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SOME COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS

IN THE HISTORICAL CHRONICLES OF SHAKESPEARE

This article examines some comparative constructions in the historical
Chronicles of William Shakespeare. The study of the works of the great
English playwright William Shakespeare mainly studied his creative activity
or considered his comedies and tragedies (Karpova). Thus, it can be stated
that Chronicles have remained out of the attention of researchers, in
particular, the consideration of the genre in linguistic and stylistic coverage
has remained the least studied. In this study, we consider comparative
constructions as a means of imagery in Shakespeare’s Chronicles in
comparison with the modern literary language of the 2 1st century. The study
of comparative constructions in Chronicles made it possible to consider
and identify differences in the language of the New England period and
modern English of the early 21st century in qualitative and quantitative
terms. The analysis carried out in the study of comparative constructions
with the functional words like, as and than in the historical chronicles of
Shakespeare and their comparison with modern literary texts allow us
to make some generalizations about the evolution of the syntax of these
constructions of the New English period and the change in the status of
these functional words.
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Introduction

The choice of Shakespeare’s historical Chronicles as the object of this study
is not accidental, since most often when studying the great playwright’s language,
his entire work is considered total, or only comedies and tragedies are investigated.
Therefore, it is not surprising that Chronicles remain the least studied genre, in
terms of language and style features. The study of the figurativeness of historical
dramas is also significant because being mainly written in the early period of
Shakespeare’s work (except for «Henry VIII»), they preceded the creation of such
masterpieces as «Hamlet», «King Lear» and «Macbeth». In the vast Soviet and
foreign Shakespearean, there are no works yet devoted to the comparison of the
figurativeness of the Chronicles and the tragedies of Shakespeare. Shakespeare’s
ten historical Chronicles contain over 1,500 figurative expressions, more
or less evenly distributed in all the plays. Comparisons predominate among
figurative expressions (83.7 %); metaphors are represented by a much smaller
number (16.3 %). Note that this ratio of comparisons (binomial figurative
expressions) and metaphors (monomial figurative expressions) differs significantly
from the ratio in Shakespeare’s poetic works, where metaphors prevail.

The comparison of various ways of expressing figurative means in
Shakespeare and the modern English literary language (XXI century) can provide
interesting material for studying the nature of language development in the New
England period. Therefore, in this article, the description of the various forms of
expression of figurativeness used by Shakespeare is regularly compared with the
data of the analysis of similar or identical forms in modern English prose and poetry.

Materials and methods

In Shakespeare’s studies — domestic and foreign — there are different principles
of the analysis of figurative language. In the works of K. Spurgeon and V. Klemen
(1951), the leading principle was the arrangement of semantic types of figurative
means in various works of Shakespeare. German researcher M. Luthi carefully
traces the development of metaphorical language within the framework of
individual dramas [1]. M. M. Morozov in his well-known article makes a subtle
analysis of the characters of the actors by referring to the figurativeness that they
use in their speech [2].

The study of the figurative means of Shakespeare’s language can contribute
to solving serious literary problems. In this way, A. Meisener solves the question
of Shakespeare’s attitude to metaphysical poetry in his polemical article «The
Structure of figurative language in Shakespeare’s Sonnets.» [3] The problem of
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the imagery of language was also considered in the dissertation by E. Lugovskaya
on the examples of Shakespeare’s Sonnets [4].

The works that contain a linguistic analysis of Shakespeare’s figurative
expressions are quite few, for example, the dissertation of V. Huebner [5], written at
the beginning of the century, and, in part, the monograph of V. Franz «Shakespeare’s
Gramman» (1900), reprinted later under the title «Shakespeare’s Language in verse
and prose» belongs to such works (1939) [6]. A. Anikst’s research is devoted to
the problem of the evolution of Shakespeare’s figurative language in his poetic
style [7] A number of studies have been devoted to Shakespeare’s vocabulary,
including the stylistic features of the language, Gilbert [8]; Ivanovsky [9]; Culpeper
[10]; Curren-Aqino [11]; Karpova [12]; Temirgazina [13].

The problem of analyzing the stylistically differentiated text of William
Shakespeare’s Chronicles is of fundamental importance both for stylistics and
for the linguistics of the text, which operates with its special research methods.
Among them stand out:

1) the method of considering linguistic means within a given text;

2) the semantic-stylistic method;

3) the linguistic-stylistic method;

4) the comparative-stylistic method;

5) the linguistic-statistical methods of analyzing comparative-syntactic
constructions.

