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CHIBBIIHECEHICTh CEMAHTHYHOI KATETOPII OLIIHKH
3 PI3BHOPIBHEBUMU 3ACOBAMM ii BUPAKEHHSI

Cmamms Hayinena Ha 2nUOOKUL AHANI3 63AEMO36'I3KY MIJC MOBOI0 MA MUCILEHHAM, CHPAMOGYIOUU Y8a2Y HA OOHY
3 KJIIOYOBUX Me3 — HAABHICIb 0OMENCEHUX CeMAHMUYHUX Kame2opill, Ki popmynome 3HaueHHs cig. Biosnauaecmocs,
WO Yi CeMAHMUYHI KAMe2opii 3a6icou HEPO3PUBHO N0 I3AHI 3 KOHKPEMHUMU JITH2GICIMUMHUMU 3ACO6AMU KOJICHOT OKpemol
mosu. YV 363Ky 3 yum, yi Kamezopii po3ens0arnmvcs K KOMIIEKCHA Mepedca PISHOPIGHESUX MOGHUX GUDA3I8, NPU3HA-
YEHUX 018 MOYHO20 NePeddasaHHs KOHKPEMHUX NOHAMb Ma i0ell.

L5 63a€M0O0Is cCeMAHMUYHUX KAMe20PIll Ma MOGHUX GUCIO8I8 MAE BENUKe 3HAUEHHS 6 KOHMEKCMI PO3YMIHHS (IYHKYI-
OHY6aHHsL MOgU. Bona posensioaemvcs sk Knouogull acnekm y (hopMy6eaHHi 3HAUeHb CI6 MA POKPUMMII iX CMUCIO08020
nomenyiany. Came uepes yeil 63a€M038'330K MOGU MA MUCTEHHSL MOJICIUGE MOYHE BUPAICEHHS [0ell ma GI0YYnmig y cllo-
6ecHill gopmi.

Inmepaxmusna OUHAMIKA MIHC CEMAHMUYHUMU KAME2OPIAMU A MOBHOI0 eKcnpecieio 8USNA0AE 0COOIUBO BANHCTUBOIO
6 KOHmeKcmi qbyHKL;zona/zbyozo nioxooy. ¥V yvomy nioxo0i cemManmuuHi Kamezopii ompumyoms qbyHKLﬂonaﬂbHO -cemMan-
MUYHUL CIMAMYC, OCKIUIbKU IX PO3210aiomp K K008I eneMenmu 0 hepedadi ioetl ma KOHYenyitl 6 Mexcax MOgHO20
CniKkyeanus. Januil nioxio 6azyemvcs Ha ioei’ micHoi 63aeMO0il MidIc CeMAHMUYHUMU KAME2OPIAMU, WO SUSHAYAIOMb
3MICH, | MOBHUMU 3ACOOAMU, KT CIYIHCANTb OIS U020 BUPUAICEHHSL.

B pesynomami pozsumxy yiei konyenyii 6yna susHauena mooensb yHKyioHanbHo-cemanmuynozo nois. Coopmynso-
8aHA MOOeNb DYHKYIOHATLHO-CEMAHMUYHO20 NOISL IMAKONC € HAYKOBOK HOBUSHOK Yb02o 00CNidy. Bona cnpusie cucme-
mamuzayii ma y3a2a1bHeHHI0 PISHOMAHIMHUX ACHeKMi8 83aEMOOIT Midic MOBHUMU 3acobaMu ma 3HaveHHAMU. L{a modeny
MOdice GIOKPUBANU HOBL MONCIUBOCHIL OIS OOCTIONCEHHSL MOBU, MUCTEHHsL MA IX 63A€MO38'3KY, 6HeCYUU YIHHULL 6HECOK
¥ HAYKOBE CRIBMOBAPUCTIEO.

Kniwouosi cnosa: mosa, mucnenns, cenanmuuni kame2opii, (PyHKYIOHAIbHO-CeMAHMUUHE noJe.
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CORRELATION OF THE SEMANTIC CATEGORY OF EVALUATION WITH
VARIOUS LEVELS OF MEANS FOR ITS EXPRESSION

The article is aimed at an in-depth analysis of the relationship between language and thinking, focusing on one
of the key theses — the existence of limited semantic categories that determine the meaning of words. It is noted that
these semantic categories are always inextricably linked with specific linguistic means of each individual language. In
this regard, these categories are considered as a complex network of different-level language expressions designed to
accurately convey specific concepts and ideas.

This interaction of semantic categories and linguistic expressions is of great importance in the context of understanding
the functioning of language. It is considered as a key aspect in forming the meanings of words and revealing their semantic
potential. Because of this relationship between language and thinking that accurate expression of ideas and feelings in
verbal form is possible.

This interactive dynamic between semantic categories and linguistic expression appears particularly important in
the context of a functional approach. In this approach, semantic categories receive a functional-semantic status, as they
are considered as key elements for the transfer of ideas and concepts within linguistic communication. This approach is
based on the idea of a close interaction between the semantic categories that determine the content and the linguistic
means that serve to express it.

