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ABSTRACT

All human knowledge about the world exists in their consciousness
in the form of a picture of the world, and the world’s image that has been
gleaned by people of different nationalities in the process of their
comprehending the diversity of the world, leaves stamp on a language.
Language is considered not as a static language system, but as a means of
communication, reflection of the world, an integral component and a bearer
of ethnos culture. Language and culture are closely interconnected and
interdependent, reflect the man’s worldview. The way of life, culture,
individualities of world cognition affect the formation of an ethnolinguistic
view of the world, which gives a new turn to objects and phenomena of the
reality. Ethnolinguistic world images are distinguished by their originality;
they are composed of universal and unique national concepts. Comparative
constructions are valuable material for identifying some features of
linguistic world images of different ethnic groups, since they have semantic
and grammatical planes of expression, being not only a linguistic, but also
cognitive category.

The article discusses the comparative constructions of the Tatar and
Russian languages as a means of language categorization of the Tatar and
Russian views of the world. These constructions are of real interest, since
they give us an opportunity to reconstruct the most important stereotypes
of national consciousness. The elements of comparative analysis and the
method of purposive associative experiment were used as the main
research methods.

Keywords: comparative constructions, the Russian language, the Tatar
language, national view of the world, purposive associative experiment.

Introduction

The linguistic view of the world is a systemic, holistic reflection of
reality using various linguistic means. There is a universal core of the view of
the world, serving as a basis for communication and mutual understanding
of people of different nationalities and cultures. The universality of the core
common to humanity is explained by the unity of the physical world, the
proximity or commonality of the territory, the similarity of the stages of
historical development, etc. But at the same time, it is necessary to take into
account the characteristics of the material and spiritual culture of each
ethnic group, place of residence, natural and climatic conditions, etc. [1, 2].
The main distinguishing features are religion and beliefs, customs and
traditions. All this is mirrored in the language [3, 4]. Thus, universal and
unique linguistic means form a linguistic world image. In addition, the
worldview of each person is also made up of their own, subjective ideas
about the world, which are formed throughout their lives.
Social and natural factors, differences in religion and beliefs are those
features that distinguish the linguistic view of the world of representatives
of different nationalities.
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Therefore, when comparing linguistic means, we can determine the universal and unique features of the world
images of different ethnic groups [5,6].

Comparative constructions of different languages are different, as they capture secondary sensations, and they
reflect ideas about the world, especially thinking, characteristic of one or another ethnocultural community. V.A.
Maslova writes that “the world, reflected through the prism of the mechanism of secondary sensations embodied in
metaphors, comparisons, symbols, is the main factor that determines the universality and specificity of any particular
national linguistic view of the world” [7: 70]. Consequently, a contrastive analysis of comparative constructions makes
it possible to discover the universal and the unique in the culture of different peoples, to explore the phenomenon
of ethnic mentality. Using these constructions, it is possible to expose those factors that have influence on the
originality of the linguistic view of the world.

Language expression of value preferences, which is realized in the semantics of comparative constructions of
the Tatar language, has a figurative character: human thinking is associative, which is manifested in figurative
nominations of objects that are compared with well-known, axiologically significant objects and phenomena.
Imagery is a component of connotation, expressing a holistic, visual representation of native speakers of some real
phenomenon, object or property, assigned to language units via an internal form.

The imagery of comparative constructions is based on their internal form which motivates the general integrity
of their semantics. Moreover, motivation embodies comparison as a starting point of the cognitive process, so the
basis of imagery is the comparison of the realities of extra-linguistic reality which become a model of ideal quality or
condition, etc.

Conception foundation of comparative constructions is based on various cultural codes that reflect the way
people think and determine the content and forms of linguistic representations.

Methods

The following methods of linguistic analysis have been used in the work: generalization and systematization,
analytical method, descriptive, comparative, and the method of association experiment, etc.

We have applied a comparative method to establish the general and specific features of the Russian and Tatar
languages. The method of purposive association experiment has been used to determine the national specificity of
the choice of comparison for the characteristics of a person [8]. We considered associative reactions of the same type
as typical of the language community on the whole.

Results and Discussion

We have selected the examples from literary works of the Russian and Tatar languages that contain
comparisons of anthropocentric orientation. It can be said that the largest group in the languages studied is made
up of comparisons, where the figurative basis is the words of the thematic group of nature.

