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Summary. This article provides the source of information
about discourse which is a text, oral or written, in our case —
fiction. The diversity of texts in functional and genre relation
shows that investigation of a discourse is not just investigation
of text and its structure. Various linguistic approaches are
applied to a text, as an object of linguistic analysis. Special
attention is paid to anthropocentric and ethnocentric. The
main point of the first one is linguistic identity, which creates
and accepts texts, lives in the world of texts and forms
under the influence of texts. The centre of second approach
is the idea of interconnection of culture and text. Text is
seen as a culture unit, perception and awareness of text is
connected with its interpretation as a fact of a culture. Fairy
tales have got incompleteness of the form and content (subject
and structure), which plays an important role in its artistic
dynamics, because the reader always has to invent something,
forming its aesthetic integrity. The problem of content is also
considered in an exclusively semiotic light, where the fiction
as an artistic message is actively involved in sign activities,
namely, it serves to convey a certain veiled (encoded) content.
The word text is used in linguistics to refer to any passage,
spoken or written, of whatever length, that does form a unified
whole, and as a general rule, whatever any specimen of our
own language constitutes a text or not. It is stated that a text
is a unit of language in use, not grammatical unit. Text is
a semantic unit that is a unit not of form but of meaning.
Thus, it is related to a clause or sentence not by size but by
realization. Moreover, a text does not consist of sentences, but
it is realized by sentences, and a set of related sentences is
the embodiment or realization of a text. Hence, the expression
of the semantic unity of the text lies in the cohesion among
the sentences of which it is composed. Cohesion is viewed as
the most important text category because it provides coherence
of a literary text.
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Formulation of the scientific problem. Fairy tales have got
incompleteness of the form and content (subject and structure),
which plays an important role in its artistic dynamics, because
the reader always has to invent something, forming its aesthetic
integrity. The problem of content is also considered in an exclusively
semiotic light, where the fiction as an artistic message is actively
involved in sign activities, namely, it serves to convey a certain
veiled (encoded) content.

Analysis of the latest investigations of the question. The
scientific paradigm of linguistic researches of the XXI century
has acquired anthropocentric orientation, and the human factor
in the language has steadily moved to the forefront of linguistic
research. Language is examined as a “representative form of human

consciousness, a means of cognition and intellectual construction
of the world, the product of the creative language personality”
[1, p. 273]. The human personality gradually takes the central
position of any humanities research. The man says, thinks, feels
and is the main actor in the world and the language, and therefore
more attention is paid to manifestations of human personality
in the use of language. Anthropocentrism is predetermined by
the material and spiritual life of the human world. Based on
the opposition of the type “person — person”, “person — society”,
“man - culture”, “man—thinking” involves a comprehension of place
and role of man in society, in culture and in speech. In correlation
with the human factor — the factor of addresser and addressee,
this category is determined by linguocultural, linguocognitive,
communicative, functional and other factors. Anthropocentrism
in linguistics is a special way of knowing and understanding
the humanitarian sphere whose center is a person in its various
appearances. Anthropocentrism is considered to be one of the main
paradigmatic vectors of linguistics of the XX-XXI centuries. The
main principles of this approach are as follows:

— people actively influence the environment and each other
according to their goals and interests;

— perception of people like themselves has mutual character,
so in the communication process it is not only a researcher who
generates an idea about individuals it observes, but he himself
becomes the object of perception;

— people’s behavior is adaptive, it can react to the attempt
by the observation that significantly increases the heuristic role
of constructing and interpreting “self-image” as a researcher
and a source of information;

— the adaptability of human behavior in communicative
processes determines the dynamics of the manifestation
of their qualities can change over time depending on many external
and internal factors;

— relevant socio-psychological qualities of people usually
cannot be observed directly because they are “on the surface”
[2,p.21-22].

Setting objectives. To deal with methodological issues
of research of the English fictional fairy tales. The fairy tales
narrations should be analysed from the viewpoint of anthropocentric
approach in reference to their functionally-narrative patterns
and structurally-pragmatic models.