As a result of the development of this concept, a model of the functional-semantic field was formulated. The formulated
model of the functional-semantic field is also a scientific novelty of this research. It contributes to the systematization
and generalization of various aspects of the interaction between linguistic means and meanings. This model can open up
new possibilities for the study of language, thinking and their relationship, making a valuable contribution to the scientific
community.

Key words: language, comprehension, semantic categories, functional-semantic field.

Problem statement. The issue of the cognitive  tion that studies the existence of universals, i.e.
basis of linguistic structures and their linguistic ~ general concepts. Although philologists have
realizations is considered one of the most impor-  dealt with issues of philosophy of language since
tant in the modern linguistic paradigm. Language  ancient times, special attention was given to it in
and thought, language and cognition, are so closely  the late 19th century. German scholar G. Frege is
interconnected that many researchers in the fields  considered the father of the philosophy of lan-
of philosophy and linguistics consider it possible  guage. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries,
to speak of «language-thought» as a syncretic phe-  authoritative philosophers expressed the view
nomenon, and they equate context and linguistic  that language should be considered the primary
situation with human or societal experience (Koc-  object of philosophy as a science, while the analy-
Tycsk, 2012, c. 123-152). sis of the use of linguistic signs is a way to solve

According to some researchers, "language not many philosophical problems. As a result, one
only reflects reality, it influences this reflection; it ~ of the objects of careful attention for researchers
is a «window» in human consciousness" (Kocty- in philosophy and linguistics becomes semantics,
csik, 2012, c. 153-162). the study of meaning. Just like linguists, philoso-

Analysis of recent research and publica- phers are interested in how linguistic units relate
tions. Regarding the common interests of phi- to the real world and the world of concepts, how
losophy and linguistics in the field of semantics, the meaning of an utterance depends on context,
R. Trask (Trask, 2012, p. 25-36) writes, empha-  and the interaction between language and thought.
sizing the idea that the problem of the relationship Within the realm of logical semantics,
between language and thought has not yet been = which has developed, two directions are distin-
definitively resolved. The author points out that  guished — the theory of reference (the investigation
prominent British scholars like B. Russell, P. Straw-  of the relationship between linguistic expressions
son, D. Davidson; Pole O. Tarski; Americans and designated objects) and the theory of sense
W.V.O. Quine, R. Montague, D. Kau, and others  (the investigation of the connection between
have worked on this issue (Trask, 2012, p. 38-53).  the sense and denotation of an expression). The

Thus, in one of the recent works, questions tasks of the research have determined the neces-
of philosophy of language are developed alongside  sity to consider categorization — the mechanism
issues of meaning. The problem of establishing of information extraction in thought structures,
types and kinds of linguistic meanings emerged  which involves grouping objects and phenomena
within the realm of linguistic-philosophical direc-  into appropriate classes as categories of experi-
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ence formed through human cognitive activity. The
term «conceptual categories» was first introduced
into scientific use by O. Jespersen. Recognizing
the widespread characteristics of cognitive classi-
fications, the linguist from Denmark held the view-
point that alongside synthetic categories depen-
dent on the structure of each language in the form
in which it exists, there are also non-linguistic
categories that do not depend on more or less ran-
dom facts of existing languages.

A similar explanation of conceptual categories
is given by S.D. Katsnelson «universal catego-
ries are primarily mental forms of logical origin.
They form a system that serves as the underlying
basis of language but is not directly part of it».
(Kocryesk, 2012, c. 170-200). However, label-
ing them purely logical wouldn't be accurate, as
when examined within the framework of gram-
mar, they exhibit specific features. By positing
the existence of categories within the border area
of «logical grammar», which also form a system,
the scholar supports the thesis of the hierarchical
nature of cognitive structures. This idea was previ-
ously suggested by I.I. Meshchaninov, who views
conceptual categories as a connecting element that
ultimately links linguistic material to the general
order of human thinking, including logical and psy-
chological categories. In this context, the logical
framework of cognitive categories corresponds to
specific linguistic units of various levels. Explor-
ing this interrelation requires closer attention to
the issue of meaning as a transitional link between
conceptual categories and linguistic phenom-
ena, enabling the use of linguistic code. (Kocty-
csak, 2012, c. 213-252). Meanings are formed
within the realm of semantic categories. Semantic
categories are related to conceptual categories as
variations of invariants. When researchers develop
the thesis of semantic categories within the realm
of grammar, they present them as invariant
categorical features (semantic constants) that
appear in various linguistic meanings expressed
through different means such as morphological,
syntactic, and even combined. Semantic catego-
ries become universal-linguistic, whereas concep-
tual categories are termed «universal-mentaly.
Conceptual categories include logical and philo-
sophical concepts like time, space, quality, quan-
tity, object, subject. These universal cognitive
categories always correspond to universal linguis-
tic ones (aspectuality, temporality, etc.), which in
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turn are related to specific linguistic categories
of perfect or imperfect aspect, grammatical tense,
etc. Since semantic categories are always linked to
specific means of a particular language, researchers
consider them alongside a complex of multilevel
means of their expression in order to convey spe-
cific content. Within the functional approach, they
attain the status of functional-semantic categories.

