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HISTORICAL ASPECT OF GENRE CATEGORY

In modern literary criticism there are plenty of different, sometimes entirely opposite points of view
concerning the problem of genre, which is the evidence of its exceptional complexity and versatility.
So some scholars define it as absolute chaos in this field. And still, we can single out two main
opposite tendencies for understanding the nature of genre. Conventionally, one of them can be called
formalistic, the other one — psychological.

The representatives of the formalistic approach see the sense of artistic creativity, first of all, in its
form. This is the basic postulate of contemporary modernistic aesthetics. They believed that the task
of an artist is to create a construction of an appropriate architecture. As to the content, it plays, in
the view of the formalists, a secondary role, subordinate to the form.

In 1930-ies the main obstacle in the way of Soviet literary theorists in solving the problems
of genre were the views of the, so called, vulgar sociologism. In their works they treated genre as
a class category, merely ideological.

According to the psychological approach literature should be regarded as a specific, imaginative
form of reflection and cognition of reality, which is, first of all, a result of social processes, while
a particular literary work is a dialectical unity of form and content, content being a dominant feature
with form playing an important part.

The existence of various treatments of genre category is the evidence of the fact that it is a really
complicated theoretical problem. Analyzing the existing viewpoints, the authors make an attempt to
formulate their own vision of the problem of genre as a certain type of literary production, formed in
the process of historical development of literature and possessing relatively stable properties of form
and content. Being a kind of a universal and specific instrument of artistic exploration of reality,
genre imparts a character of a conceptual aesthetic whole to an individual work of literature. Most
important regularities of literary process: the balance of form and content, authors conception,
tradition and anticipation of readers, all stable and changeable peculiarities of literature are
crisscrossed and reflected in genre.

Key words: category of genre, literature, fiction, literary work, formal approach, structuralism,
inner structure, outer structure, typology.

Stating the problem. In modern literary criticism there
are plenty of quite different, sometimes entirely opposite
points of view about the problem of genre, which is
the evidence of its exceptional complexity, and versatility.
The patchwork of approaches to this question gave a good
reason to St. Skwarczynska to define the state of the genre
theory as “the picture of absolute chaos in this field”
[6, p. 30]. And still, in this chaos we can single out two
main streams, two opposite tendencies for understanding
the nature of genre. Conventionally, one of them can be
called formalistic, the other one — psychological.

The purpose of the study is to analyze the existing
views on the category of genre, and taking into
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account the most valuable thoughts and ideas, give
our own definition of the category of genre for further
practical analysis of specific literary works.

The analysis of the existing views on genre.
The representatives of the formalistic approach
(N. Pearson, R. Petsch, P. Wellek, O. Warren) see
the sense of artistic creativity, first of all, in its
form. This is the basic postulate of contemporary
modernistic aesthetics. It was eloquently expressed
by an American literary scholar N. Pearson — one
of the most notable genre theorists. He believed
that the task of an artist is to create a construction
of an appropriate architecture. As to the content,
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it plays, in the view of the formalists, a secondary
role, subordinate to the form. [4, p. 63] It is not at all
accidentally that they gave up the term “content”,
substituting it by the term “material”, or “the inner
form” In fact, the content, in their understanding, is
just a kind of form. According to R. Petsch, the “inner
form” inevitably leads to the “outer form” [5, p. 91].

In line with this methodological attitude,
the representatives of the formalistic approach treat
the category of genre as a combination of purely
formalistic characteristics, which perform in literature
entirely constructive function, while the characteristics
of the content are completely ignored.

Summarizing whathad been said about the category
of genre by the advocates of the formalistic
trend, R. Wellek and O. Warren in their “Theory
of Literature”, gave their due to the vague rhetoric
about content (“inner form” according to their
terminology), and pointed out that their theory
depends more on the “outer form”, then the “inner
form”, and following this theory one could rather
regard “Hudibras” written in octave, or a sonnet to
be a kind of genre than a political novel because
their classification concerned literature and not
the classification of contents [8, p. 250].