Working with the texts of the Shakespeare Chronicle, we use such traditional
research methods as : component analysis, contextual analysis. Component analysis
is based on the fact that the units of analysis are parts (elements) of a language
unit (nominative-communicative or structural).

Results and Discussion

Comparative constructions with like

Shakespeare’s Chronicles contains 295 comparative constructions with
like, which is about 24 % of the total number of comparative constructions. The
prevalence of constructions with like, thus, in Shakespeare is somewhat lower
than in the authors of the twentieth century, who use comparisons with like in an
average of 52 % of the total number of comparative constructions.

The use of various syntactic structures acting as a comparative phrase
introduced by the functional word like is given in Table 1. The data on the historical
Chronicles of Shakespeare are compared with the figures obtained as a result of
the analysis of the modern literary text.

It can be seen from the table that the comparative construction, including
the non-distributed substantive unit (like N), makes up a significant part of the
construction with like, although it is somewhat inferior to the use of this structure
in the texts of the XXI century.
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Comparisons of this type are the most transparent and understandable:

(1). York.

Because that I am little, like an ape,

He thinks that you should bear me on your shoulders

(Rich. IIL, IIL, 1). (2). Mortimer.

With silence, nephew, be thou politic:

Strong —fixed is the house of Lancaster,

And like a mountain, not to be removed.

(1 Henry VI, 11, 5).

(3). Prince.

Look, whether the withered elder hath not his poll

clawed like a parrot.

(2 Henry 1V, 11, 4).

It is indicative of Shakespeare’s style is a high percentage of the use of
constructions like AN (about 46 % versus 31 % in texts of the XXI century. the
high usage of a substantive unit with an attribute as the second member of the
comparison seems to be related to the general widespread use of epithets in the
language of Shakespeare:

(4). Vernon.

1 saw young Harry, with his beaver on,

His cuisses on his thighs, gallantly arm’d,

Rise from the ground like feather’d Mercury...

(1 Henry IV, IV, 1).

Very often in Shakespeare, the semantic center of the comparative phrase is
precisely the attribute and not the defined word. For example:

(5). Gardener.

Go bind thou yon dangling apricocks,

Which, like unruly children, make their sire

Stoop with oppression of their prodigal weight:

Give some supportance to the bending twigs.

(Rich. I1, 111, 4).

If comparisons of the type like N (with a non-distributed substantive unit)
are usually substantive, then there are sometimes predicative semantic relations in
attributive constructions, and the comparison becomes more complex situational:

(6). Richaed.

A deadly groan, like life and death’s departing...

(3 Henry VI, 11, 6).

Nearly a third of attributive comparative constructions with like in historical
Chronicles contain a postpositive attribute expressed by a participial construction
or a subordinate determinative sentence:
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(7). Richard.

How well resembles it the prime of youth,

Tirimm 'd like a younker prancing to his love.

(3 Henry VI, 11, 1).

(8). Gloucester.

And I, like one lost in a thorny wood,

That rends the thorns and is rent with the thorns,

Seeking a way and straying from the way;

Not knowing how to find the open air,

But toiling desperately to find it out,

Torment myself to catch the English crown...

(3 Henry VI, 111, 2).

About 17 % of comparative constructions with like in Chronicles include
substantive — prepositional phrases (like N prep. N). Such comparisons are often
complex and multifaceted since the prepositional phrase itself has the potential
ability to express figurativeness (suffice it to recall the famous «the milk of human
kindness»). Most often in such constructions, Shakespeare uses the preposition of:

(9). Charles.

Now shine it like a comet of revenge,

A prophet to the fall of all our foes!

(1 Henry VI, 111, 2).

The presence of two semantic centers in a prepositional phrase allows for
a double correlation of the comparative constructions with the reference part of
the phrase. There is a parallelism, which is a rather complex figurative structure
since in this case, there is a double correlation. There is a parallelism, which is a
rather complex figurative structure, since in this case, the figurativeness is not so
much in the comparison of two pairs of objects, as in the use of relations between
correlating pairs. Here is an example of such a comparison:

(10). King Henry.

I will tell thee in French, which I am sure

will hang upon my tongue like a new-married

wife about her husband’s neck, hardly to be shook off.

(Henry V, V, 2).

It is difficult to imagine that such unusual comparisons (French—-wife,
tongue—husband’s neck) could be implemented not in parallelism, but in the usual
two-component comparison.

