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FUNCTIONAL SEMANTICS OF IRONIC
PRONOUNCEMENTS IN MEDIATEXTS

The article is devoted to the problems of clarifying the functional semantics of ironic manifestations
in mass media. Throughout the whole history of its nature, irony has received a huge number of forms,
that until now there has never been a classification that defines a clear line between irony and categories.
The meaningful heterogeneity of the text with its ironic direction has the particularity that it is created by
the journalist intentionally, with the aim of provoking a certain stylistic effect. The article is devoted to
research functional semantics of ironic excerpts in mass media and their linguistic backgrounds, which
they express. The opening of this concept of irony, describes by the identification of irony as a content
conceptual category of text, allowing the journalist to come up with an emotionally-valued attitude to
the displayed reality.
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Meama MaTiHAEpAEri UPOHUSIABIK, CO3AEPAIH,
(pYHKLIMOHAAADBIK, CEMAHTUKACDI

Makaaa 6ykapaAblK, aknapar KypaAAapblHAAFbl MPOHMUSIAbIK, KOPIHICTEPAIH (YHKLMOHAAADIK-
CeMaHTMKACbIH HAKTbIAQY MBCeAeAepiHe apHaAFaH. byA canaHbl 3epTTeyai apTypAi Ke3eHHiH, Teope-
TUKTEPI aliHAAbICK@HbIMEH, OCbl KYObIAbICTbIH, AMHIBUCTUKAABIK, YXOHE CTUAMUCTUKAAbIK, >KaFbl 9AI KyHre
AeWiH HazapAaH TbIC KaAbIM KEAAT. MaTIHHIH MPOHUSABIK, 6aFbITbIMEH Ma3MYyHAbI TYPAE BPTYPAI GOAYbI,
OHbl GeATiAl 6ip CTUAMCTUKAABIK, 8CEPAT TYAbIPY MaKCaTbIHAA XKYPHAAMCT KacakaHa >KacalTbiH epeKLie-
AIriIMEH KaTap, SMOLIMOHAAAbBI BPEKETTIH MaHbI3Abl SMOLMOHAAABI MYMKIHAIKTEPIH 6aFaAayAblH, HbiCaHbl
peTiHAE, MPOHMSAHbI TYCIHYAEri >KYPHAAMCTMKA YCTaHbIMbIMEH TbiFbl3 GaiiAaHbIC OpHaTaAbl. Makaaa
OGyKapaAbIK, akmapaTt KypaAAapblHAAFbl MPOHUSABIK, Y3IHAIAEPAIH (DYHKLMOHAAABIK, CEMAHTUKACHIH
JKOHE OAap alTKaH AMHIBMCTMKAADIK, €peKLLEAIKTEPIH KOPCETYAl MakcaT TyTaAbl. ByA MpOHUS yFbIMbI
MEH MTIHIH Ma3MYHAbIK, TY>XXbIPbIMAGMaAbIK, CaHaT PETIHAE COMKECTEHAIPEAT XKoHe BeMHeAereH LbiH-
AbIKKA SMOLMSIABIK, TYPFblAQ KYHABIABIK, A€M Kapayfa MyMKIHAIK Gepeai.
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®DyHKUMOHAaAbHAS CéMaHTUKA MPOHUYECKMX BbICKa3biBaHUM
B MeAUaTeKCTax