Presentation of the basic material. The main direction
of modern linguistic studies — anthropocentrism — acquires
a new meaning: any speaker plays the role of an active
creator of meaning and personal understanding of language
as a verbal representation of ready-made knowledge, which is
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the instrument of communication. The exchange of information
is replaced by the interpretation of language as an instrument
of regulation of human behavior that is symbolic in nature [3, p. 1].
Anthropocentric paradigm signals a reorientation of the interests
of researchers from the objects of knowledge onto the subject, that
is people in language and language in people is analyzed. From
the standpoint of anthropocentric paradigm, a person perceives
the world through the knowledge of themselves, of their theoretical
and substantive work in it [4, p. 5]. That is a general trend
of integrated and interdisciplinary study of language, with regard
to aspects of cultural studies, cognitive science, literary studies etc.,
that determines the vector of linguistic research in recent decades.
Anthropocentrism was introduced by ancient philosophers, who
viewed man as the measure of all things. During the Middle
Ages and almost till the beginning of the nineteenth century
anthropocentrism was ignored as a science. Special attention was
paid to this linguistic theory by W. von Humboldt. The researcher
combined the individual and collective anthropocentrism on the basis
of mutual understanding of speakers of one language, which was
then diluted to different linguistic schools, and by the mid-twentieth
century linguists almost paid no attention to anthropocentrism.
Humboldt’s understanding of anthropocentrism coexisted with
the provision on the reverse impact of language onto human
perception of the world.

According to W. von Humboldt’s understanding, a person
coexists with the objects provided by any language, and each
language describes around the people, to which they belongs,
a circle from where the person can go out only as far as he/she
enters into the circle of another language [5, p. 34].

According to Yu. Karaulov, anthropocentrism was rejected
because of “inhumanity” in the scientific structuralist paradigm in
the first half and the middle of the twentieth century and canonized
as “the general tendency of modern linguistic knowledge that is
carried out by movement from the sphere of systems to their centre,
that is, to a person” [6, p. 105].

So, at the beginning of the new millennium there is a change
in the relationship of a linguistic community to the relationship
of a scientific paradigm: if the history of XX century was
characterized as the history, according to some scholars,
of a permanent methodological uprising in the form of successive
theoretical revolutions, XXI century can become a time of tolerance
to different linguistic styles of thinking and the combination of their
best achievements.

Today the principles of multidisciplinary studies increasingly
penetrate into the linguistic studies, which postulates the view
of alanguage as a supersystem, nonlinear, determined from the inside
and from the outside, which is in a state of transition from chaos
to order and beyond — to a new order — through the interaction
of destructive tendencies and parameters of self-organization of this
supersystem. Self-organization is carried out by a joint operation
of the components and subsystems which cooperate to save
the system. This view is a qualitatively new level of system analysis
of the object of science which aims to provide language, linguistic
products in the mutual determination of various supersystems (life,
culture, society etc.) [5, p. 494].

The writer’s appeal to the mind of the addressee, the reader
in general, can perform various artistic tasks, subordinated to
the ultimate goal — to create the preconditions for the formation
and enrichment in the process of perception of the type of reader’s

awareness — an experience closest to the pragmatic attitude
to the writer’s ideological position. The widespread means
of nominating the recipient or recipients of the message are
numerous in the texts of fairy tales and should be decoded by
indepth methods of linguistic analysis aimed at recipient oriented
anthropocentric analysis of the text.

Nowadays the development of linguistics is marked by the change
of scientific paradigm vectors that finds its reflection in the analysis
and investigation of language units and text formations. It is explained
by the fact that a structural approach concentrated on the study
of inner organization of various language levels is being substituted
by a functional approach that presupposes the study of the language
system in action, i.e. the study of the process of communication.

XX century is marked by the cooperation of language system
with other spheres of knowledge (sociology, psychology, culture,
etc.), i.e. a language unit becomes the subject of linguostylistic
analysis, the study of semantic, pragmatic, lexical and, of course,
extralinguistic aspects (social, national, cultural, etc.) within
the sphere of which they exist being its components. However, it did
not happen in a flash. After a rather long theoretically-oriented period
of development, the distance between language and life became
shorter. “Gradually were settled the interconnections between
the language and the reality reflected in it. The epoch of semantics
enlivened the interests to the notions of pragmatics, i.. the relations
between life and language got mutual re-evaluation” [7, p. 3-7].

