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Subjective modality is one of the leading textual categories, as singled out by contemporary researchers of the text categorial
apparatus since it penetrates the whole text space and is the main constituent of the author’'s image. The article aims to explore
the category of subjective modality as one of the fundamental text categories that determines the specifics of all other
categories in a fictional text. Various points of view as to the nature of the phenomenon of modality and the criteria for singling
out its types are summarized. The two main types of modality - objective and subjective - are described in detail, though it is
emphasized that the boundary between them is mostly conventional. The means of expressing modality are analyzed. The
article focuses on subjective modality as a manifestation of the author’s world mapping in a fiction text and underlines that only
subjective modality becomes a textual category. This type of modality gains even more importance within a framework of the
anthropocentric paradigm, which is the leading one in modern philological research. The article also highlights the correlation
between the category of subjective modality and the categories of evaluation and intentionality. The author’s attitude and
intentions become clearer through it, making subjective modality the most essential text attribute. At the same time, its
axiological orientation reflects fiction texts’ pragmatics through using individual stylistic devices and other linguistic and literary
expressive means. With the development of philological science and the separation of text linguistics into an independent
scientific discipline, modality has also begun to be considered a category of text in recent decades. The study of subjective-
modal factors in the text has enabled scientists to conclude that modality is a category, that it is inherent in the text, and that
subjective modality is a universal category of the literary text.

Keywords: philology, terminology, subjective modality, anthropocentrism, axiology, pragmatics, stylistics,
text category.

Introduction

Though the textual category of the subjective
modality has attracted numerous researchers’
attention for a long time (Bakhtyn, M. [2];
Vynohradov, V. [4]; Bally, Ch. [1]), it is especially
urgent now since it is directly related to the theory
of anthropocentrism that views a language as a
product of human activities. According to the
anthropocentric principle, a person is considered the
centre of the universe, as the creator of the
individual world mapping who gets to know the
world around and creates the means of fixing and
transferring the knowledge about it to other people
as well as expressing emotions connected with the
world phenomena perception. In our research,
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we proceed from the idea of anthropocentrism as a
general concept reflecting the anthropological nature of
language and speech represented in a literary text.

The problem of modality is one of the most topical
in modern philology as well as one of the most
complex, since nowadays there is no generally accepted
theory of modality yet, there are no clear criteria for
distinguishing objective and subjective modality, and
there is no uniform idea about semantics and formal
means of expressing subjective modality. That partially
explains the fact that several foreign (Bybee, J.[19];
Fleischman, S.[19]; Gavins, J. [20]; Nuyts, J.[21]) and
native (Dotsenko, O. [6]; Marina, O. [10];
Smushynskaya, I. [15]) scholars still focus on it.
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A text of fiction transforms the real or unreal
world according to the author’s individual
perception, worldview, and moral and aesthetic
ideals. The subjective approach can be traced in the
process of selecting each linguistic unit to create a
text; thus, in our opinion, text subjective modality is
revealed. It is common knowledge that the whole
volume of subjective modality is realized at the
level of the text of fiction as a whole through the
units of different levels of the language hierarchy.
The analysis of its linguistic manifestations allows
researchers to trace the nuances of developing
modal connotations to find out the author’s favourite
linguistic means and tropes by which the author
realizes subjective and modal connotations in
dealing with the depicted object in the text
of fiction.

1. The category of modality: foundations for
differentiating objective and subjective modality

Modality is recognized as a language universal
attribute belonging to the main categories of the
natural language, which “is traced in various forms
in different language systems while in the languages
of the European system, it embraces speech as a
whole” [4, p. 46]. The term modality is ambiguous
and is used to define a wide specter of
heterogeneous phenomena, which differ by their
semantics, form, type of text form, and referring to
different styles. The issue of the limits of the
category gets different interpretations by various
researchers.