The construction with a non-finite verb form (like V) in the Chronicles is
marked by an isolated case:

(11). Fluellen.

The perdition of the athversary hath been very,
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great: marry, for my part, I think the duke hath

lost never a man but one that is like to be

executed for robbing a church...

(Henry V, 111, 6).

Asingle case is also represented in the Chronicles by the predicative structure
like NV, which grammarians usually recognize as non-normative:

(12). Warick.

'Tis like you would not feast him like a friend,

and 't is well seen he found an enemy.

(2 Henry VI, 111, 2)

It should be noted that in the texts of the XXI century, the constructions like
V and like NV each account for 5% of the total number of uses of turns with like
(see Table 1). This indicates the evolution of the syntactic status of the functional
word like in the New English period: from a lexically weakened adjective in
Shakespeare’s time to a subordinate conjunction in our days.

The adjectival nature of like in Shakespeare’s Chronicles is confirmed
by the frequent use of the adverb so, syntactically related to like, for example:
(13). Hotspur.

And talk so like a waiting—gentlewoman of guns,

and drums, and wounds, God save the mark!

(1 Henry IV, 1, 3).

Widespread in the Chronicles are phrases with the functional complex more
like—than, in which like clearly shows the nature of the adjective:

(14). Queen Margaret.

Not all these lords do vex me half'so much

As that proud dame, the lord protector s wife:

She sweeps it through the court with troops

of ladies,

More like an empress than Duke Humphrey’s wife.

(2 Henry VI, I, 3).

It is noteworthy that along with the analytical form more like, Shakespeare
uses the ‘synthetic form liker: (15). Constance.

My bed was ever to thy son as true

As thine was do thy husband; and this boy

Liker in features to his father Geffrey

Than thou and John in manners; being as like

As rain to water, or devil to his dam.

(John, 11, 1).

Another confirmation of the adjectival nature of like in Shakespeare is the
frequent use by the playwright of archaic management with the preposition to
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(going back to the ancient form of management with the dative case). In total,
out of 295 revolutions with like noted in the chronicles, in 24 cases (which is
about 8 %), control with to is observed. Here are some examples:

(16). King Edward.

What valiant foemen, like to autumn’s com,

Have we mow’d down in tops of all their pridel

(3 Henry VL, V, 7).

(17). King Henry.

You are not to be taught

That you have many enemies, that know not

Why they are so, but, like to village curs,

Bark when their fellows do...

(Henry VIIL, 11, 4).

(18). Hastings.

Besides, the king hath wasted all his rods

On late offenders, that he now doth lack

The very instruments of chastisement,

So that his power, like to a fangless lion.

(2 Henry IV, 1V, 1).

There are no examples of this type in the literary texts of the XXI century,
although similar constructions are found in the poetry of the XIX century, for
example:

1 see the others far away

As if in fir el it camp they lay,

And I, like to an Indian scout,

Around their part prowled about.

(R. L. Stevenson, The Land of Story — Books).

There is reason to believe that already for Shakespeare’s era like to was an
outdated expression since the playwright used it only in poetic passages (apparently
for reasons of rhythm); in passages written in prose, Shakespeare never resorts
to such an expression.

Comparative constructions with as

The Chronicles noted 492 comparative constructions introduced by the
conjunction as. This is about 39 % of the total number of corporate structures.
Let us note at the same time that in the texts of the XXI century, the phrases with
as are used much less often (16 %).

Table 2 shows the results of calculating the use of various syntactic structures
as part of the construction introduced in Chronicles in comparison with similar
data from modern texts.
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An unextended substantive unit in the composition of constructions introduced
by the conjunction as is relatively less common than in construction with like
(cf. Tables 1 and 2). As a rule, the basis of comparison is explicitly expressed in
such comparisons:

(19) King Richard.

High-stomach’d are they both and full of ire,

In rage deaf as the sea, hasty as fire.

(Rich. I1, 1, 1).

(20) Gloucester.

Say st thou me so? What colour is this cloak of?

Simple. Red, master; red as blood.

Gloucester. Why, that's well said. What colour is my

gown of?

Simple. Black, forsooth; coal-black as jet.

(2 Henry VI, 11, 1).

The constructions with as, which include a substantive unit with a definition
(as AN), have no significant differences from the constructions of the type like
AN from the point of view of expressing figurativeness. As in like AN phrases, a
lexically «empty» substantive element is often included in the as AN construction,
and the attributive part that acts as the carrier of figurativeness, for example:

(21) Reignier. Salisbury is a desperate homicide;

He fightetch as one weary of his life...