Cratbsi nocBsuleHa NPo6AeMaM yToUHeHUs (DYHKLIMOHAAbHOM CEMAHTUKN MPOHNUYECKMX BbICKA3bIBa-
HWIA B MeAMaTeKCTaxX. XOTs M3yUYeHMeM MPOHUM 3aHMMAAMCh TEOPETUKU PAa3AMUHBIX 3M0X, A0 CUMX MOp
AMHIBUCTMYECKAs U CTMAMCTMYECKasi CTOPOHA 3TOro (peHOMeHa 0CTaBaAach 3a paMkamu MX BHUMAHMS.
Ha npoTsikeHnn Bcelt MCTOPMM CBOEro CyLLEeCTBOBaHMS MPOHMS MPUHKMMAAA OFPOMHOE KOAMYECTBO
(hOpM, UTO AO CUX MOP TaK M He MOSIBUAACh KAACCU(DMKALIMS, OMPEAEASIIOLLAS YETKYIO FPaHULY MEXAY
VPOHMEN U CMEXXHbIMU KaTeropmsamu. CMbICAOBasi HEOAHOPOAHOCTb TEKCTa C MPOHMYECKOM HarpaBAeH-
HOCTbIO UMEET Ty 0COBEHHOCTb, YTO OHA CO3AAETCS >KYPHAAUCTOM MPEAHAMEPEHHO, C LIEAbIO BbI3BaTb
OMPEeAEAEHHbIN CTUAMCTUYECKMI 3(DDEKT 1 0OHAPYIKMBAET TECHENMLLYIO CBSA3b C MO3MLMEN XKYPHAAMUCTA
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ero noHumaHveM mMmpa. AaHHas CTaTbsl HaleAeHa MnokasdaTb (PYHKLMOHAAbHYIO CEMaHTWMKY WMPOHM-
YeCKMX BbICKa3blBaHUI B MEAMATEKCTAX U MX S3bIKOBBIX CPEACTB, KOTOPbIMM OHM BbIpaXKaloTcs. 3AeCh,
NMOMMMO PACKPbITUS CAMOIO MOHSITUS MPOHWM, OMUCHIBAETCS BbISICHEHME MPOHUM KaK COAEP>KaTeAbHOM
KOHLLENTYaAbHOM KaTeropmm TeKCTa, NMO3BOASIOLLEN >KYPHAAUCTY NepeAaTb SMOLMOHAAbHO-OLLEHOYHOe

OTHOLLEHME K 0TOBpaKaemMoin AEMCTBUTEAbHOCTU.

KaroueBblie cAroBa: MPOHNYECKNEe BbICKa3blBaHNA, MEAMATEKCT, l'Iy6AVILLl/ICTl/1Ka.

Introduction

In modern media texts, ironic statements be-
gan to be given special attention by the speakers of
mass communications, sociologists, psychologists.
These are public statements of politicians, scientif-
ic and political articles, newspaper and public texts,
and so on. Before proceeding to the disclosure of
the essence of the concept of irony, it should be
taken into account that each of these versions of
the discourse has its functions and linguistic pecu-
liarities. At the present time, the understanding of
irony as one of the types of tropes is reflected in
all linguistic and explanatory texts. For example:
1) a trail that is used in the use of a clause in the
opposite sense with the purpose of a thin or hidden
mockery, deliberately clothed in the form of a posi-
tive characteristic or glory; 2) mocking use of the
word in the opposite sense; 3) a rhetorical figure in
which words are used in the meaning of a mock-
ery, covered with a serious form of expression or
externally positive evaluation. Nevertheless, this
traditional interpretation of irony is somewhat sim-
plistic and leads more quickly to the level of every-
day communication and the phenomenon of irony
in living conversational speech in it does not pay
attention to the peculiarities of the functioning of
irony in the publicistic text.Although the irony in
the political text can manifest itself in the form of
a path and used as a style of reception, its impor-
tant role in the text is much more significant. We
can talk about the two types of irony of two basic
approaches to its study, which reflects the philo-
sophical literary criticism and some encyclopedic
interpreters that significantly broaden the notion
of irony. These are: 1) antifraz, when the word or
statement acquire in the context of speech a value
opposite to the literal meaning or denying it. The
irony is usually an expression of ridicule with a
view to the allegory, and they refer to the trails less
often — to the figures of the stylistic;2) an ideo-
logically emotional assessment, which assumes a
critical attitude to the image being portrayed under
grave seriousness or praise. More clearly reflects
the essence of irony; the definition is contained in
a big Soviet encyclopedia. And also, in the style:1)

