of laughter. He believes that exactly the ridiculous laughter is closely and stably associated
with the notion of comicality [5, p.16].

T. Lyubimova, who at first glance does not share the position of V. Propp concerning
the equivalence of the concepts of comicality and the funny, tends to the same opinion, but
argues that all the theories of comicality and the funny represent not different concepts of
laughter, but the concept of different kinds of laughter and different kind of comicality " [2,
p.25].

Given that laughter arises in the presence of two substances such as a funny object and a
person who laughs, and that comicality is always directly or indirectly related to a person, it
is necessary to determine the types of laughter that are tangent to the comicality. As noted
in his book Soviet Cinema Comedy by R. Hureniev, "laughter can be joyful and sad, kind
and angry, intelligent and stupid, proud and sincere, lenient and flattering, contemptuous
and frightened, offensive and promising, brazen and timid, friendly and hostile, ironic and
hearty, sarcastic and naive, affectionate and rude, meaningful and wanton, victorious
(triumphant) and making excuses, shameless and disturbing. You can even increase this
list: funny, tedious, nervous, hysterical, mocking, physiological, animal. There may be
embarrassing laughter!" [15, p.8].

V. Propp identifies six kinds of laughter: good, evil (cynical), cheerful, ritual, riotous,
ridiculous, both as aesthetic and non-aesthetic category. The researcher believes that most
often in art and in life there is a ridiculous laugh, which is always associated with
comicality. And since constant, continuous laughter is not possible, exactly the ridiculous
laugh, which is like an instant flash, is a reaction to the sudden revealing of the
shortcomings of a comic object [5, p.141-142].

According to A. Shcherbina, "the laughter has a huge range in its tone and emotional
strain, from a soft, good-natured, benevolent, gentle smile to an evil and horrible irony, an
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angry sarcasm. There is another scale of shapes and shades of laughter: it can be fun...
cheerful, and maybe bitter, gloomy, joyless... In its semantic orientation and saturation, the
laughter can be meaningful, associated with accurate observation, interesting and sly
thought, and maybe empty, objectless, showing one's ivories" [16, p.19].

Most researchers under the notion of comicality means those types of laughter, which
could be described with aesthetic categories. Y. Borev concludes that the funny is wider
than comicality. Unlike Y. Borev, V. Propp, in contrast, does not fundamentally distinguish
between funny and comic and uses these terms as synonyms. With this it is difficult to
agree, since comicality, going beyond the limits of the funny, includes phenomena that
correspond to the structure of comicality, but do not cause a laugh reaction (for example, a
sharp blatant satire). Simultaneously the funny, going beyond comicality line, includes
laughter as a physiological phenomenon (for example, hysterical laughter).

So, as T. Lyubimova noticed, the laughter "is not a self-sufficient value of comicality, it
is only its means or material. And as any means, it should not be excessive; in the ideal
case, it simply has to meet the goal" [2, p.7].

Philosophy and linguistics consider methods and means of creation of a comic.
Receptions have wide possibilities of formation and perfection: they are most often
connected with the plot of the work, characteristics of images and phenomena, can be
generated by actions of characters, have situational nature, comicism can be created with
the clothes of the heroes and with the details of the ordinary objects, etc. These methods are
formed through comic means — directly through language means.

The notion of comicality is the basis of a humorous text, which is based not so much on
language models and norms of language usage, but on the contrary it is based on the basis
of a deviation from the linguistic standards in order to cause a reaction from the reader or
listener, so it is interactive. So comicality is the determining factor in the creation of
humorous discourse.

An overview of the scientific achievements associated with the concept of comicality,
makes it possible to draw certain conclusions.

1. It should be distinguished the notions of comicality and the funny, where comicality
is an aesthetic category, and the laughter may be a laughter of the body and the laughter of
reason, that is, lies in the plane of human manifestations.

2. In the presence of clearly formulated theories of comicality, in our opinion, one
should focus on those which 1) are based on a combination of different motives and the
definition of the role of the subject and object in the creation of comicality; 2) which
distinguish ridiculous laughter, which arises as the result of identifying certain
disadvantages in human life; 3) which are based on the assertion that there is something in
the world around us that contradicts our notion of norm; 4) which put a game with meaning
in the basis of comicality.