The fullest expression of formalistic trend is
the structuralism, which was widely spread in
50-60s of the last century. The representatives
of structuralism (R. Jacobson, R. Bart, T. Todorov)
classify the genres of literary works according to
the types of discourse, that is the way of structural
organization of a literary text. The French structuralist
T. Todorov gives detailed characteristics of the main
components which determine the type of the text.
According to T. Todorov these are, in particular,
characteristic features of the speech register
dominating in the literary text (its specificity
or abstractness, mono- or polyvalence, degree
of figurativeness, peculiarities of temporal and spatial
text arrangement, “point of view” of representation
and perception of the events described in the text,
the manner of connection of separate episodes:
framing, chaining, rotation) [21, p. 37-114]. Mono-
and polyvalence are understood as absence or
presence of reference to another text. Structuralists
attach particular importance to the “point of view”
and approach to the artistic time for identifying
the type and genre of a literary work. These principles
are basic for the conception of genre of P. Hernadi.
In his book “Beyond Genre” he singles out “points
of view”, as “author’s”, “interpersonal”, “private”,
“dual”, and also typical “types of discourse” (text
structures), as lyrical, dramatic, narrative (epic),

and “theme-based”. The author believes that latter
refers to textual arrangement of didactic and rhetoric
character [2, p. 152—153].

Structural approach has certain advantages for
solving specific genre problems as it operates material
which is specific and particular for literature as a verbal
art and is, to the least extent, subjected to speculation.
But here the advantages are exhausted. The main
and decisive drawback of this method is the fact that it
extremely and improperly narrows the notion of genre,
actually reducing it to the category of “technical”” means
of literature. It turns a relatively independent subject
of study as a work of fiction into a metaphysically
isolated, secretive entity, impersonal subjective text.
Removing from a literary work everything which is not
merely specific to it, ignoring multilateral connections
of literature and history, social life, ideology,
philosophy, etc., structuralism actually leads to the total
loss of informative point of genre categories, and it
serves us grounds to qualify the structural conception
of genre as extremely formalistic.

There were also structuralists who tried to retain
the thread which leads to the revealing the spiritual
significance of the work of fiction, they regard a text
not as, a secretive entity, but it leads to a complex
of life’s problems. Humanistic origin which is always
laid in fiction does not drawn and vanishes in statistic
figures and formulae. Such approach can be found in
the works of M. Lotman, B. Uspensky, J. Slawnsky,
K. Konrad. But even this approach it does not
seem possible to solve the problem of genre, as it
ignores such important aspects of the literary work
as the character of its composition, specific nature
of the conflict which lies in its foundation.

In contrast to the formalists who treats genre
as a mere formal category, the representatives
of psychological direction, K. Burk [1], E. Bentley
[10] totally ignore the form, connecting the genre
diversity of the literary works with the character
of psychological relations of people to the world
around them, with various kinds of human emotions,
inclinations and, even, to a certain extent, with one’s
philosophy of life. Thus, they disproportionately
widen the frames of the notion of genre, bringing it
out of the sphere of literary criticism, dissolving it
in purely psychological and philosophic categories.
For example, P. van Tiegen explains recurring types
of literary works by nothing else but recurring types
of literary prodigies, on the one hand, and recurring
peculiarities of the readers, on the other hand.

The ideas of E. Bentley who regards the category
of'genre asapeculiar way of manifesting and fulfilment
of human inclinations, taking into account the fact that
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different types of literary works can bring up various
emotions for readers (e.g., pity, fear, indignation,
fairness etc.) [10]. K. Burk widens the frames
of the genre category still more by basing genre
classification of literature on the principle of accepting
or rejecting the world. To the first group of fiction,
which increases the readers’ accepting the world (he
calls them “the system of acceptance”™), he attributes
epic, tragedy, comedy, and humor in general, while
elegy, satire and burlesque to the second.