(1 Henry VI, 1, 2).

Constructions of the as AN type with an expanded attribute part are sometimes
given in the form of separate replicas, while the comparison as a whole construction
appears to be dissected: its first component is contained in the «leading replica,
and the second in the subsequent replica, for example:

(22) Williams.

A good old commander and a most kind gentleman:

I pray you, what thinks he of our estate?

King Henry.

Even as men wrecked upon a sand, that look to be

washed off the next tide.

(Henry V, IV, 1).

Attention is drawn to the frequent use of the possessive form of nouns in the
described construction. In constructions with like, the possessive case is much less
common. The explanation of this fact should probably be sought in the peculiarities
of Shakespeare’s versification, in his apparent tendency to the widespread use of
alliteration. The sound association of the conjunction as with the ending of the
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possessive case in many cases predetermined the possible choice between as and
like. Here is a very illustrative example, in our opinion:

(23) Kin Henry:

Hide not thy poison with such sugar’d words;

Lay not thy hands on me; forebear, I say:

Their touch affrights me as a serpent’s sting.

(2 Henry, VI, 111, 2).

The alliteration of ’s’, available in the last verse, onomatopoeically conveys
the hissing of a snake (in the English onomatopoietic expression — hiss).

It can be assumed that the choice of like was also sometimes due to alliteration,
for example:

(24) Reignier:

The other lords, like lions wanting food,

Do rush upon us at their hungry prey.

(1 Henry VI, 1, 2).

About 3 % of cases among comparative constructions with the conjunction
as occur in the Chronicles in the constructions of the type as prep. N (there are
no similar constructions with like).

The most common preposition in this phrase is in, which acts in a variety of
meanings, but most often in a local meaning (example 25) and a state meaning
(example 26):

(25) Bastard.

By heaven, these scroyles of Angiers flout you, kings,

And stand securely on their battlements,

As in a theatre, whence they gape and point

At your industrious scenes and acts of death.

(John, 11, 1).

(26) Buckingham.

If you refuse it, as in love and zeal,

Loth to depose the child, your brothers son...

(Rich. I, 111, 7).

In about 3 % of cases among comparatives, if the first member of the
comparison is a prepositional complement, then the preposition is repeated in the
construction, before the second member. Such repetition is structurally necessary
since with its help correlating elements of the figurative expression are established,
for example:

(27) Boy. And when my uncle told me so, he wept,

And pitied me, and kindly kiss'd my cheek;

Bade me rely on him as no my father,

And he would love me dearly as his child.
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(Rich. 111, 11, 2).

Conclusion

The analysis of comparative constructions with the functional words like,
as and then in the historical Chronicles by Shakespeare and the comparison of
the texts of the Chronicles with modern literary texts, undertaken in this work,
allow us to make some generalizations about the evolution of the syntax of these
constructions during the New England period and about the change in the status
of these functional words.

Thus, constructions with like in Shakespeare’s Chronicles are predominantly
substantive, and the word like itself has a more expressed adjective character than
in the texts of the XXI century. A single use of like with a predicative structure
(see example 12) is symptomatic in the sense that it indicates the potential for the
word like to acquire the status of a union. It can be argued that in the New English
period, like undergoes gradual grammaticalization.

The conjunction as during the period under review reveals the opposite trend:
if in Shakespeare’s language it introduces predicative structures more often and
non-predicative structures less often, then in the XXI century, on the contrary, it
is used more preferentially in simple sentences than in complex sentences. This
tendency finds its maximum expression in the use of as, as a preposition.

When studying the figurativeness of Shakespeare’s language, one should take
into account the fact that prosodic factors such as rhythm and alliteration could
influence the choice of one or another comparative construction.

References

1 Liithi, M. Shakespeare’s Romeo. Berlin, 1959.

2 Morozov, M. Articles about Shakespeare. Moscow : 1964. — 324 p.

3 Mizener, A. The Structure of Figurative Language in Shakespeare’s Sonnets.
In : «Discussions of Shakespeare’s Sonnets». Boston, 1964.