Etymologically, the term modality originates
from the French word modalite, which dates back
from the Latin modus and denotes “measure, mode,
mood” [14, p. 376]. Initially, the term belonged to
classic formal logic, where linguists borrowed it and
then researchers of other spheres (psychologists,
musicians, programmers, etc.). The common basis
for all of them is an interpretation of modality as a
means of characterizing the mode of action or the
attitude toward the action.

In their interpretation of modality, literary
critics base on the definition of modality by linguists
and logicians: “1) a linguistic grammatical category
denoting how the content of a sentence relates to
reality and expressed by the forms of the verb
moods, intonation, introductory words and so on;
2) logical modality of a proposition — the proposition
characteristics depending on the nature of reliability
it expresses — whether it expresses supposition,
reality or necessity of something; so, according to
their modality, all propositions are divided into
apodictic, asserting and problematic” [11, p. 63-64].
Logicians classified all propositions into asserting
(propositions of reality), problematic (propositions
of supposition), and apodictic (propositions of
necessity), as well as reliable propositions and
probable ones [7, p. 193]. Thus, in general terms,
the semantic area of modality was outlined.

Researches into the category of modality in
linguistics and logic are combined by two
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approaches that distinguish two types of modality —
objective and subjective. The former, the objective one,
is based on the relationship between proposition and
reality. It serves as the basis for logic to divide all
statements into real, probable, and necessary regarding
their reliability or falsity. At the same time, in the
language, it is reflected in invariant meanings
(real/unreal) of the objective modality of the utterance.

The subjective approach presents the grounds for
singling out subjective modality based on the speaker’s
attitude toward the message. Logic treats it as the
degree to which the subject of speech knows the
existing objective situation and divides all statements as
reliable, probable, and problematic. The notion of
evaluation of the broad meaning of the word, including
intellectual and emotional qualification of the message
constitutes the content of the subjective modality in
linguistics.

Subjective modality, as we have already said, is
associated with the categories of intentionality and
evaluation, depending on the author’s individuality and
many extralingual factors.

2. Subjective and evaluative modality

The speaker can present the same reality as causing
different emotional attitudes and assess its different
aspects. In the message, this reality can acquire certain
emotional or rational characteristics; it can be compared
to something, related to something else, or opposed to
it; some parts of the message can be stressed or
singled out.

Subjective modal meanings are extremely varied.
Their most general, primary grouping depends on
opposing evaluative, characterizing meanings, and
proper evaluative [13, p. 383].

Scholars regard as evaluative and characterizing
those meanings that combine expressing subjective
attitude to the message and its characteristics that can
be viewed as non-judgmental, which proceed from the
fact itself, an event, their features, attributes, the
character of its temporal development or its relations
and connections with other facts or events.

Proper evaluative meanings belong to the sphere of
subjective modality. These are various connotations
that render the speaker’s personal, subjective attitude to
the content of the message: agreement or disagreement;
acceptance or rejection (confident, categorical or
softened, weakened); positive or negative assessment
(satisfaction, preference, approval or disapproval,
censure, condemnation); different types of will
expression (decision, appeal, inducement, warning,
threat); surprise, bewilderment or misunderstanding; the
desire to understand or clarify something; the desire to
highlight (emphasize, stress) something in the message,
to strengthen some part of the information contained in
it, to focus on something; the presentation of something
as genuine or inauthentic, corresponding or not
corresponding to reality. As has already been
mentioned, all proper evaluative meanings and their
connotations can accompany those meanings that have
been referred to as evaluative and characterizing. Thus,
the opposition between evaluative-characterizing and
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proper evaluative meanings appears remarkably
conventional. Therefore, all the above-mentioned
meanings can be referred to as subjective
modalities. This wide range of evaluative meanings
presupposes determining specifics of realizing the
category of subjective modality within fiction texts.
This is also predetermined by the broad
interpretation of the subjective modality essence: the
multi-aspect approach contains in its specific basis
an expression of relations to what is reported, how it
is reported, by whom it is reported, to whom it is
reported, etc., and the relation of the message to
reality [12]. With this approach, it is possible to
trace what language means and how exactly the
author uses to convey their attitude to the depicted
object. The nuances of using and combining
linguistic means employed to increase the emotional
and expressive impact on the reader will help to
determine the features of the writer’s style. Based on
the foregoing, it can be argued that the category of
subjective modality correlates with the category
of evaluation.