There is also nihilistic attitude to genre which
we find in the theoretical works of B. Krotsche,
who declared genre to be “the most significant
misconception” [14, p. 11-43]. He explains his
rejection of genre by “indivisibility” of literature
(and a separate literary work) on the one hand,
and by the individuality and uniqueness of art,
which excludes their subordination to common rules.
He belonged to the psychological wing of literary
criticism, for him literature was nothing more but
intuitive psychological expression of a writer, and,
at the same time, a specific linguistic phenomenon.

B. Krotsche’s treatment of genre category was later
developed in the academic writings of his American
disciple J. Spingharn. According to the letter, the poets
just express themselves and the expression is nothing
more but their form. So, we cannot speak about three,
or ten, or a hundred of literary genres. They are as
many as there are poets [25, p. 51].

Soviet genre theorists being actually torn from
the western ideas and confined to the limits of Marxist
ideology had their own difficult road in search for
solving these problems.

In the 20s, however, the most popular school
was formal. The representatives of this direction
(B. Tomashevsky, V. Shklovsky, B Eichenbaum), as
well as their western colleagues understood genre
simplistically, reducing it to a certain combination
of structural techniques, independent of the content
of the literary work. At the same time there was
a tendency of overcoming the one-sided formalistic
view of literature and genre, particularly, in the works
of V. Zhyrmunsky and Y. Tynyanov.

As a whole, V. Zhirmunsky shared the ideas
of the formal school, though with an essential cor-
rection. In his famous book “Byron and Pushkin”
the scholar expressed an idea which marked
the appearance of a qualitatively new approach to
the treatment of genre in the Soviet literary criti-
cism. The core of this conception is the recognition
of an important fact that the nature of genre cannot
be restricted to formal components only, because, as
he emphasizes, “no matter how we may sublimate
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the notion of “genre”, no matter how hard we may try
to give it a “formalistic” definition, the essential fac-
tors of “content” will always remain in it” [13, p. 200].

An original conception was put forward by
Y. Tynyanov in 1920s. Y. Tynyanov focused on
the problems of genre and his work was rather fruitful.
In his theoretical views he adhered the principles
of the formal school. In a work of fiction as an object
of study he was interested only with its formal aspect,
and particularly — the linguistic structure of the text,
because, according to him “life (in the sense of reality
shown in the work of fiction) correlates with literature
only through its speech side. The same is the correlation
ofliterary typesandthelife”[23,p.278]. Hencethecriteria
of genre classification by Y. Tynyanov lie in the structure
of the literary text. This idea of the scholar was developed
by structuralists and became the foundation of their
theory. At the same time genre for Y. Tynyanov is not
a mechanistic combination of constructive elements in
this or that compatibility, but a rather mobile, dynamic
system in which all components are correlated by
functional congruence. Moreover, the factors which
are part of the genre system are not equal — one
of them (sometimes several) is always highlighted
and acquires a character of attitude or dominance
which functionally subordinates the rest of the factors
inside the genre. Highlighting a new factor instead
of the previous one is the main reason of changeability,
or rather, the substitution of one genre by another,
since, according to the conception, the changes inside
the genre — are “not an orderly evolution, but a leap,
not a development, but a displacement” [23, p. 256].
In understanding the genre as a dynamic system, which
enters the system of literature by means of a separate
work of fiction lies the significance of Y. Tynyanov’s
ideas about the category of genre.

In 1930s the main obstacle in the way of Soviet
literary theorists in solving the problems of genre
were the views of the, so called, vulgar sociologism.
In their works they analyzed not the category
of genre as such, not its aesthetic nature, they
were much more interested in dependence
of genre on sociologic factors. Extremely simplifying
the dialectical relationship between the underlying
structure and the superstructure, absolutely ignoring
the specificity of literature as an imaginative form
of cognition of reality, the representatives of this
direction (V. Fritsche, V. Pereversev) treated genre as
a class category, merely ideological believed that any
literary genre is closely connected with the basic image
of a class at the current stage of historic existence
of the class, its “being” and “mind”, translated into
the language of artistic creativity.
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The development of the problem of genre
intensified particularly in the post-war period. By
this time, most mistakes of formal and sociological
directions were overcome. The Soviet theorists
of literature were making an attempt to develop clear
methodological principles for art and literary analysis,
which should correspond to Marxist ideology.

