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conclusion that nowadays the terms “expressive” means and “stylistic techniques” are
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JAESAKI ACIIEKTU BUBHAYEHHSA BUPAZHUX TA CTUJIICTUYHUX
3ACOBIB

AHoTauis: Jlane g0ociiKeHHs ABIIsL€ cOO00 CpoOy METalIbHO BUBUUTH JIESKI

aCIeKTH BU3HAYEHHS BHUPA3HUX 3ac00IB Ta CTUJIICTUYHUX TEeXHIK. B xoxal aHamizy



aBTOpHU PO3IIIAIAIOTh POOOTH BUAATHUX HAYKOBIIB B 00JacTi JTEpaTypO3HABCTBA 1
JOXOJATh BHUCHOBKY, IO CHOTOJIHI TEPMIHU «BHUpPa3HI 3acO0M» Ta «CTHJIICTUYHI
TEeXHIKW» HE € OJTHOPITHUMH.

KurouoBi cjioBa: BupasHi 3aco0M, CTHTICTHYHI TEXHIKWA, CHHTETHYHUN TIAXI],

JITEpATypHI TPOIH, JIIHTBICTUYHI HOPMH.

Today, in the stylistics of interpreting the terms “expressive means” and
“stylistic techniques™ are not homogeneous

Currently, the situation is that there are three opposing approaches that have
emerged to define the terms “expressive means” and “stylistic techniques”:

a) diffuse approach (or differential approach) (Arnold,Galperin, Morokhovsky,
Kozhina, and others) whose representatives give a comprehensive classification of
“expressive means” and “stylistic techniques”;

b) an integrative approach (Kukharenko, Skrebnev, Timofeev, Matsko, and
others), whose supporters tend to combine the concepts of “expressive means” and
“stylistic techniques” or to the integration of one concept into another;

c) the synthetic approach (Epstein, Belchehova, and others), the emergence of
which is conditioned by the postmodern situation, where a new vision of poetic
techniques can be traced.

According to the classification of Halperin’s, “stylistic techniques and lexical
expressive means are divided into three subdivisions, interacting with the semantic
nature of the word, but representing different criteria for choosing means and various
semantic processes” [1, p. 30].

According to research by Halperin, lexical expressive means and stylistic
techniques are divided into the following divisions:

a) the first unit has four groups:

- means based on the interaction of vocabulary and contextual meanings:

metaphor, metonymy, irony;



- words are based on the interaction of the initial and derivative meanings:
polysemy, zevgma, pun;

- the group compares means based on the opposite of logical and emotional
values: interjection; exclamation, epithet, oxymoron;

- the group i1s based on the interaction of logical and nominal values:
antonomass;

b) the second unit is based on the interaction between the two lexical
meanings, simultaneously embodied in the context: comparison, periphrasis,
euphemism, meiosis, lithotum, allegory, personification;

c) the third subdivision compares stable combinations of words in their
interaction with the context: cliches, proverbs, sayings, sentences, citations, allusions,
disorders of stable phrases [1, p. 30-31].

Galperin defines a stylistic method, as a deliberate and conscious increase of
any typical structural and/or semantic property of a linguistic unit (neutral or
expressive), elevated to a general status that becomes a generative model [1, p. 30].
According to this approach, as noted by Arnold, the main differentiating feature is the
intention or purpose of using this or another element, is opposed to its existence in the
language system. For decoding stylistics as stylistics of interpretation, rather than the
generation of text (which is the essence of the 21% century stylistics), such an
understanding is not relevant, since the reader does not have data to determine
whether one or another trail is intentionally or unintentionally (intuitively) used [3, p.
55].

In “Stylistics of English” [2] Morokhovsky, Vorobyova, and N.I. Lykhosherst
provide a comprehensive definition of expressive means and stylistic techniques in
opposition to each other on the morphological, phonological and syntactic levels. So,
analyzing the work of scholars, we find the assertions that the expressive means exist
in the language due to the presence of the denotative and connotative significance of

the elements of language, which are manifested in the synonymous paradigm [2, p.



70]. Poverty of the system of expressive means at the morphological level is offset by
the possibility of widespread use of stylistic techniques, which are understood as a
deliberate shift in the folding distribution of speech units, in this case morphemes and
word forms [2, p. 71]. Stylistic reception on the morphological level arises either as a
result of a change in the syntagmatic sequence of morphemes in the context of the
word, or as a result of a change in the syntagmatic sequence of wordforms in the
context of the sentence [2, p. 72]. On the phonological level, there are no expressive
means, since no phoneme can be stylistically marked with respect to another, but
stylistic techniques can be created on the phonetic level [2, p. 50]. Expressions on the
syntactic level are syntactic models of sentences that carry additional logical or
expressive information, which contributes to enhancing the pragmatic efficiency of
speech and language in general [2, p. 138].Stylistic reception on the syntactic level
can be formed by transposing the sentence model in a speech or situational context
[2, p. 139].

“Stylistic Encyclopedic Dictionary” by Kozhina gives a definition of terms
such as stylistic figure and expressive means of language. The author stresses the fact
that in modern stylistics there is no generally accepted point of view on nature, the
terminological definition and classification of stylistic figures [4, p. 452]. Kozhina
defines a stylistic figure as a syntagmatically formalized stylistic technique, built on a
pragmatically motivated deviation from the linguistic or linguistic norm, which
sometimes includes tracks and/or other rhetorical techniques [4, p. 453]. The
expressive means of language, according to the interpretation of Kozhina’s is a
concept which is differently defined in the special literature in connection with the
ambiguous interpretation of the category of expressiveness [4, p. 37]. In the writings
of some researchers, for example, Arnold, expressive means are identified with
stylistic figures [5, p. 53] and, more broadly, with stylistic techniques (“Culture of the
Russian Language” edited by Groudina and Shiryaev, [6, pp. 264-280]). Savova in

the Dictionary of Reference notes that means of expression can be all means of



speech and language, if they correspond to the communicative goals of the author [7,
p. 28-29]. The same opinion is shared by Fedorov. He believes that In the stylistic
system, any means or element of a language or speech that performs a stylistic
function is an expressive means, regardless of whether it creates in conjunction with
other elements the impression of the habit of the given speech fragment, or, on the
contrary, forces it to stand out as a whole in contrast with neutral forms of speech, or,
in the end, creates a contrast inside it, coming into contact with words or grammatical
constructions [8, p. 73].

Kozhina also notes that “one of the richest means of stylistic expressiveness of
speech is the means of verbal imagery, mostly lexical, but also syntactic (metaphors,
metonymy, syntactic figures, and other means)” [4, p. 107]. Greatly supporting this
scholar’s ideas it is worth adding that another important source of stylistic means is

synonymy first of all lexical, as well as grammatical as long as a number of other.
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