Otey Cucoui 6bin cTap, Tow, cropbnieH, Bcerga He[oBOMIEH YeM-HUOYab, W rnasa y Hero 6biiv cepaunTble,
BbIMyK/ble KaK y paka [9];

HacTa TonbKo 4TO OKOHYMMA YYUTbCA B TMMHA3nu; pagyacb cBoboje, OHa BECENIO U ACHO yrbibanacb BCEMY
MUpPY 6ONIBbLUNMY, TEMHBIMU KaK BULIHM rna3amu [9];

AnapHbIH MH UCToKa/lraHHapbl Kapa beprnerad Tec/e Karn-Kapa Kysne, 6uk sAwwb, 6uk 6epkatsnbl JleHa [10];

Kapa usue 6ypere acTbIHHaH Ty3rbif UblKKaH, Ky3/1g0€ ThiYKaHHbIKbI Kebek, rierepeLen Topanap [10].

The next group of comparisons includes the names of everyday objects. These items are most often a way of
comparison also when describing appearance and character of a person. The basis of comparison can be formed by
the qualitatively characterizing features of the standard, such as shape, size, color, etc.

Ero nporHan BexnvBbivi, KOPOTKOHOIIA U KPYIrNeHbKUIM YeloBeYeK, C MaJleHbKOW rO/TI0OBKOM, GNeCTALeNn KaK
buneapgHe wap [91;

JleHa 3ameTuna: rybbl y MamMbl Kak HUTOYKM, - 3Ha4nT, cepamntca [9];

dMma bananapHbiKbl Ke6eK MouMaknaHbin TopraH KabapbiHKbl UPEHHIOE, YH BUTEHAare UHS OYbl Xar/le reHa
MuHe, Hapuc bye-cbiHbl b6ep gay3srgomaraq [10];

Ubipae mny rie3e kebek arn-ak [10].

In the languages studied, comparative constructions can be distinguished into a separate group, where the
names of food serve as an image of comparing.

Monyvanusbii CTenaHoB 3aKuBas Kak-TOOUYEHb YK MOCMELHO KPYr/biM Kak O/11H, 3a4yMyYnBO-400pbIM TNLOM
(9%

U 6onbue Bcero 6oanack Jloba, UTo nyxsble Kak COCUCKM nanblbl KOCHYTCA ee [9];

Vicke reHa KakaH KuraH Oy KapT ubin-dbiH X03bip Unbac uge: ceT KebeK an-ak cakan-mblersl aHa waanuiblK,
cepnenek, nrenek tecmepe arbirn Topa [10];

AHUYypUHHbIH 6eTEH Vie3e Ka3 mae benaH MavinaHrangav entoipbiv uge. [10].
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With reference to the examples from literary works, it has been concluded that the figurative basis of
comparisons in Russian and Tatar is the lexemes of different semantic classes: natural phenomena, flora, fauna,
everyday objects, and much more. These lexemes are the objects of comparisons that convey the sum of different
sense perceptions (hearing, visual), evaluate a person, actualize an evaluative component in their semantic structure.

The most widely used objects of comparison are the names of plants and animals. A person’s characteristic,
expressed by comparison, is in a certain way predetermined by the nature of that core component which correlates
with a specific characteristic of a particular plant or animal. The use of these images can be explained by the fact that
for comparisons a person chooses what is familiar, often found in everyday life.

The ethnocultural specificity of comparative constructions is manifested in the choice of objects and
phenomena for creating images of comparison, as well as the objects and phenomena subjected to comparison, and
even the ways of expressing comparison. The semantics of each national language encapsulates a system of images
in which cultural information has been accumulated.

The peculiarity of comparative constructions in the Tatar and Russian languages is influenced by the
peculiarities of thinking, spiritual structure, world outlook, historical development of an ethnos, its national culture
and environment.

To check the reproducibility of the prototype images by Russian and Tatar speakers and to identify the number
of matches with the examples from literary works, a purposive association experiment has been carried out. The
technique of this experiment and the questionnaires were developed by Maslova V. A. The experiment and its results
are described in the textbook Cultural Linguistics [7]. We were also interested in the national specificity of the choice
of a comparison to characterize a person by Russian and Tatar speakers.

The informants were asked to fill in the comparative construction by sequentially selecting words that could
serve as a basis for comparison according to the feature proposed in the experiment. To characterize the eyes, native
speakers of the Russian language use the following comparisons:

1) with natural objects: rony6bie — kak He60, mope(blue - like the sky, the sea); kapue — kKak 3emns, necok (brown
— like earth, sand); kKpacueble — Kak Hebo (beautiful — like the sky); 6nectawme — Kak 3Be3gbl, COMNHLE, Kanna Boabl
(shining - like the stars, the sun, a drop of water); AcHble — Kak Hebo, conHue, 3Be3apl, Boaa (clear - like the sky, the
sun, the stars, water), etc.