According to these principles, literature should be
regarded as a specific, imaginative form of reflection
and cognition of reality, which is, first of all, a result
of social processes, while a particular literary work is
a dialectical unity of form and content, content being
a dominant feature with form playing an important part.
This fundamental methodological approach is basic
for most literary genre conceptions of the later Soviet
period. Even now it hasn’t lost its validity. We must
admit that it bridges the gap between different theories,
though it doesn’t eliminate differences between them.

Let us highlight a few basic theoretical conceptions
of genre of the period. It is, first of all, the conception
of V. Kozhinov and D. Gatchev. It consists of viewing
the genre as ““ameaningful form”. The authors presented
it in the second volume of academic “Literary Theory”
[19]. Theessenceoftheirconceptionistheunderstanding
of genre as a “holistic arrangement of formal properties
and features” of a separate work of fiction, possessing
its peculiar content. This “peculiar content” is distinctly
visible only at the early period of genre genesis that is
at the early stage of its development, when the genre
was still “directly meaningful” (for the novel it is
the XVI — XVII century). With regard to the new,
and furthermore the newest literature, genre, according
to the authors of this conception, manifests itself in
the form of “petrified” (“solidified”) content, turned
into a “literary construction”, so to reveal the inner
facet of genre, its “real complexity and clarity we can
only in the process of analyzing the specific character
and the properties of fiction” [19, p. 19].

Such scholars as G. Pospyelov, L. Tchernyets,
andA.Esalnektreatthecategoryofgenrefromadifferent
perspective. While V. Kozhinov and D. Gatchev
treat genre as a category of “the meaningful form”
G. Pospyelov understands it as a category of content.
Having singled out and distinguished between
the conceptions “of the inner genre” and “the outer
genre”, he acknowledges the former of the two
components to be determining, thus denying any
essential influence of the form on the character
of genre. By the “outer genre” G. Pospyelov means
such types of fiction which have been formed in
the course of time. These are: a fairy tale, a poem,
a short story, a story, a novella, a comedy, an elegy,
etc. The peculiarities of genre cannot be searched only

in the specific features of these literary types as they
have been evolving in accordance with the evolution
of their ideological filling. As for the “inner genre”,
it is understood by G. Pospyelov, as historically
arising principles of interpretation of personages.
Since literature is primarily “the science of man”,
and the main object of representation in literature
is the man in his diverse social and domestic
connections (man and nature, man and society, man in
his own self) then it is the character of the personages
(or the main heroes) and, to be more exact, the type
of relations of man and society determines according
to G. Pospyelov, the essence of genre and makes this
category typological. However, it should be pointed
out that G. Pospyelov does not connect a literary
genre and a literary type by the logic of collateral
subordination. The statement about genera of literature
having their own genres, and genres having their own
types is, according to G. Pospyelov, not correct. In
view of this, he classifies epic, lyrics and drama by
the same principles.

Some of G. Pospyelov’s important ideas are shared
by L. Timofeyev, who also believes that a certain type
of depicting a personage forms the basis for genre
definition. In his creativity a writer turns to various
ways of human behavior, hence is the variety of ways
of depicting a human character. L. Timofeyev believes
that it explains the fact that some authors turned to
various genres [20, p. 357].

The third and the most popular point of view
among Soviet genre theorists is the conception that
genre is actually a dialectical unity of the most
essential features of form and content. One of the most
steadfast advocates of this point of view is academician
D. Lichatchyov. In one of his studies he attributed genre
to one of those themes which occupy both the sphere
of form and the sphere of content [16, p. 24]. If there
are certain disputes between the supporters of this idea,
they concern some details only but not its essence.