expressing a mockery or cunning, an allegation
when the word or statement acquire in the context
of speech a value opposite to the literal meaning or
denying it, standing under the doubt. The irony of
this reproach and contradiction under the mask of
approval and the agreement is deliberately attrib-
uted to the phenomenon, which does not exist in it,
but which should have been expected. The hint of
pretending to be a «key» to irony is usually not in
the sense, but in the context or in intonation, and
sometimes only in the situation of presentation.
Irony is one of the most important styles of hu-
mor in the satire of the grotesque. When the ironic
mockery is crooked by an evil, caustic mockery,
it is called sarcasm; 2) In aesthetics — a kind of
comic ideological and emotional assessment of an
elementary model or a prototype of which is the
structure-expressive principle of verbal stylistic
irony. The ironic attitude presupposes the emer-
gence or the emergence of skepticism or ridicule
deliberately hidden but defining the style of an ar-
tistic or publicistic work or the organization of im-
agery (the character of the plot). The cover of the
joke of the mask of seriousness distinguishes irony
from humor and especially from the satire. In this
definition, in the sense of irony as a typical meth-
od, great attention is paid to the context, without
which it is impossible to implement and decode the
irony and is also indicated by the style reception
of what exactly can be irony-humor of the satyr
grotesque. In the definition of irony as an esthetic
category, various functions of irony are realized,
which are realized in the system of the whole text,
and also a very important link of this type of irony
with the style of the work is given, in order to cre-
ate a certain character or to structure the composi-
tion of the composition of the work. Having looked
through all the history and various approaches to
the definition of irony, one can conclude that irony
originated from the earliest times and was of great
importance both psychological and literary. Using
irony, writers tortured in their texts to demonstrate
their dissatisfaction with the government or simply
to paint more brightly and colorfully the perspec-
tives or situation. All researchers correctly point
out that ironically the word used is necessarily
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implemented in the context and that it is the con-
text that makes it possible to recognize and decode
the irony that is realized within the sentence of the
paragraph of the whole text.

Theoretical and methodological basis

Today, many specialists agree that information
that is used by a person when interpreting text is not
limited to knowing only the language. In order to
understand the ironic text, one must know a lot about
the world as a whole. The intemational accounting
of knowledge has been regarded as the most impor-
tant principle of the new linguistic paradigm (Bahtin
1995:15,17) At the same time, in addition to linguis-
tic information, in order to correctly understand the
text or the discourse, the initial impulse of this un-
derstanding is given by the surface language form
and is considered as the starting structure in this
complex process. The problem of irony can legiti-
mately be defined as one of the central focuses of
contemporary humanitarian sciences, which is con-
nected with the significant semantic potential that
the concepts of irony and ironic acquire in the socio-
cultural space of the late twentieth and early twenty-
first centuries. Many-sided and diverse works on the
problem of irony not only testify to the existence of
existing approaches in the field of studying the phe-
nomenon of irony in various branches of the human-
ities but also about the complexity of the multifac-
eted subject matter of requiring new interdisciplinary
approaches and methods of study that would com-
bine the existing knowledge and consider the notion
ofirony from a new angle view (Ahmanova 1969:10-
108). The researchers distinguish such basic sources
of the expression of irony as: 1) Oral interpersonal
communication which includes par-linguistic
cues transfer of irony of gesture or kinesic (mimicry
of pantomime gesture) intonation (stress of pause
timbre of melodic speech). As the sound speech de-
velops and improves, the para-linguistic resources
of interpersonal communication fade into the back-
ground as the spokesmen of rational information.
They are practically completely excluded from the
official speech but still widely used in colloquial
speech. They are used to express emotional values
of attitudes and relationships, and this happens in-
voluntarily. 2) In oral and interpersonal communica-
tion often find application and linguistic in a greater
degree of stylistics. They relate the epithets of ar-
chaisms and neologisms to the mixing of styles. 3)
To express the irony, morphological and grammati-
cal resources are also used. So, for example, irony
can be expressed through the use of emotionally ef-
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fective phrases having diminishingly negative con-
notations (Galle 1898:27-76). Among the few at-
tempts to categorize the types of the ironic attitude,