The notion of pragmatics as a part of linguistics was introduced
by Charles Morris in 30-s of XX century who treated it as a successor
of rhetoric [8, p.389].

Pragmatics is a subfield of linguistics which studies the ways in
which context contributes to meaning, Pragmatics encompasses speech
act theory, conversational implicature and other approaches to language
behaviour in philosophy, sociology, linguistics and anthropology
[9, p. 65]. Pragmatics studies how the transmission of meaning depends
not only on structural and linguistic knowledge (e.g. grammar, lexicon,
etc.) of the speaker and listener, but also on the context of the utterance,
any pre-existing knowledge about those involved, the inferred intent
of the speaker, and other factors [10, p. 75].

Pragmatics gave a new impulse to the development of linguistics
and defined new spheres for the linguistic investigation. It was a crossing
from theory to practice, to the complex study of language, speech,
language and text units taken together with the extralinguistic aspects
that caused their appearance and in the sphere of which linguistics lives.
As aresult, the realisation of these objectives and intentions is primarily
verbalized by various language means which get their expression in text
formations where the detailed selection of extralinguistic and linguistic
material takes place.

The fact that the fairy tales under analysis are written for children
and adults determines the level of their pragmatic and aesthetic
influence on the addressee as the aims and intentions pursued
by any participant of communication are always subordinated to
some definite pragmatic aim which, as a result, defines the vector
of pragmatic focus of the message. “Pragmatic focus is a kind
of inducement for the reader’s reaction revealed via the organization
of all text elements which directs the reader towards the author,
convinces him of the correctness of the author’s concept” [11, p. 75].

The vector of fairy tales pragmatic orientation is determined
their author via the intention in one or other way to make the reader
analyze and reconsider his/her life attitude. It may be stated that
the fairy tales both for children and adults are united by the common
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pragmatic background assumption which, as A.M. Kovalenko
states analyzing the newspaper headlines, is defined by such factors
as “autocentricity (realization of author’s intentions, author’s
worldview arrangement) and anthropocentricity (orientation
towards an addressee, i.e. satisfaction of his/her informational,
aesthetic and spiritual needs) that change them into a powerful
means of pragmatic influence” [12, p. 13].

Conclusions. The source of information about discourse is a text,
oral or written, in our case —fiction. The diversity of texts in functional
and genre relation shows that investigation of a discourse is not just
investigation of text and its structure. Various linguistic approaches
are applied to a text, as an object of linguistic analysis. Special
attention is paid to anthropocentric and ethnocentric. The main point
of the first one is linguistic identity, which creates and accepts texts,
lives in the world of texts and forms under the influence of texts. The
centre of second approach is the idea of interconnection of culture
and text. Text is seen as a culture unit, perception and awareness
of text is connected with its interpretation as a fact of a culture.

In our investigation the text of a fairy tale is analyzed from
the viewpoint of multimodality. Multimodal analysis includes
the analysis of communication in all its forms, but is particularly
concerned with texts which contain the interaction and integration
of two or more semiotic resources — or “modes” of communication —
in order to achieve the communicative functions of the text.
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[Ipocserenue,

JlaBpenuyk M. MeTtonosoriudi mpoosaeMu q0ciTKeHb
XYAO0KHIX Ka30K B aHITiHchbKiil MOBI