There are also interesting attempts to look
upon the problem of genre in its correlation with
the problem of the artistic integrity of the literary work.
In this respect the conception of N. Leiderman is rather
interesting. He understands genre as “a historically
developing type of a steady structure of a literary work,
which arranges all its elements into a system which
creates a holistic image of the world” [15, p. 26].

The existence of various treatments of genre category
is the evidence of the fact that it is a really complicated
theoretical problem. Neither European, nor Soviet literary
theorists have found answers to its numerous problems.
Such is the situation in the theory of literature which
has been formed in the last quarter of the XX century
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and is prevailing up to now. Hence numerous difficulties
in analyzing the genre nature of a particular work
of fiction. So if a literary critic has an objective of this
kind, he must, first of all, look into the theory, reflect on
the existing conceptions and determine his own attitude
towards genre and consequently stick to it in the process
of the analysis.

The notion of genre was finally established
in criticism when continuity in literary creativity
became evident, that is when sufficient material was
accumulated to understand that there exist many
common features in the books of various authors, no
matter when and where they had been created. This
important circumstance which characterizes one side
of the literary process was recorded in the numerous
attempts of defining the category of genre. One of such
attempts was made by B. Tomashevsky who defined
genre as the groups of similar works. “Each literary
work, to a greater or lesser extent, imitates the earlier
literature. If it were not for this imitation all works
of fiction would be radically different and it would
be impossible to group them into genres” [22, p. 96].

A similar idea was expressed by V. Shklovsky,
who defined genre as a specific type of literary unity
whose roots should be sought in literary traditions:
“There exist different types of literary tradition;
each has its own connections and its own grounding
of these connections. The similar connections are
called genres” [27, p. 188—189].

Being a type of literary unity, genre possesses
a certain structural stability, and is, according
to M. Bachtin, “artistic memory in the process
of literary development which can ensure the unity
and indivisibility of this development [9, p. 179].
At the same time, the stability of genre is a relative
concept. It is known that one of the most essential
features of a literary work is its uniqueness caused by
uniqueness of its specific historical content on the one
hand and by inimitable originality of the author’s
talent on the other. This unique character every time
puts an impact on the genre of the literary work.
That is why, genre is always “different, it is old and,
at the same time it is new. Genre revives and renews
itself with every other stage of the development
of literature, with every individual work within
the frames of this genre” [9, p. 179].

A decisive factor in genre development is
the conflict between the tendency to conservation
of the genre nature (the result of the imitation
effect in art) and the constant desire for denying it
and renewing itself. Thus, this process corresponds
to the law of “conservation and negation”. There
is no enrichment without conservation, at the same
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time development is impossible without negation
[12, p. 28]. The experience of the past facilitates
individual creativity, without the support of the past
experience “there would forever remain a naked man
on the bare land” [11, p. 30]. Here is the explanation
of the fact that we find common and repeated
elements in every unique work of art. At the same
time every writer, in spite of his tendency to imitate
(this tendency is different in each individual case)
due to the influence of new circumstances, his
individuality and his own artistic view of the world,
always contributes something new to literature. Thus,
we can state that genre is immediately correlated with
the categories of traditions and innovation. These
traditions play an exceptional part in the progressive
development of literature.

The author’s approach. The category of genre
is closely connected with the category of integrity
of a literary work. It is widely recognized that
genre, first of all, characterizes a work of literature
as a completed whole. M. Chraptchenko had every
reason to say: “In case when the type of structural
arrangement of a text is regarded, we characterize
its genre” [25, p. 203]. It is connected with another
important quality of genre — its complexity,
heterogeneity. In this category the most important
pattern of creativity —the law of dialectic unity of form
and content, without taking it into consideration, it
is absolutely impossible to understand the essence
of this most complicated entity of form and content.