the interest of the classification of the English scien-
tist R. Brown is very interesting. He proposed to dis-
tinguish. a) rhetorical irony b) irony of behavior c)
irony of events d) dramatic or dialectical irony (Bol-
shaya Sovetskaya enciklopediya: 41). This classifi-
cation is based on a sociological approach and prac-
tically does not take into account the differences in
the types of irony used in other spheres. It is neces-
sary with respect to a single integrative approach to
the problem of irony to a large extent be exacerbated
by the «terminological chaos» in the definition of
the notion of irony that D.K. Mucke drew attention
to several years ago «Compass irony» (Bolshaya
Sovetskaya enciklopediya: 45). The circle of prob-
lems delineated in this research is still relevant for
contemporary philology. The absence of a clear
conception of irony, the researcher associates with
the undeveloped criterion for determining the notion
of irony. The researcher identifies a number of types
of irony in the basis of which there are different cri-
teria based on such inconsistently heterogeneous
concepts as the effect of the function of the object
and the subject of the irony of tone and attitude. This
series is tragic irony, comic irony, irony of behavior,
irony of the situation, philosophical irony, practical
irony, dramatic irony, verbal irony, ingenue irony,
double irony, rhetorical irony, self-irony Socratic
irony, cosmic irony, sentimental irony, irony of
Fate, irony of chance, irony of character (Losev
1966:45). The classification of forms of irony, ac-
cording to the concept of D.K. Mukke is based on
the author’s category. In the case of impersonal iro-
ny, the personality of the author is not expressed.
Self-evident irony (self disparaging irony) the au-
thor pretends not to understand what is happening.
Irony (ingénue irony) the author puts his words in
the way of the defense that sees and understands
those contradictions that the intelligible cannot un-
derstand. Dramatized irony, the author describes an
ironic situation or event (Bertrand 2009:45). About
the creation of «an all-encompassing ironic formu-
la,» B. O. Steits writes about the concepts of irony
and dialectics. According to this concept, irony is
linked to potential development and arises in the
presence of «any possibilities in the natural course
of things» or «the possibility of their appearance».
In the work «The Irony and the Drama of the Poet-
ics,» the scientist accentuates the idea that irony
does not appear in the phenomenon as the object of
the object but expresses itself in our relation to it and
links itself to the sphere of the intellectual definition
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of the world (Eastham 2011:44-220). In the book of
A. Isttham, the problems of irony as a linguistic phe-
nomenon are described by the genesis of this con-
cept; the classification of the types of irony of the
media of its creation is called various possibilities
for its realization in speech. The irony in modern
discourses practices takes on new forms and per-
forms various functions, which makes research in
the field of this phenomenon extremely urgent
(Brown 1977:42-142). In the classification of P.
Simpson, there are 4 varieties of ironic communica-
tion: * irony «from the opposite» (oppositional iro-
ny) the irony which was described by P. Greis (Grice
1989: 46). In connection with the development of
problems of the semantic-pragmatic component of
presentation, which refers to what is implied in the
presentation but not expressed and strictly does not
follow from it. « Echoes of those who use what was
said or who could say in principle. ¢ Increased irony
(conferred) when the ironic interpretation of text or
expression «goes against» the author’s original in-
tention, often such text or expression is taken as an
ironic when it took some time. ¢ Ironic belief in a
fictional text (ironic belief) The researcher believes
that sometimes the address is consciously aware of a
fictional situation as if it really exists. The irony lies
in the fact that while people are aware of the fact
that such a situation has never existed (Muecke
1969:43 -112). Thus, the problem of classifying the
types of irony can be declared a variety of its forms
and situations in which, in principle, the expression
of an ironic intention is possible. And yet, in the
presence of two types of irony, one can not doubt the
verbal irony and the civic irony. They differ from
each other in a semiotical character. The former is
used as the source of the natural language, whereas
the actual irony does not bind to any system of signs.
Our knowledge about what events and phenomena
(including linguistic ones) are combined and which
— is not a common cognitive basis for these two
types of irony. In modern linguistics, irony is re-
garded as a stylistic figure and as a communication
phenomenon. The controversial duality and inaccu-
racy determined the consideration of irony in a con-
jugation with a metaphor which, in its inherent im-
probability, involves a hyperbola (deliberate
exaggeration) in the lithotope (deliberate under-
statement) hypotazation (belief contrary to improb-
ability) (Haberikova: 25-27). It is necessary to intro-