4 Lugovskaya, E. The speech structure of the sonnet : Based on the sonnets
of V. Shakespeare. Ph.D. theses, 2005.

5 Hiibner, W. Der Vergleich bei Shakspere. Berlin, 1908.

6 Franz, W. Die Sprache Shakespeare in Vers und Prosa. Halle (Saale), 1939.

7 Anikst, A. Evolution of Shakespeare’s poetry style. Shakespeare readings,
2001.—280 p.

8 Gilbert, A. The Principles and Practice of Criticism (Othello, The Merry
Wives, Hamlet). Detroit, 1959.

9 Ivanovsky, I. M. William Shakespeare. Sonnets. Translated from English.
St. Petersburg : Tessa, 2001. — 500 p.

358



Bectauk Topaiirsipos yausepcutera. ISSN 2710-3528 Qunonocuueckas cepus. Ne 3. 2024

10 Culpeper, J. New kind of Dictionary for Shakespeare’s plays: An
Immodest Proposal. Stylistics and Shakespeare: Transdisiplinary Approaches:
2011. — 58-83p.

11 Curren-Aqino, D. The Arden Shakespeare Dictionary Series.
Shakespeare’s Quarterly.Vol.66. iss.2 : 2015. — 197-208p.

12 Karpova, O. 2022. Shakespeare’s Linguocultural World as Viewed
Lexigographically. Bulletin of the Moscow State Regional University No. 4 :
2022.—102—-111p.

13 Temirgazina, Z. A. Poeteme as a Tool for the Analysis of a Lyrical Text in
L. ANovikov’s Concept of Language as Art. RUDN Journal of Language Studies,
Semiotics and Semantics, #13(2): 2022. — 249-261p.

Received 24.05.24.
Received in revised form 25.06.24.
Accepted for publication 26.08.24.

P. K. Caypbaeg’, A. K. JKemnic6ai’, A. A. Boramosa®, *®. T. Epexanosa’
'TopaitFpIpOB YHHBEPCHTETI,

Kasakcran PecniyOnukacer, [TaBnomap k.;

0. MaprynaH atbiHAars! [laBnogap
TIe/IaroruKaNblK YHUBEPCHUTET,

Kasakcran PecniyOnukacer, [TaBnomap k.;
340pranblk A3usi HHHOBAIUSUTBIK YHUBEPCUTETI,
Kazakcran Pecyonukacer, [IIbIMKEHT K.
24.05.24 x. bacmara TYCTI.

25.06.24 x. Ty3eTylepiMEH TYCTi.

26.08.24 x. OachIn HIbIFapyFa KaObLIIaH bl

INEKCITAPATH, TAPUXU XPOHUKAJIAPBIHJIAFbI KEMBIP
CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBI K¥YPBIJIBICTAP

Byn maxanaoa Yunvsim [lexcnupoiy mapuxu wiedcipenepinoeei keubip
CANLICMBIPMATLL KOHCMPYKYUALAD KAPACMbIPbLAaObl. ¥ibl a2vliibli
opamamypei Yunvsam Lllexcnupoiy wvleapmanapvli 3epmmey He2i3iHeH
OHbBIH WbI2APMAUUBLIbIK, KbIZMEMIH 3epmmedi Hemece OHblY KOMeOUsLAApbl
Men mpazedusiiapbii Kapacmuipowl (Kapnoea). Ocviiatiwa, «Llledcipenep»
3epmmeyuinep Ha3apblHaH mulc KAaa0bl, aman aumxaHod, TUHSGUCUKATbIK
JHCOHE CIUTUCTMUKATIBIK, KAMIMYOA2bl HCAHPObL KAPACMBIPY €H A3 3ePMIMeneH
Oden atimyea Oonaovl. Biz 6yn zepmmeyoe Lllexcnup wescipenepinoeei
21 eacvipoaze Kaszipel 90ebu miimeH CanblCmvlpa Omblpbln, CATbICHIbIPMATbL
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KOHCmMpPYKyusnapovl Oetineney Kypaivl peminoe Kapacmulpambl3.
Uleoicipenepoeei canvlcmvipmaivl KOHCMPYKYULIapOvl 3epmmey
21 aacwipoviy b6acwvinoazel JKana Anenus kezeqi men KA3ipel azvliubiH
miniHoe2i ablpMalblibiKmapobl Canaiblk HCOHe CAHObIK MYpablOaH
Kapacmuolpyaa JHcoHe aHblKmayaa MyMKiHOIK 6epoi. [llexcnupdiy mapuxu
wedxcipenepindeei CUsKmol JHCoHe Kapasanod CUSKMbL QYHKYUOHAIObIK
CO30EPMEH CanblCMblpMaibl KOHCMPYKYUAIAPObl 3epmmeyoe Jcypeizineet
manoay dcoHe oaapovl Kazipei a0ebu mominoepmer canvicmoipy Kana
00yipoezi 0cbl KOHCMPYKYUAIAPObIH, CUNMAKCUCIHIH 9801I0YUACHL MYPATbl
KeubIp JHCannvliaynap icacayea MyMKiHOIK Oepeol. azbliublH Ke3eHi HCoHe
0Cbl PYHKYUOHANLObIK, CO30ePOIH KYUIHIH 632epYi.