We agree to this view of genre as a category
which unites both formal and informative features
of the work of fiction.

The form contains, first of all, the outer, structural
qualities of genre, which can easily be foundinaliterary
work. To them we attribute characteristic features
of composition, type of narration, and also a definite,
steady complex of artistic means and devices. As
for the content, one should look for the inner, deep
(underlying) features of genre, connected with
the peculiarities of the moral and aesthetic message
of the work of art. We should not forget about such
components of a literary work as a plot, characters,
which, actually, possess both formal and informative
features. Depending on the aspect of viewing, any
of these two components may come to the fore.

Conclusions. So, the category of genre should be
understood as a certain type of literary production,
formed in the process of historical development
of literature and possessing relatively steady
properties of form and content. Being a kind
of a universal and specific instrument of artistic
exploration of reality, genre imparts a character
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of a conceptual aesthetic whole to an individual work
of literature. Most important regularities of literary
process: the balance of form and content, author’s
conception, tradition and anticipation of readers, all
stable and changeable peculiarities of literature are
crisscrossed and reflected in genre.

To our firm belief, the analysis of genre structure
of a particular piece of fiction acquires a “universal
character”. In fact, it is the analysis of the ideas
and artistic value of a work of fiction, whose aim is to
understand its intellectual and aesthetic uniqueness on
the one hand and to establish its genetic connections,
the degree of kinship with other literary works,
and, thus, to find out its place in the literary process
of a particular historic period.

As it has already been noted, different components
of a literary piece may act as genre-forming factors,
but one of them always appears dominant, having
determining impact on the specificity of genre.

Having a task to look into the specific nature
of genre of a concrete work of literature, we usually

advance from in the direction from its individual
essence to the general that is to its genre nature.
This is quite natural because “the genre character
of the whole should be searched in itself — as
a backbone of an individual artistic system”, as
an “inner form” based on the conflicts rooted in all
kinds of art” [18, p. 67].

However, this “inner form” contains elements
which have common features with the correspondent
elements of other literary pieces. So a quite natural
demand for comparing such elements is to reveal
their functioning in a particular work of literature,
and, besides to find out the sources of the similarity. It
is here that the starting point for understanding genre
sources of a work of fiction, that are in line of a certain
artistic tradition could be found. It is important to find
these genre sources as “the better and more detailed
we know the genre contacts of an artist, the deeper
can we penetrate into the peculiarities of its genre
form and understand the interaction of originality
and tradition in it better” [9, p. 269].

List of literature:

DOV U R LI~

Hayxka, 1978. C. 28-37.

Burk K. Attitudes Towards History. Los Angeles : University of California Press, 1984. 448 p.

Hernadi P. Beyond Genre. New Direction in Literary Criticism. London : Comell Univ. Press, 1987. 270 p.
Pearson N. Literary Types or a Defense of Polonius. English Institute Annal. 1940. Vol. 1. P. 24.

Petsch R. Vissen und Formen der Erzalkunst. Halle, 1942.

Skwarczynsska S. Wstep do nauki o literaturze. T. 3. £ Warszawa, 1965. 412 s.

Wellek R. Theory of Literature: 1 kg Limited, 2018. 420 p.

baxtur M. [Ipo6remsr moatuku Jloctoesckoro. Mocksa : Coserckas Poccus, 1979, 318 c.

bentnu 3. XXusub apamel. Mocksa : Alipuc-nipecc, 2004. 416 c.

. bnmaroit JI. O Tpaguuusx u TpPamgULMOHHOCTH. Tpaduyus u ucmopus Kyaibmypel. MockBa

10. bymmvun A. IIpeeMcTBEHHOCTb B pa3BUTUH JuTeparypbl. JIeHuHrpan : XynoXKecTBEHHas JUTeparypa,

1978. 223 c.