duce the term «ironic meaning» reflecting the
specificity of all stages of the communication act.
The indicated research subjects are united by the
presentation of the language game as a form of lin-
guo-creative thinking which assumes a creative ap-
proach to the ways of expressing self-awareness of
person. At the same time, irony is seldom realized
separately at a separate level of the language. Most
commonly, either the parallel use of the means of
expressing irony at different levels or the peculiar
«matryoshka effect» is observed when different and
different levels of the expression of irony are includ-
ed in each other forming a complex combination of
linguistic resources. The irony in such a case trans-
forms into a textual phenomenon that creates a dual-
ity of text that allows the author to implement suc-
cessfully the manipulative potential of a political
discourse as a whole.

The conclusion

The irony is a diversified reception in its mani-
festation, and it is only individual for each author
that the concepts such as «sokratova irony», «ro-
mantic irony», irony of Plato and others, which clas-
sify irony not according to the stylistics of its cre-
ation, but according to the author’s understanding of
the concept of irony and manner its use in the text.
The complexity of the study of irony is that it admits
different interpretations of the meaning.To success-
fully decode the author’s intention, knowledge of a
broad context is necessary as well as an analysis of
verbal and non-verbal means of expressing irony.
It should be emphasized that in the current work,
irony is not viewed as simply a classic reception but
as a complex and multifaceted discourse phenom-
enon reflecting the critical attitude of the author or
the speaker (including a wide range of emotional
shades) to a particular subject or phenomenon. [rony
gradually turns from a rhetorical and later — a stylis-
tic reception into the worldview of the world view
and in a special way manifests the state of the soul
does not take on faith the stereotypes of the com-
munity do not relate seriously to the universally ac-
cepted values and views. The diversity of the lexi-
cal semantic and syntactic means for the creation of
irony only confirms its significance, which in turn
makes further studies in this field necessary and es-
pecially relevant.

88 Xabapusl. XKypranuctuxa cepusicsl. Ned (46). 2017



Orazbekova Z.S.

[c el B R o

RO MO MO MO R MO M) m — o s — O
QA ELUN—~S 0N W — O

27

JlutepaTtypa

Asznayposa 2.C. fI3pikoBast HoMuHauus Buasl HanmenoBanuit — M.: Hayka, 1997. — 238 c.

Axmanosa O.C. CiioBapb TMHIBUCTHYECKUX TepMHUHOB. — M., 1969. — 607 c.

Barnacapsu B.X. [Ipo6nema nmmnuutHOro. — Epesan, 1993. — 250 c.

baxxankuna H.C. Pons uponnu B muckypee / Bectank MI'Y. Cepust Jlmarsucruka. — 2009. — Ne 3.

Baxtun M.M. Bonpocs! nutepatyps! 1 acteTuku. — M.: [legaroruka, 1995. — 504 c.

Boubrras Coserckas snnukionesus. httpencdiccomenc_sovetlronija20800

Bypyxapa JI. Kynaerypa Bospoxxaenus B Utamuu. — M.: @ennke, 1996. — 591c.

l'au A. Uponwus. httpwwwpsyofficeruSenc_philosophy2391htm

Jzemunok b.O. Kommueckom. — M.: Ilporpecc, 1974. — 224 c.

KazakoBa T.A. IIpaktnueckue acrnektsl nepeBoja. — CI16.: Coros, 2001. — 320 c.

Jlomonocos M.B. I[lonHoe cobpanne counnenuit. — M., 1972, T. 7. — 997 c.

JloceB A.®. Uponus antuyHas u pomanTudeckas. — M.: Hayka, 1966. — 526 c.

JloceB A.®. IllectakoB B.I1. Mctopus scretndeckux kateropuit. — CI16.: Mcroku, 1965. —374 c.

Menbuukos I'.I1. O Tunax ayanusma si3pikoBoro 3Haka @unon.Hayku 1971 Ne 5(65) ¢ 5469

Huxuruna C.E., BacunseBa H.B. TonkoBsrii cioBaps. — M.: AH Poccun, 1996. — 172 c.

Oxero C.1., HIsenosa H.1O. TonkoBslii ciioBapb pycckoro si3bika. — M., 2000. — 403 c.

[MuBoeB B.M. Uponus kak penomeH KynbTypsl. — [lerposzaBonck I1IT'Y, 2000. — 106 c.

[Toroa 3./1. 3HakoBas cutyarus B tuHreuctuke / Bectauk BI'Y, Ne 2 2005— ¢ 208216

Ymako JI.H. Tonkoserii cnoBaps. — M.: Ansrallpunr, 2005. — 1216 c.

Coccrop @. Kypc obuieii muarsuctuku. — M.: [Iporpecc, 1999. — 278 c.

Xabexuposa 3.C. CtpaTerus AUCKPEIUTAIINN U TPUEMBI €€ peai3alri B JUCKypce JeMOKpaTHdecKoil ommosuun, 2005
[HaTtyHoBckuit M.b. Mponus u ee Buab! SI3p1k0BbIe MeXaHU3MbI kKomu3Ma. — M., 2007. —372 c.

[eiiran E.W. Cemuoruka auckypca Auccepramus. — Bonrorpazn, 2000. — 440 c.

Bertrand D. Dézé A.J. Missika «Le «carré sémiotique» des discours politiques» Mensuel Ne 209 — novembre 2009. — 114 p.
Brown R.H. A poetic for sociology Toward a logic of discovery for the human sciences Cambridge 1977. — 365 p.
Eastham A. Aesthetic Afterlives Irony Literary Modernity and the Ends of Beauty London 2011. — 273 p.