T.A. Kosmeda describes the category of
evaluation as a universal linguistic category. “From
the point of view of axiological pragmalinguistics,
the category of evaluation is not only a certain
structural and semantic assignment (an aspect of
semantics), not only a function that accompanies the
statement (an aspect of syntax) but above all
a phenomenon based on a special selection of
speech means, with taking into account factors
affecting on the formation of the estimated value,
for example: 1) the subject of the assessment;
2) object of assessment; 3) type of assessment;
4) the basis of the assessment (objective and
subjective factors, mode, etc.)” [8, p. 31].

In different types of texts, modality is
implemented differently. It manifests itself most
clearly in literary texts. Despite the existing general
rules of construction, they “retain a significant
proportion of the “active unconscious”, which often
blows up the correctness and affects the nature of
the organization of the statement” [5, p. 25]. Indeed,
the distinctive features of literary texts are
figurativeness, aesthetics, and absolute
anthropocentricity.

V. M. Britsyn develops O.S. Melnychuk’s idea
as to subjective modality as an expression of
external syntactic relations and designation of extra-
sentential information. V.M. Britsyn writes: “The
cognitive interpretation of modality consists in
understanding it as a category that describes the
mental-sensual angles of the speaker’s reflection of
reality or influence on it. This approach shows that
this cognitive category is formed not only within a
sentence, it is often based on wide text arrays,
sometimes it is necessary to refer to the discourse
for its detection” [3, p. 160].

Text modality is one of the anthropocentric
characteristics of the text.
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3. Functions of subjective modality in a text

Considering that in the very structure of a literary
text, a particular point of view of the writer is seen, a
certain system of the author’s assessments, which
constitute the content of the subjective modality, this
text category is considered fundamental, setting the
specifics of all the others.

At their core, the textual categories, which include
the category of subjective modality (L.Ye. Krasovitska [9],
V.V. Taran [16], T.V. Teletska [17]), are functional-
semantic, in which “the content plan is formed by
concepts similar to concepts expressed by grammatical
categories, and the plan of expression is represented by
linguistic means related to different levels of the
language” [17, p. 17]. These categories are formed by a
set of linguistic means of different levels of the
language system, which acquire different expressive,
evaluative, and emotional connotations in a literary
text. The specificity of the text category of modality lies
not only in the interaction of different linguistic units
but also in the combination of categorical meaning and
the meaning generated by the text. Consequently, the
category of subjective modality, through linguistic
means, united by standard semantics, performs
semantic and text-forming functions in the text.

“In works of fiction, the conductors of text
modality are often represented by relative text
segments” [5, p. 115]. V.V. Vynohradov pointed out
that when interpreting a text as a “holistic unity”, one
cannot do without its division. This view is also shared
by modern scholars of the text: “An uninterrupted
continuum does not make it possible to dwell on
something separate, particular and prevents an adequate
understanding of what is happening” [5, p. 65].
Linguists distinguish between volume-pragmatic (for
example, volume or chapter) and context-variable (for
example, the author’s speech and some personage’s
speech) division of the text. Both of these principles of
text division interact and interpenetrate each other. In
the author’s speech, within a framework of a context-
variable division of the text, the narration, description
and reasoning of the author are distinguished.
Descriptions, in turn, are divided into portrait,
landscape, and interior descriptions. “Each type of
division can be considered depending on what meaning
the author attaches to this type of context-variable
division” [16, p. 72].