11. XKupmynckuit B. baiipon u [lymkun. Jleaunrpan : Hayka, 1978. 424 c.
12. Kpoue B. DcreTuka kak Hayka o BeIpaxkeHUH U oOwmas tuureuctrka. Y. I. Mocksa, 1920. 172 c.
13. Jleiinepman H. K onpenenenuto xareropuu sxanpa (JKanpoBasi JOMUHAHTA H HOCUTEINH skaHpa). [[podiemvi

Jrcanpa 6 ameno-amepuxanckou aumepamype XIX-XX eexos :

Caepmiosck, 1976. C6. 250. Bem. 2. C. 3-28.

Hay4YHBIC TPYAbL CBCpI[.HOBCKOFO MNCANHCTUTYTA.

14. Jluxaue J. [lpuHiun ucropusma B M3y4EHHH COIEp:KaHUS U (HOPMBI JIUTEPATyPHOTO MPOU3BEICHUSL.

Pycckas numepamypa. 1965. Ne 1. C. 16-33.

15. TocmenoB I O TUMONOTHYECKOM M3YHYEHHU JHTEPATYpHl. [Ipodnemvl munonocuu pycckoeo peanusmd.

Mocksa : Hayka, 1969. C. 81-123.

16. Tamapuenko H. O sxanpoBoii ctpyktype «lIpectymnenus u nakasanus» ®. [locroesckoro. [Ipodiemvi
JACaHpa 8 ucmopuu pycckoul u 3apyoesichoti aumepamyp. Kemeporo, 1976. C. 18-32.
17. Teopust nuteparypbl. OCHOBHBIE TPOOIEMBI B UCTOPUUECKOM pa3BuTHU. KH. 2 : Ponbl 1 sKaHpBI TUTEPATYPBL.

Mocksa : Hayka, 1964. 486 c.

18. Tumodees JI. OcnoBbl Teopun nuteparypsl. Mocksa : [Ipocemienue, 1971. 462 c.

19. Tonmopos L. [Toatuxa. Cmpyxkmypanuzm. «3a» u «npomue». Mocksa : IIporpecc, 1975. C. 37-114.

20. Tomamesckuii b. Kparkuii kypc nostuku. Jleaunrpan : ['ociutusnar, 1928. 132 c.

21. TemsnoB 1O. [Tostuka. Mcropus nureparypsl. Kuno. Mocksa : Hayka, 1974. 575 c.

22. Yunnex P., Yoppen O. Teopus nuteparypsl. Mockaa : [Iporpecc, 1978. 324 c.

23. Xpanuenko H. Tumonormueckoe wn3ydyeHHe JUTEPATypbl W €ro NPUHLUINBL [Ipobiemvl munonocuu

pycckoeo peanuszma. Mocksa : Hayka, 1969. C. 82—89.

24. Yepuen JI. K tunonorun sxanpos 1o coaepxanuto. Becmuux MI'Y. Qunonoeus. 1969.



Bueni 3anucku THY imeni B. 1. Bepnancbkoro. Cepis: ®@inonoris. Conianbni komynikauii

25. Ilxnosckuii B. IToBectu o mpo3e. Mocksa : XynokecTBeHHas auteparypa, 1966. T. 335.
26. Dcannek A. K Bompocy o cieuuduke pomana. Hayunwie doknaowl gvicuieli wikonwl. Cepust « Qunonocuyeckue
Haykuy. 1968. Ne 5.

Kabopiok I. A., Fepkeposa O. M., Mizosa M. M. ICTOPUYHUMN ACIIEKT KATEI'OPIIi )KAHPY

YV cyuacnomy nimepamyposnaecmai ichye Oe3niu pizHuX, YaACoM YIIKOM APOMULENCHUX MOYOK 30PY U000
npobaeMU JHCAHPY, WO € C8IOYeHHAM ii 6UHAMK080T ckaadHocmi ma bazamoepannocmi. Omoice, OesKi gueni
BUBHAYAIOMb 1020 SIK AOCOMIOMHUL XA0C Y Yitl eanysi. OOHAK 6ce e MAKU Mu MONCEMO UOLIUMU 08T OCHOBHI
NPOMUNENCHT MeHOeHYIT PO3YMIHHI NPUPOOU JHCAHPY. YMOBHO OOUH 3 HUX MONCHA HA3BAMU (YOPMATICMUYHUM,
IHWUTL — NCUXONIO02TYHUM.