Kinmmi co3z0ep: mapuxu wedcipenep; caiblcmvlpMaibl
KoHcmpykyusanap,; Oetneninix; Illexcnup, konmexcmix manoay,
napaneauzm, s0eduem, nod3usi.

P.JK. Caypbaeg’, A. K. XKemnucbaii’, A. A. bonamosa®, *®. T. Epexanosa’
'TopaiireIpOB YHHBEPCHTET,
Pecniyonmuka Kazaxcran, r. [TaBnonap;
[laBnofapCKUil mearoruyecKuii
YHUBEpCHUTET UMeHHU A. MaprynaHa,
Pecniyonmuka Kazaxcraw, r. [TaBnonap;
341 {eHTpanbHO- A3HATCKHUI
WHHOBALMOHHBIH YHUBEPCHUTET,
Pecnyonuka Kazaxcran, 1. [lIbiMkeHT.
[Moctynuio B pegaxuuto 24.05.24.
[Toctynuno ¢ ucnpasienusmu 25.06.24.
[Ipunsaro B neuars 26.08.24.

HEKOTOPBIE CPABHUTEJIBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIUHN
B HICTOPUYECKHUX XPOHUKAX INEKCITUPA

B cmamve paccmampueaiomcsa nekomopule cpasHumenbHble
KoHcmpyKyuu 6 ucmopuieckux xpounuxax Yunvama Llexcnupa. Ilpu
U3yHeHUU MBOPYeCmed BEIUKO20 AHSIUICKO20 Oopamamypea Yuivama
Llexcnupa enagnvlm 00pa30M U3y4aIACH €20 MEOPUECKAsL OesIMEeNbHOCHIb
U paccmampusaniucy e2o komeouu u mpazeouu (Kapnosa). Taxum
00pasom, MOINCHO KOHCMAMUPOBANMb, YMO JCMONUCU OCMAIUCH GHE
BHUMAHUSL UCCAEO08AMETNEN, 8 HACTIHOCMU, HAUMEHEE U3VYEHHbIM OCMAICS
yuem HCampa 6 NUH2BUCMUYECKOM U CHMUNUCMUYECKOM O0CE8eUjeHUU.
B daunnom uccreoosanuu mul paccmampusaem CpagHumebHbvle
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KOHCIMPYKYUUL KaK cpeocmeo 0OpasHOCmu 8 WeKCNUPOBCKUX XPOHUKAX
8 CpasHeHUU ¢ COBPEeMEeHHbIM AumepamypHuim Azvikom XXI eexa.
H3yuenue conocmasumenvHulx KOHCmMPYKYUull 8 XpoHuKax no3801uio
paccmompems U GblAGUMb PA3IUYUS A3bIKA HOBOAH2IULCKO20 NEPUood
u cospemennozo anenuiickozo Hadanra XXI eexa 6 xauecmeenHoMm u
KOAUYeCMBEHHOM OMHOUeHuU. Ananus, npoeedenHblll npu U3yueHuu
CONOCMABUMENbHBIX KOHCMPYKYUL € CAYAHCEOHBIMU CLOGAMU MUNA,
Kak u yem 6 ucmopuyeckux xpouuxax Lllexcnupa u ux conocmasgnenuu
C COBPEMEHHBIMU TUMEPAMYPHLIMU MEKCIAMU, NO380Isem COeNamb
Hekomopbie 0000ujens 06 I60IOYUU CUHMAKCUCA DMUX KOHCIPYKYULL
Hosozo epemenu, anenutickuii nepuoo u usmeHeHue cmamycd 3mux
DYHKYUOHATBHBIX CI08.

Knwouesvie cnosa: ucmopuveckue Xponuxu, cpasnumenbHbvie
KOHCmpyKkyuu, obopasnocmo, [llexcnup, KOHMeKCmMyanbHulil aHAIU3,
napanienusm, Iumepamypa, nod3usl.
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