The general orientation of subjective modality is
fully implemented at the entire text level. Modality
permeates the entire text, but in its purest form, it is
presented in the author’s speech. Analysis of the
manifestations of subjective modality in the author’s
speech allows us to trace the nuances of the formation
of modal meanings to identify the author’s favorite
language means and techniques, with the help of which
the subjective-modal meanings of a work of art are
realized and a vivid artistic image is created. The author
is not an outsider in the context; they inform the reader
about the world around them, and this information is
refracted through the prism of his artistic thinking.
Their point of view is always a living continuous line of



ISSN 2227-1864. Bichux Xapxiecokozo HayioHanbHo2o yHieepcumemy imeni B. H. Kapasina

Cepis «Dinonozisy. Bun. 96. 2025

observations, which does not go into the past
without a trace but, together with the author, passes
from the past to the present and rushes into the
future. “When creating an imaginary world, the
writer cannot be impartial to this world. Presenting
it as a real one, he, according to his method of
artistic representation, either directly or indirectly
expresses his attitude to the depicted” [35, p. 23].

Each writer has a specific set of means for
implementing  subjective modality, which is
characteristic only for this author and reflects their
artistic and speech style features. “The functional
and semantic unity of the text determines the
content plan of textual categories. The selection,
combinatorics, distribution, and communicative-
semantic relations of text elements determine the
expression plan” [9, p. 22].

In our opinion, within the framework of a
literary text, subjective modality covers a range of
diverse and multifaceted ways of qualifying the
message that exist in natural language, is realized by
certain means, and thus forms the text and serves as
an expression of the author’s position.

As G.P. Nemets claims, “other artistic means of
expressing the attitude to the reported message and
the reported message to reality find their place in the
language (irony, satire, comic, sarcasm, sardonic,
etc.). They are not viewed as figurative means since
they are only a contextual semantic factor that
provides the possibility of their creation; however,
depending on the place and conditions of
their use, they serve as exponents of modal
relations” [12, p. 312]. The features of information
transfer and the transformation of the expression
plan into the content plan in a literary text determine
the specifics of the modality implementation.

Conclusions

Modality is a universal language category that
belongs to the main categories of natural language.

In the functional-semantic aspect, this category
is represented by two types - objective and
subjective. The objective modality expresses the
correlation of the utterance with reality, while the
subjective modality conveys the speaker’s attitude
to the statement. The division of modality into
objective and subjective is conventional, as it is
caused by the need for a more detailed consideration
of the means of their implementation and
other features. The category of subjective modality

is considered one of the essential characteristics of the
text, which arises directly from the language and, at the
same time, constitutes speech as an independent object
of linguistics.

In modern philology, there are various approaches
to the study of the category of modality. Consideration
of the category of modality in the anthropocentric
aspect is a development of V.V. Vynohradov’s ideas.
The concept of textual modality is closely related to the
concept of subjectivation, which emphasizes subjective
authorial meanings and transforms them through
the language.

The formation of the anthropocentric paradigm of
scientific knowledge led to a turn of linguistic studies
towards a person as a linguistic personality. Within the
framework of anthropocentric  linguistics, the
fundamental guidelines are presented by the theory of
linguistic personality that has developed in modern
linguistics, the stimulus for the formation of which was
the awareness of the priority of the personal principle in
language. The category of subjective modality as an
anthropocentric characteristic of the text correlates with
such textual categories as the category of evaluation
and intentionality. Modality as a textual category is
represented only by the subjective type of modality,
which is realized in a literary text as a manifestation of
the author’s attitude.

We understand the textual modality of a work of
fiction as a textual category that necessarily permeates
the entire text space and includes a set of diverse means
expressing the speaker’s attitude to the utterance’s
content. Therefore, subjective modality is viewed as the
fundamental category predetermining features of other
textual categories.

The representation of subjective modality in a
literary text is carried out through linguistic, speech,
and proper textual elements. This arsenal of means
intentionally allows us to consider the literary text from
an anthropocentric perspective.