Ilpeocmasnuxu popmanicmuyrno2o nioxoody 6awams cenHc Xy00XHCHbOI meop1ocmi Hacamnepeo y io2o hopmi.
L]e ocrosnuii nocmynam cy4acHoi mooepHicmcobKkoi ecmemuxu. Bonu egasicanu, wjo 3a860aHHAM XYOOICHUKA
€ CMBopeHHs KOHCMPYKYIL 610nosionoi apximexmypu. [I]o0o smicmy, mo 6in, Ha OYMKY (opManicmis, GUKOHYE
Opy2opsiOHY postb, NIONOPIOKOBAH)Y GopMi.

YV 1930-x pokax 201061010 nepeuko00r0 Ha ULIAX)Y PAOSHCOKUX MeopemuKie iimepamypu nio yac upiulerHs
ACAHPOBUX NPOOTIEM OYIIU NOSTAOU MAK 36AHO20 8YIbeAPHO20 COYION02I3MY. V c80iX pobomax eonu mpaxnyeanu
JACAHP AK KAACOBY KAMe20pito, uule i0e0102IyHY.

Bionosiono 0o ncuxonociuno2o nioxody aimepamypy ciio posensoamu sx cneyugiuny, oopasmny gopmy
8i000pasicennss ma NiZHAHHA OIUCHOCMI, AKA € Hacamnepeod pe3yibmamom COYIAIbHUX Npoyecie, mooi sK
neGHULl JimepamypHuil meip — ye Ola1eKmuyna €OHICMb opMu ma smicmy, 0e 3Micm € OOMIHYIOHOI PUCOI0
Gopmu, sixka eidiepae 8axNciugy ponv.

Icnysanns piznomanimuux nioxodie 00 Kame2opii JHcanpy c8iouums npo me, wjo ye € cnpasoi CKIAOHOI
meopemudHo0 NPooIeMo0. AHATIZVIOYU HAAGHT MOYKU 30PY, A8MOPU POOISNb CNPOOY CHOPpMYTIO8AMU BACHE
bauenns npobremu dcanpy K neeHoi xameeopii aimepamypu, wo GopMyeEmuvcs 8 npoyeci iCmopuiHo2o
PO36UMKY Jimepamypu ma 60100i€ 8iOHOCHO CMADIIbHUMU BIACMUBOCAMU (opmu ma 3micmy. Byodyuu
CBOEPIOHUM VHIBEPCALHUM | CHeYUDIUHUM THCIMPYMEHMOM XYOO0NCHbO20 OOCTIONCEHHS PEAlbHOCI, HCAHD
HA0ae xapaxmepy KOHYenmyaibHO20 eCIemuyHo20 Yino2o oKpemomy aimepamypHomy meopy. Haiieasxcaugiwi
3aKOHOMIDHOCI  TIMEPamypHo2o npoyecy, 30Kpema 30a1aHCO8aHICb dopmMu ma 3Micmy, aemopcbKa
KOHYenyis, mpaouyiss ma OYIKY8AHHSA yumavis, yci cmadilbHi ma MIHIUSI 0coonueocmi jaimepamypu,
nepemuHaomsbcs ma 8i000paicaromvbCs y Heaupi.

Kniouosi cnoea: xameeopis ocanpy, nimepamypa, Xy0odicHs Jimepamypd, imepamypuHa meopuicmb,
dopmanvruii nioxio, cmpykmypaniam, 6HympiluHs CmMpyKmypd, 3068HiUHs CMPYKMypd, MUnoao2is.
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