2) with animals and plants: ymHble — Kak y cobaku, y nowagau (clever — of a dog, a horse); 6onblune - Kak y
Koposbl (large — of a cow); BbipasuTenbHble — Kak Y KOpoBbl, y cobaKu, y nolaaun, y Kowku (expressive — of a cow, a
dog, a horse, a cat); bnectawme — Kak y Kowkwm (shining - of a cat); rony6ble — kak Bacunbku, Hesabygku (blue - like
cornflowers, forget-me-nots); Kpacueble — Kak LBeToK (beautiful - like a flower), etc .;

3) with other people, personages from literary works, etc: BbipasutenbHble — Kak y MafloHHbI, y apTUCTa, Yy
MaMbl, y pebeHka (expressive — like the Madonna’s, the artist’s, the mother’s, child’s); ymHble — Kak yueHoro, y cTapuka,
y 6abywku, y mygpeua, y npodeccopa (intelligent - like a scientist’s, an old man’s, the grandmother’s, a sage’s, a
professor’s); kKapue — Kak y ubiraHku (brown - like a gypsy’s); bnectawme — Kak y nbaHoro, y 6onbHoro (lustrous - like
a drunk’s, an ill man’s); kpacueble — Kak y MeHs, y Mambl (beautiful - like mine, my mother’s), etc .;

4) with a certain season and time of day: kapue — Kak Houb (brown - like night); Kpacueblie — Kak Houb (beautiful
- like a night); acHble - kak geHb (bright - like a day), etc.

The speakers of Tatar use the following associates:

1) with natural objects: rony6ble — kak He6o, mope (blue - like the sky, the sea); kpacuBble - kak Hebo, conHue,
nyHa (beautiful - like the sky, the sun, the moon); 6nectawme — kak 3Be3gpl, conHue(shining — like the stars, the sun);
ACHbIe — Kak Hebo, conHue, 3Be3gbl (bright — like the sky, the sun, the stars), etc.;

2) with animals and plants: ymHble — Kak y cobaku, y KoKy, y nbea (clever - of a dog, a cat, a lion); 6onbwue -
KaK y kopoBbl (large — of a cow); BbipasunTenbHble — KaK y KOPOBbI, Yy TENEHKA, Y CO6aKK, Y NOLWAAN, Y KOLIKM (expressive
- of a cow, a calf, a dog, a horse, a cat); 6nectawue - Kak y Kowkn (glittering — of a cat); rony6ble — Kak KONOKONbUMKN
(blue - like bellflowers), etc.;

3) with other people, personages of literary works, etc.: BbipasuTenbHble — Kak Yy MaMbl, y pebeHKa (expressive
- like the mother’s, a child’s); ymHble — Kak y npenogasatens, yuntena, aeaywku (intelligent - like a teacher’s, your
grandfather’s); Kapune — Kak y BOCTOUHOW geByLiKK, y MmeHs (brown - like an orient girl’s, mine); ymHble — KaK y CTapuiKa;
akcakana, botaHuka, nansi(intelligent - like an old man'’s; senior a clansman’s, a botanist’s, the father’s); 6necrawue -
KaK y BntobneHHoro (glistening — as with love); KpacuBble — Kak y MeHs, Y Mambl, Ha nopTtpeTe (beautiful - like mine,
your mother’s, in the portrait), etc.;

4) with a certain season and time of day: rnasa yepHbie — Kak Houb (dark — like a night); KpacmBble — Kak HoOub,
neto (beautiful — like a night, summer); AcHble — Kak feHb, yTpo, pacceeT (bright - like a day, morning, dawn), etc.

Analyzing the data obtained as a result of a survey of informants - the native speakers of the Russian and Tatar
languages - it has been found that they mainly use the same images. They have chosen the names of objects of nature
and the names of animals as the main images for comparisons. Also, a large group encompasses the comparisons
with other people: acquaintances, famous people, etc.
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When comparing the data obtained as a result of a survey of informants with the similes from literary works, it
turned out thatin many cases the informants showed less diversity in the use of images of comparisons. This tendency
is observed among speakers of both Russian and Tatar.

Summary

Thus, the emergence of close connotations in the Tatar and Russian languages is according to the universality
of human reasoning, a common history and territory of residence, and attributing different qualities and
connotations to the same images is determined by the specificity of the vision of reality by representatives of different
peoples, differences in way of life, culture and religion. The study of comparisons and comparative constructions in
relation to a comparative aspect is of interest not only for linguistics and cultural linguistics, but also psychology,
psycholinguistics, as these constructions mirror not only the features of everyday life, customs and traditions of the
people, but also capture certain stereotypes of thinking that are characteristic of a particular ethnocultural
community .

Conclusions

The results of the purposive association experiment have shown that there is some destruction of fixedness
and stereotype in the field of comparative constructions. New time gives rise to new images and standards of
comparisons, often losing old ones. In our opinion, these processes are caused by the influence of other cultures, the
media, television, advertising, etc.
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