Subjective modality as a manifestation of the
author’s attitude is realized in a certain text as the
worldview and world mapping of a linguistic
personality.

The category of text modality is an anthropocentric
characteristic of both the text and the linguistic
personality. The study of the manifestations of
subjective modality allows us to deepen our
understanding of the literary text in the anthropocentric
aspect and reveal the author’s intentions.

Cnucok BUKOpUCTaHOI nitepaTypu

1. Bammm III. OOwiast TMHIBUCTUKA M BOMPOCHI (paHIy3cKoro si3bika: [mep. ¢ ¢pani.]. Mocksa : M31-Bo HHOCTp. JIHT.,

1955. 416 c.

2. baxtua M. M. Dcternka cioBecHOro TBopuecTBa. Mocksa : MckycctBo, 1979. 424 c.

3. bpimur B. M. Kareropis mogansHocTi B parpix O. C. Mensanayka. Akademix Onexcandp Casuu Menvnuuyx i cyyacue
MOB03HABCMBO: 30. HAYK. npayb 00 90-piuus 3 Ous Hapooscenns. Kuis : Bupaarmamii nim JImutpa Byparo, 2012. 280 c.

4. Bunorpanos B. B. O kareropun MoalbHOCTH M MOJQIIBHBIX CJIOBAaX B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE. Tpyobl UH-mMa pyccKo2o A3biKa

AH CCCP. 1950. Bpmn. 2, T. 2. C. 38-79.

5. Tanbnepun U. P. TekeT kak 00BEKT IMHIBUCTHYECKOTO HccaenoBaHus. Mocksa : Hayka, 1981. 140 c.
6. [Houenko O. JI. CeMaHTHKO-IparMaTHYHUI CHHTAKCHC: OCOOJMBOCTI BUpPaKeHHs MopanbHOCTi: MoHorpadis. Kuis :

Mineniym, 2006. 226 c.

58



Mososnascmeo

® N

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

Kousepcokuit A. C. Jlorika: migpyanuk as cryaentis BH3. Kuis : UerBepra xsus, 1998. 283 c.

Kocmena T. A. AkcHOIOrMYecKHe acleKThl IPAarMaJMHTBUCTHKU: CPEICTBA BBIPAKEHUS KaTETOPUH OLEHKU
B YKPaWHCKOM M PYCCKOM Sf3bIKax: aBToped. mucc. ... AOKT. ¢uion. Hayk: cmem. 10.02.02 «Pycckuii s3bIK» | crem.
10.02.01 «Yxpaunckuii s361x». Xapskos, 2001. 32 c.

Kpacosunkas JI. E. @yHKIIMOHNpOBaHNE TEKCTOBBIX KaTErOPHH B XyHIOKECTBEHHBIX OIMCAHMAX HA MaTepHaje POMaHOB
M. A. Bynrakosa): aucc. ... kauz. ¢uioin. Hayk.: 10.02.02. Xapskos, 1995. 192 c.

Mapina O. C. KonrpacTtuBHi Tpormu # irypu B aMepHKaHCBKill moesii MomepHi3My: JIHIBOKOTHITMBHHI acHekT :
aBroped. muc. ... kaua. ¢inon. Hayk: 10.02.04. Kuis, 2004. 19 c.

Monansnicts. Jlimepamyposnagua enyuxnonedia. 2007: y 2 . Ast.-yknaa. FO.1. Koanis. Kuis : BI] «Axagemis», T. 2:
M-41. C. 63-64.

Hewmen I'. [1. CemanTuka mMeTas3bIK0OBBIX cyOcTanuuii. Mocksa; Kpacnonap, 1999. 741 c.

CeniBanosa O. O. Cy4acHa JIiHrBicTHKa: HanpsiMu Ta npo6iemu. [Tontasa : Jlokimri-K, 2008. 712 c.