AHoTanis. Y cTarTi HaBeAEHO JKepeso iHdopmarlii mpo
JIACKYPC, KU € TEKCTOM, YCHUM YU ITHCBMOBHM, y HAIIOMY
BUIAJIKY — XyJIOKHBOIO JIITEPaTyporo. PI3HOMaHITHICTb TEKCTIB
y (GyHKLiOHAIbHOMY # >KaHPOBOMY BiJHOLIEHHI CBIIYUTH IIPO
TE, WO JOCIIJUKEHHS AUCKYypCy — L€ HE JIMILNE JOCIIKEHHS
TEKCTy Ta ioro cTpykrypu. Jlo TeKCTy K 10 00’€KTa JIHIBic-
THYHOTO aHAaJIi3y 3aCTOCOBYIOTHCS Pi3HI JIIHIBICTUYHI MiAXOAU.
Oco0nuBa yBara IpUIIISAETbCS aHTPOIOLEHTPUYHAM Ta €THO-
LEHTPUYHUM MijxonaM. OCHOBHMI MOMEHT NEpIIOro — MOBHA
1I€HTUYHICTB, SIKa CTBOPIOE Ta CIIPUIMAE TEKCTH, )KUBE y CBITI
TEKCTiB 1 HOpMy€eTHCs i BILIMBOM TeKCTiB. LleHTpoMm npyroro
MI/IXO/Y € i71est B3a€MO3B’ 3Ky KyJIBbTYpH i TekcTy. TeKcT po3mis-
JIA€THCS SIK KYJABTYpPHA OIMHUL, CIPUHHATTS Ta YCBIIOMIICHHS
TEKCTY TIOB’s3aHE 3 HOTrO IHTEpIpeTaliero sk (GakTy KyJabTy-
pu. Kaska mae HesaepiueHicth Gopmu i 3micty (TpeamMery
W CTPYKTYpH), 110 Bilirpae BaXXJIMBY POJIb B 11 XyAOXKHIN JMHA-
Milli, OCKIJTBKH YMTAYEBI 3aBXK/IH IOBOJAUTHCS IIIOCHh BUI'a TyBaTH,
(dhopmyroun i ecTeTH4Hy LTICHICTB. [IpobieMa 3MicTy TakoX
PO3IIISAIAETHCS Y BUKIIFOUHO CEMIOTHYHOMY CBITII, JIE XYIOXKHS
JiTeparypa SIK XyIO)KHE IOBIJIOMICHHS aKTHBHO 3aTy4a€ThCs
JI0 3HAKOBOI TIsUTBHOCTI, @ caMe CIYXKHTh JUIS Ieperadi nes-
HOTO 3aBYaJIbOBaHOTO (3aKOIOBAHOTO0) 3MicTy. CIOBO «TEKCT»
BUKOPHCTOBYETHCSI B JIHTBICTHII JUTSl TO3HAYCHHS Oy/Ib-sKO-
TO YpHBKa, yCHOTO YH ITHCHMOBOTO, Oy/Ib-sIKOT TOBKHHH, SKHIt
CIpaB/li YTBOPIOE €JIMHE IIiJIE, 1 32 3araJibHUM MPaBHIOM Oy/Ib-
SKUH 3pa30K HAIIOI BIACHOI MOBM CTaHOBUTH TEKCT. 3a3Hada-
€TBCS, IO TEKCT — 116 MOBHA OMHMUIL, SIKa BUKOPHCTOBY€ETHCS,
a He IpaMaTU4Ha OAMHMILL. TeKCT — L& CMMCIIOBA OJUHMIL,
SKa € OJIMHULICI0 He (opMH, a 3HAUCHHA. TaKkUM YMHOM, BiH
OB’ sI3aHUM 13 PeueHHIM He po3MipoM, a peartizauiero. [Ipudo-
MY TEKCT He CKJIAZIa€ThCsl 3 PEUCHB, @ PEali3ye€ThCsl PEUCHHIMH,
a CyKyIHICTb CHOPiAHEHUX PeUEHb € BTUICHHSIM UM peallizalieio
TekcTy. OTKe, BUPAXKEHHSI CMUCIIOBOI €JHOCTI TEKCTY IOJIATae
B 3TyPTOBAHOCTI cepel] peueHb, 3 SIKUX BiH CKIAAAEThCs. 3TypTO-
BaHICTh PO3MISIAETHCS K HAMBaXKIIMBIIIA TEKCTOBA KaTEropis,
OCKLUJIbKH BOHA 3a0€31e4y€ 3B’ SI3HICTh XYJJO)KHBOTO TEKCTY.

KurouoBi cioBa: mapagurma, Ka3ku, aHTPOIIOICHTPHU3M,
JIHTBICTHKA, TIparMaTHKa, Xy/I0XKHs JTiTepaTypa.