3. Laughter as a means of comicality should be adequate to the task that leads to the
creation of a comic situation.

4. Having analyzed various conceptual approaches to the understanding of the category
of comicality, we believe that in order to clarify the concept of the humorous discourse one
should consider comicality as a deviation from the norm, which is a normal, legal, generally
accepted, mandatory order, and which may apply to any social, ethical, etiquette, moral
rules.

5. The category of comicality is the conceptual basis of humorous discourse, which is
also based on a deviation from the standards in order to cause a certain effect.
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Ipoananizosarno pisni meopemuuni ioei w000 POIVMIHHS eCmemuuHoi Kame2opii KOMIYHO20 8 ICMOPUYHOMY
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inmencupixayii’ GUCI061I08AHHS | NOPOOANCEHI MOGHUMU 3ACOOAMU, BICUMUMU 8 2YMOPUCTNUYHOMY MEKCMI Yacmo
3 NOPYWEHHAMU 3A2ANbHONPUUHAINUX NTHZBICIMUYHUX CINAHOAPMIE.

Kntouosi cnosa: 2ymopucmuynuil OUCKypc, eKcnpecis, KOMiuHe, IIHeGICIMUYHA HOPMA, CMIWHe, Meopisl CMIX).

TEOPUU KOMHUYECKOI'O: ONPEJEJIEHUE CYIIIHOCTHU ABJIEHUA OJI51
MUCCIIEAOBAHUA IOMOPUCTUYECKOI'O JUCKYPCA
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C. B. Boponaii, kano. ¢unon. Hayx, 0oyeHm

Cymckutl 20cyoapcmeentblil yHugepcumen,

yia. Pumckoeo-Kopcaxosa, 2, 2. Cymut, 40007, Yrpauna
E-mail: prokopenko3377@gmail.com

Cmambvs  noceswena uzydenuio npupoobl KOMUYECKO20 KAK ICMEMUKO-IUHSBUCUYECKO20 —AGeHUL.
Tlpoananuzuposansl pasziuunsie meopemuyeckue uoeu, KAcarowjuecs NOHUMAHUA ICMEMUYecKoul Kamezopuu
KOMUYECKO20 6 UCHOPUYECKOM CHeKmpe, ¢ Yelblo e20 JUHZEUCMUYECKOl UHMepnpemayuy npu nocieoyiouem
U3YYEeHUU NOHAMUA «IOMOPUCIUYeCKUll OUCKypc». B pabome paccmompenbl 0CHOSHble MOMUGHL, KOMOpble
NPOHUBLIBAIOM 6Ce U3BECHIHble MEeOPUl CMeXa U UMeroN OMHOUeEHUe K CYWHOCMU KoMuyeckozo. B uwacmuocmu
npoananuzuposansl Hayyuele mpyowl FO. bopesa, bB./[3emuooka, T.Jlob6umosou, B. IIponna, A. Cwiuosa,
A. Hepbounvr  u  Opyeux ucciedoeameneii 3 yeablo OnpeoeleHus Kpumepueg pazepaHuyeHus NOHAMULL
«KOMUYecKoe» U «CMewHoey Kak (DYHKYUOHANbHLIX Kame2opuil jomMopucmuyeckozo ouckypca. Komuueckoe
onpeoeneHo KaK omcmynieHue Om HOpMbl, KOMOPYIO UHMEPRPEmupoO6aHo Kak oOuenpuHsamylil, 00s3amenbHblll
nopA0oK, Npucywull 00WeCMBEeHHbIM, COYUANLHLIM, MODATbHbIM npaguiam. Takoe nowumanue sAeneHuUs
KOMUYECKO20 IKCMPANOAUPYemcs Ha  IOMOPUCUYECKUI  OUCKYDC, podicoaemblil  61az00aps  Mexanuzmam
IKCnpeccususayuy, UHMEeHCUPUKAYUU  BbICKA3LIBAHUS, KOMOpble —CO30AIOMCs  A3bIKOBLIMU  CPeOCmBam,
YhompeonaeMuiMy 6 IOMOPUCIIUYECKOM MeKCme 3a4acmylo ¢ HapyuleHuem OOWenpuHambix IUHSEUCTUYECKUX
cmandapmos.

Knwuegvie cnosa: romuueckoe, JUHBUCMUYECKAS HOPMA, CMEWHOe, MeOpUusi CMexd, 3IKCHPeccus,
1oMopucmuyeckuil OUCKypc.
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