CJIOBHUK IHIIOMOBHHX ciiB. 3a penmakmiero wieHa-kopecrnioHnaeHTa AH YPCP O.C. Mensanuyka. KuiB : ['omoBHa
penakiis «YKpalHChKa paasHCbKa eHOUKIone is», 1974. 776 c.

Cwmymuachka [. B. Cy6’extuBHa MomanbHicTh QpaHIy3skoi npo3u. Kuis : Kuis. Han. yH-T imM. T. llleBuenka, 2001.
255¢c.

Tapan B. B. O6001eHHOCTD 1 COOMpPATENBHOCTh KaK TEKCTOBBIE KATErOpPUU B COBPEMEHHOM PYCCKOM SI3bIKE: AHUCC. ...
kaua. ¢uion. Hayk: 10.02.02. 3amopoxse, 1998. 216 c.

Teneupka T. B., Omiiinuk 1. B. Cy0’ekTUBHO-MOZaNbHE 3HAYEHHS 1 aHTPOIIOLEHTPUYHICTH MOBIICHHEBHX CTPYKTYD.
@panyis ma Yrpaina, Haykogo-npakmuuyHuii 00cei0 y KoHmexkcmi dianocy HayiowanvHux xyaemyp. T. 2. Tesn
Jonogizei B Tpbox yactunax. Y. 1. J{ninponerposchk : Apt-IIpec, 1998. C. 105-116.

[IeByenko H. B. OcHoBbl JIuHrBUCTUKU TeKcTa. Mocksa : «[Ipuop-uzaary», 2003. 160 c.

Bybee J., Fleischman S. (eds.). Modality in Grammar and Discourse. Typological Studies in Language. Amsterdam;
Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1995. 575 p.

Gavins J. (Re) thinking Modality : A Text-world Perspective. Journal of Literary Semantics. 2005. Vol. 34(2).
P. 79-93.

Nuyts J. Modality: Overview and linguistic issues. The Expression of modality. Berlin and New York : Mouton de
Gruyter, 2006. P. 1-26.

Haoitiwna 0o peoakyii 15 depeszus 2025 p.
IHpuiinama 0o opyxy 17 keimus 2025 p.

N

o

~

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

References

Bally, Sh. (1955). Linguistique générale et linguistique frangaise. M.: Yzd-vo ynostr. lyt-ry, 416 p. [In Russian].
Bakhtyn, M.M. (1979). Aesthetics of Verbal Art. M.: Yskusstvo, 424 p. [In Russian].

Britsyn, V.M. (2012). The category of modality in O.S. Melnychuk’s works. Academician Oleksandr Savych
Melnychuk and contemporary linguistics: collection of scientific works to 90 jubilee. Kyiv: Vydavnychyi dim Dmytra
Buraho, 280 p. [In Ukrainian].

Vynohradov, V.V. (1950). On the category of modality and modal words in Russian. Works of the University of the
Russian Language of the USSR Academy of Sciences, M.-L., V. 2, T. 2. P. 38-79. [In Russian].

Halperyn, Y.R. (1981). Text as an object of linguistic research. M.: Nauka, 140 p. [In Russian].

Dotsenko, O.L. (2006). Semantic and pragmatic syntax: specifics of expressing modality. K.: Milenium, 226 p.
[In Ukrainian].

Konverskyi, A.S. (1998). Logic: A Textbook. Kyiv : Chetverta Khvylia, 283 p. [In Ukrainian].

Kosmeda, T.A. (2001). Axiological aspects of pragmalinguistics: means of expressing the category of evaluation in
Ukrainian and Russian. Kharkiv. 32 p. [In Russian].

Krasovytskaia, L.E. (1995). Functioning of the text category of artistic description in M.A. Bulhakov’s novels. Kharkiv,
192 p. [In Russian].