The purpose of the article is to analyze
and define the semantic categories and functional-
semantic categories. Thus, the functional-semantic
category is defined as a feature of linguistic units
of different levels that conceptually integrates
them with linguistic units on the basis of general
purpose. Formulated in accordance with the tasks
and goals of the functional concept, the concept
of FSC has gradually evolved: the principles
of categorization of linguistic units based on
the functions of grammatical categories have been
replaced by conceptual and communicative crite-
ria of categorization. Modern FSC concepts take
into account the integration of conceptual, lin-
guistic and communicative aspects of function. In
accordance with their mental and linguistic nature,
FSCs integrate the implicit meanings of linguistic
units and communicatively determined meanings
in the respective categorical situations. FSCs are
far from being isomorphic to formal logical ones,
although they can be correlated with fragments
of logical categorization. They are only partially
based on grammatical categories, which is why
their terminological designation is not identical.
The result of the development of the FSC concept
is the model of the functional semantic field (here-
inafter referred to as the FSF). By FSF it is meant
bilateral semantic and formal unities formed by
grammatical units, classes and categories together
with the multilevel linguistic means that interact
with them.

The outline of the main research material.
The integrity of the FSP is ensured by the fact that
the content of the field is based on a certain seman-
tic category. As for the means of formal expres-
sion (grammatical, lexical-grammatical, lexical),
their totality lacks integrity, since they belong to
different language levels. Among the advantages
of the FSN model are "strong" systemic features.

One of them is the functional completeness
of the field, which covers the entire range of func-
tions based on a particular semantic category.
(Fodor, 1995, p. 112).
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The second "strong" systemic feature of the FSP
is the absence of restrictions on the nature and type
of formal means covered by this phenomenon,
since the semantic category underlying this unity
can be expressed by any linguistic units. Among
the ways of expressing the semantics of the field
are discrete, explicit and implicit, direct and indi-
rect, linguistic and a combination of linguistic
means and elements of the linguistic situation. The
FSP has its own structure: within the field, micro
fields are distinguished as varieties of invariant
content consisting of a center (core or dominant)
and a periphery. Classifying features form the core
of the field, and characterizing features form
its periphery. The core of the field contains the
differential feature and is "the aspect of isolating
among grammatical units and categories every-
thing that influences them, feels their influence". As
for the periphery, it implies "the aspect of the hier-
archy of field components in terms of the features
of the most specialized and regular expression
of the semantic category that underlies a given
FSP. The peculiarity of peripheral features is their
relative characteristic status, i.e. the same feature
can be a characteristic feature in a given semantic
category and a core feature for another semantic
category. Structural types of FSP are represented
by monocentric and polycentric fields. The first
type has an integral or heterogeneous grammatical
core, i.e., it is based on a grammatical category that
has the most striking feature of the field and a set
of standardized means of expression.

The second, polycentric, type of field is
characterized by the division into several spheres,
each of which has its own center and peripheral
components. The structure of the FSP in different
languages differs depending on the type of lan-
guage and the grammaticalization of meanings
(Taylor, 2002, p. 324).

Various speech acts are being examined and spe-
cific aspects of speech acts are being revealed:
characteristics of different types of modal situa-
tions, including imperative statements, reliability,
unreliability, modality of nominative constructs,
temporal reference of directive statements, taxo-
nomic relations in a series of homogeneity, aspec-
tual-temporal characteristics of statements, and so
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on. Due to the fact that the modeling of speech
acts is not solely aimed at redistributing linguis-
tic resources based on their static functions but is
also oriented towards the linguistic sphere, contex-
tual and situational functions of linguistic units,
implicit and ambivalent meanings, and so forth are
involved in the space of speech acts. In functional
grammar, the question of defining the features
of the center (dominant) and periphery of speech
acts is considered to be a subject of debate.

Some researchers propose such criteria for
identifying the dominant as the greatest specializa-
tion in terms of expressing meaning, unambiguity
and systematic use; others consider the center to be
the area of the most complete and explicit realiza-
tion of a certain meaning, characterized by maxi-
mum vividness, regularity of expression, stylistic
neutrality and a lower degree of dependence on
contextual conditions.

Conclusions. The application of the FSP the-
ory to utterances has led to the differentiation
of'the field centers: predicate, subject-object, quali-
tative-quantitative, and circumstantial. At the same
time, the dominant feature is the invariant compo-
sition of the sentence members.

The field of periphery is characterized by weak-
ened content, irregularity of form, implicitness,
anomalies, asymmetry, and ambivalence. There
is a distinction between the near, middle and far
periphery of the FSP.

Thus, the key characteristics of FSP are:

a) multidimensional semantics of the FSP
components, which is manifested in the presence
of many functions of the field components, which
are in a relationship of mutual complementarity
and correlate with one semantic category;

b) multilevel and diffuseness, which is mani-
fested in the absence of integrity and homogeneity
in terms of expression;

¢) systemacity, which is manifested in the interac-
tion of the FSP with other fields, that is, in its inclu-
sion in a whole complex of overlapping systems.

The above properties explain the functionality
of the FSP model, its application to the semantic
and functional-semantic analysis of both linguistic
facts and products of speech activity, and the con-
tent of discourse.
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