Simpson P. On the Discourse of Satire Towards a Stylistic Model of Satirical Humour P Simpson — Amsterdam Philadiephia

John Benjamins 2003. — 236 p.

28
29
30

0N kAW

PO R R = = = e = = s e = O
N = O 0 0 2N N bW~ O

States B.O. Irony and Drama. — New York, 1971. - 312 p.
Muecke D.C. The Compass of Irony — London, 1969. — 203 p.
Grice H.P. Studies in the Way of Words HP Grice — Cambridge: MA Harvard University Press, 1989. — 394 p.

References

Aznaurova Je.S. Jazykovaja nominacija Vidy naimenovanij — M.: Nauka, 1997. — 238 s.
Ahmanova O.8S. Slovar’ lingvisticheskih terminov. — M., 1969. — 607 s.

Bagdasarjan V.H. Problema implicitnogo. — Erevan, 1993. — 250 s.

Bazhalkina N.S. Rol’ ironii v diskurse // Vestnik MGU. Serija Lingvistika. — 2009. — Ne 3.
Bahtin M.M. Voprosy literatury i jestetiki. — M.: Pedagogika, 1995. — 504 s.

Bol’shaja Sovetskaja jenciklopedija. httpencdiccomenc_sovetlronija20800

Buruhard L. Kul’tura Vozrozhdenija v Italii. — M.: Feniks, 1996. — 591s.

Gallje A. Ironija. httpwwwpsyofficeruSenc_philosophy2391htm

Dzemidok B.O. Komicheskom. — M.: Progress, 1974. — 224 s.

Kazakova T.A. Prakticheskie aspekty perevoda. — SPb.: Sojuz, 2001. — 320 s.
Lomonosov M.V. Polnoe sobranie sochinenij. — M., 1972, T. 7. — 997 s.

Losev A.F. Ironija antichnaja i romanticheskaja. — M.: Nauka, 1966. — 526 s.

Losev A.F. Shestakov V.P. Istorija jesteticheskih kategorij. — SPb.: Istoki, 1965. — 374 s.
Mel’nikov G.P. O tipah dualizma jazykovogo znaka Filol.nauki 1971 Ne 5(65) s 5469
Nikitina S.E., Vasil’eva N.V. Tolkovyj slovar’. — M.: AN Rossii, 1996. — 172 s.

Ozhegov S.I. i Shvedova N.Ju. Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo jazyka. — M., 2000. — 403 s.
Pivoev V.M. Ironija kak fenomen kul’tury. — Petrozavodsk PGU, 2000. — 106 s.

Popova Z.D. Znakovaja situacija v lingvistike // Vestnik VGU, Ne 2 2005— s 208216
Ushakov D.N. Tolkovyj slovar’. — M.: Al’taPrint, 2005. — 1216 s.

Sossjur F. Kurs obshhej lingvistiki. — M.: Progress, 1999. — 278 s.

Habekirova Z.S. Strategija diskreditacii i priemy ee realizacii v diskurse demokraticheskoj oppozicii, 2005
Shatunovskij I.B. Ironija i ee vidy Jazykovye mehanizmy komizma. — M., 2007. — 372 s.

ISSN 1563-0242 Herald of journalism. Ne4 (46). 2017 89



Functional Semantics of Ironic Pronouncements in Mediatexts

23 Shejgal E.I. Semiotika diskursa Dissertacija. — Volgograd, 2000. — 440 s.

24 Bertrand D. Déz¢é A.J. Missika «Le «carré sémiotique» des discours politiques» Mensuel Ne 209 — novembre 2009. — 114 p.
25 Brown R.H. A poetic for sociology Toward a logic of discovery for the human sciences Cambridge 1977. — 365 r.

26 Eastham A. Aesthetic Afterlives Irony Literary Modernity and the Ends of Beauty London 2011. — 273 p.

27 Simpson P. On the Discourse of Satire Towards a Stylistic Model of Satirical Humour P Simpson — Amsterdam Philadiephia

John Benjamins 2003. — 236 p.

90

28 States B.O. Irony and Drama: New York, 1971. - 312 r.
29 Muecke D.C. The Compass of Irony — London, 1969. — 203 r.
30 Grice H.P. Studies in the Way of Words HP Grice — Cambridge. — MA Harvard University Press, 1989. — 394 p.

Xabapuusl. XKypHanucruka cepusicsl. Ned (46). 2017