Marina, O.S. (2004). Contrastive tropes and figures in American modernist poetry. Kyiv. nats. linhv. un-t. K., 19 p.
[In Ukrainian].

Modality: A Literary Encyclopedia (2007). Compiled by Yu. I. Kovaliv. Kyiv: VTs «Akademiia», T. 2: M—la. P. 63-64.
[In Ukrainian].

Nemets, H.P. (1999). Semantics of metalinguistic substances. M.: Krasnodar, 741 p. [In Russian].

Selivanova, 0.0. (2008). Contemporary linguistics: directions and issues. Poltava: Dovkillia-K, 712 p. [In Ukrainian].
Dictionary of borrowed foreign words (1974). Edited by O.S. Melnychuk, Member of the USSR Academy of Sciences
by Correspondence. Kyiv: Holovna redaktsiia «Ukrainska radianska entsyklopediia», 776 p. [In Ukrainian].
Smushchynska, 1.V. (2001). Subjective modality of French prose. Kyiv. Taras Shevchenko National University. K.,
255 p. [In Ukrainian].

Taran, V.V. (1998). Detachness and collectivity as text categories in Modern Russian. Zaporozhe, 216 p. [In Russian].
Teletska, T.V., Oliinyk 1.V. (1998). Subjective modal meanings and anthropocentric content of speech structures.
France and Ukraine, scientific and practical experience in the context of the national cultures dialogue. Tom 2. Report
theses in 3 parts. Part 1, 5th International Conference. Dniropetrovsk: Art-Pres, P. 105-116. [In Ukrainian].
Shevchenko, N.V. (2003). Fundamentals of text linguistics. M.: «Pryor-yzdat», 160 p. [In Russian].

Bybee J., Fleischman S. (eds.). (1995). Modality in Grammar and Discourse. Typological Studies in Language.
Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company, 575 p. [In English].

59



ISSN 2227-1864. Bicnux Xapxiecoko2o HayionanvHo2o yrieepcumemy imeni B. H. Kapasina
Cepis «Dinonozisy. Bun. 96. 2025

20. Gavins J. (2005). (Re) thinking Modality: A Text-world Perspective. Journal of Literary Semantics. Vol. 34 (2).
P. 79-93. [In English].

21. Nuyts J. (2006). Modality: Overview and linguistic issues. The Expression of modality. Berlin and New York: Mouton
de Gruyter. P. 1-26. [In English].

Submitted March 15, 2025.
Accepted April 17, 2025.

Oabra Paguyk, noktop ¢inonoriyunux Hayk, npodecop, npodecop xadeapu
Teopii 1 NPaKTUKH aHMIMChKOI MOBH Ta 3apyODKHOI JliTepaTypu I1MeHi
npodecopa Muxaitna ['ermanis, XapKiBCbKHII HAIIOHATHHUA TIEAarOT1qYHHMA
yuiBepcuteT imeHi I'. C. CkoBopoau; (Byi. AmueBchkux, 29, M. Xapkis, 61002,
VYkpaina); e-mail: radchuk.o.v@ukr.net; http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0343-6796

Haranin TyumHa, KaHIuAaT TeNaroriyHUX Hayk, mnpodecop, 3aBiayBad
kadenpu aHrIichkoi ¢inomnorii, XapKiBCbKUN HaIllOHAIBHUN TIeNaroriqHAN
yuiBepcuteT imeHi . C. CkoBopoau (Byn. AnmyeBchkux, 29, M. Xapkis, 61002,
VYkpaina); e-mail: ntuchka53@gmail.com; http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7860-
0688

Cy6’eKTMBHA MOAANbHICTb AK AHTPOMOLEHTPNUYHA XapaKTEPMCTHUKA TEKCTY Ta MOBHOI 0cobUCTOCTI

Cyb’ekTiBHA MOJANbHICTb MOCIAAe NPOBIAHE MicLE Y Nepeniky TEKCTOBUX KaTeropii, Lo BUOKPEMIEH] Cy4acHUMM [OCTigHAKAMM KaTeropianbHoro anapary
TEKCTY, OCKiNbKI MPOHU3YKTb YBECH TEKCTOBMA MPOCTIpP Ta € rONOBHOK CKnapfoBolo 0bpa3y aBTopa. MeTta cTaTTi — po3rnsHyTM KaTeropito Cy6'eKTUBHOI
MOAanLHOCTI SIK OfiHY 3 (hyHAAMEHTaNbHUX TEKCTOBUX KaTeropii, Lo BU3Ha4ae cneumaiky BCiX iHLLWUX KaTeropilt y TEKCTi XyA0XHbOI NiTepaTypu. Y3aranbHeHo
pi3Hi TOYKM 30py LYOA0 NPUPOAM ABULLA MOAANBHOCTI Ta KpUTEpiB BUAINEHH ii Tvni. [leTanbHo onucyloTbCs 4Ba OCHOBHUX TUMM MOAANBHOCTI — 06'eKTMBHa Ta
cy6'eKTMBHa, X04a MiAKPECMIOETLCS, WO MexXa MiX HUMM 3.ebinblioro yMOBHA. AHanisyloTbCs 3ac06W BUPaXEHHs MoJanbHOCTI. Y cTaTTi AeTbCs npo
cy6'eKTMBHY MOLLaNbHICTb K BIUSIB @BTOPCHKOTO BiflA3epKaneHHs CBiTy B TEKCTI Xy[OXHbOI NiTepaTypu Ta NigKPECETHCS, WO NuLe Cy6’eKTUBHA MOAaNbHICTb
CTae TeKCTOBOK KaTeropieto. Llelt Tun mopanbHocTi Habysae Lue BinbLUOro 3HaueHHs B paMKax aHTPOMOLIEHTPUYHOI NapaanrMu, ika € NPOBIAHOK B Cy4aCHX
hinonoriyHmx LOCTIZKEHHSIX. Y CTaTTi TAKOX BUCBITIHOETLCA CMIBBIAHOLIEHHS KaTeropii Cy6'eKTMBHOI MOZANbHOCTI 3 KaTeropisiMv OLHKM Ta iHTEHLiOHaNbHOCTI.
BusiB aBTOpCbKOI Mo3uuii Ta Hamipis pobuTtb Cy6’eKTMBHY MOAAMbHICTL HallBaXIMBILLOK O3HAKOKW TeKCTy, a i akcionoriiHa cnpsMoBaHiCTb BiaduBae
nparMaTuky Xy[OXHIX TEKCTIB Yepe3 3acTocyBaHHs iHAMBISYanbHUX CTUMICTUYHMX 3acobiB Ta iHWWX MOBHUX Ta MITEPATYpHUX MPUMOMIB. 3 PO3BUTKOM
(hinoNoriyHoi Hayku, 3 BUOKPEMMEHHSM NIHIBICTUKN TEKCTY B CAMOCTIAHY HayKOBY AMCLIAMAiHY, MOAANbHICTb B OCTaHHI AECATUNITTA Noyana posrnaaaTmes i fk
KkaTeropist TekcTy. JocnigxeHHs cy6'eKTMBHO-MOAANbHIX YUHHUKIB Y TEKCTI YMOXIMBUNO BYEHMX 3p0BUTI BUCHOBKI MPO Te, L0 MOAAMBHICTb € KaTeropis, Lo
BOHa NpUTaMaHHa TEKCTY, i o Cy6'eKTMBHA MOAANBHICTb € YHIBEPCANbHOK KaTeropieto XyA0KHbOrO TEKCTY.

Kntoyosi cnoBa: cinonoris, TepmiHonoris, cy6’ekTMBHa MOAANbHICTb, aHTPONOLEHTPU3M, aKcionorisi, nparmaTtuka, CTUNICTMKa, TEKCTOBI KaTeropii.
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