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INTRODUCTION

Unflagging research interest in dis-
course encouraged us to devote a special
issue to the topic and invite leading Rus-
sian and foreign experts to exchange their
ideas and provide answers to existing ques-
tions or put new ones. Due to the positive
response, our idea will be implemented in
two issues of the journal, that will give us
the opportunity to present the reader the
ideas of scholars from different universities
and countries of the world. The two edi-
tions will cover theoretical aspects of dis-
course analysis, and include practical ex-
amples of the application of a wide variety
of methodological approaches and tools.

Discourse analysis is, by now, a con-
solidated research paradigm, one that in-
terests a broad spectrum of disciplines ac-
ross the social sciences. Among other fields,
it is currently found in critical theory, eco-
nomics, history, sociology, philosophy and
social psychology besides, of course, lin-
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BBEAOEHME

Heuccsikaemblii nccnenoBaTenbCKuit
MHTEpEC K AUCKYpPCY NMOOYAMI HAC MOCBS-
TUTh CHIEIMAIBHBIN BBITYCK KypHaJla JaH-
HOW TeMe U MPUTIACUTh BEAYIINX POCCHUM-
CKUX U 3apYOCKHBIX CIICIIHATNCTOB OOMe-
HSTHCS UJICSIMU U J1aTh OTBETHI HA CYIIECT-
BYIOIIIME BOMIPOCHI HJIM TOCTAaBUThH HOBBIE.
bnarogaps akTHBHOMY OTKJIMKY aBTOPOB,
KOTOPBIM MBI BBIpQ)KaeM OTPOMHYIO Oia-
TO/IapHOCTB, HalIa uaes OyaeT BOIUIOIeHa
HE B OJJHOM, a B JIByX HOMepax >KypHaJa,
YTO IaCT HaM BO3MOXKHOCTh MaKCHUMaJIbHO
[IMPOKO MPEJICTABUTH BaM, HAIlIUM YWTa-
TEeJSIM, UACH YUYEHBIX U3 pa3HbIX YHUBEp-
CHTETOB U CTPaH MHpPa, KOTOPbIX 00BeIH-
HeT auckypc. B Hux Oyner paccmorpen
P TEOPETHYECKUX BOIPOCOB M MOAXO/I0B
K aHaJIM3Yy JIMUCKYpCa, a TaKXKe MMOKa3aHo uX
MPUMEHEHHE Ha MPaKTUKE.

B Hacrosmiee BpeMsi AUCKypC-aHaIN3
NPECTaBISIET COO0H KOHCOIUIUPYIOLTYIO
UCCIIEIOBATENBCKYIO MapaJurMy, K KOTO-
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guistics. What is meant by ‘discourse ana-
lysis’ is clearly a relevant question, espe-
cially since the notion of discourse is itself
distinguished by imprecision, its meaning
varying according to the specific context
in which it is found.

An interesting account of the devel-
opment of the term from its common or
garden sense to its use within linguistics
can be found in Mills (1997). She explains
that, within linguistics, discourse has been
seen by some as exemplifying language
in use, as opposed to language as system-
atic structure (Brown and Yule 1983). This
opinion is shared by those Russian linguists
who define discourse as ‘text, immersed
in life’ (Arutyunova 1998), or text in a si-
tuation of communication (Karasik 2002).
The size of the language sample is im-
portant for others (Sinclair and Coulthard
1975), while a more contemporary note is
sounded in the views of certain unspeci-
fied ‘mainstream linguists’, who believe that
discourse is defined by the context of oc-
currence of certain utterances (thus, the
discourse of religion, the discourse of ad-
vertising, etc.). These contexts of produc-
tion of texts will determine the internal
constituents of the specific texts produced
(Mills 1997: 9).

In fact, as Jorgensen and Phillips
(2002: 1) suggest, the term as currently
used within linguistics generally indicates
the structuring of language according to
the different patterns found in people’s ut-
terances, across the many different do-
mains of social life. It is generally accepted
that discourse is determined by context,
which generates text and determines its
structure. Context needs to be understood
in its broadest sense and includes actual
situational context (or external context),
e.g. situational communication conditions,
psychological context (or internal con-
text) — psychological factors influencing
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pOH, MOMHUMO JIMHTBUCTUKH, TPOSBIISIET
WHTEPEC HIUPOKUI KPYT COIMAIBHBIX JTUC-
IUIUTMH — SKOHOMUKA, MCTOPUS, COIMO-
norust, GUIocodusi, KyIbTYPOJIOTHS U CO-
ualibHas rcuxosiorus. Bonpoc o Tom, 4To
MOHUMAETCS TTOJ] TEPMHUHOM «IHUCKypC-aHa-
JU3», MPOJOJIKAET OCTABATHCSA JHCKYC-
CHOHHBIM, KaK ¥ CaMo MOHSATHE «IUCKYPCH
HE HMMEET OJIHO3HAYHOTO ONpeIeTeHUs
¥ BapbUpyeT B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTa,
B KOTOPOM OHO yNOTpeOIIseTcs.

O pa3BUTHUU JTAHHOTO TE€PMHUHA —
OT €ro OOLIEro 3HaueHus! 10 3HAYEHUs, UC-
MOJIb3YeMOT0 B JIMHIBUCTHKE, ruieT Capa
Munc (Mills 1997). Ona mosiICHSIET, YTO
B paMKax JIMHTBUCTUKH JUCKYpPC paccmar-
pHBaeTcs Kak SI3bIK B €ro (yHKIIMOHUPO-
BaHUU, B OTJIMYHUE OT SI3bIKa KaK CHCTEMBI
(Brown, Yule 1983). Otoro »xe MHeHuUs
MPUICPKUBAIOTCS U POCCUNCKHE JIHIBHC-
Thbl, KOTOPBIE OMPENENAI0T TUCKYPC Kak
«TEKCT, IOTPY>KEHHBIH B )KU3HB» (ApyTIO-
HOBa 1998) wiu TEKCT B CUTyaluu oO1e-
nust (Kapacuk 2002).

OO1enpr3HaHHBIM SIBJISIETCS YTBEPIK-
JICHUE O TOM, YTO JIUCKYPC ONpeAeseTCs
KOHTEKCTOM, KOTOPBIII MOPOKIAET TEKCT
U OTIPENIEIISIET €ro CTPYKTYpy. [Ipn 3TOM KOH-
TEKCT MIOHUMAETCS B CAMOM IIIUPOKOM CMBbI-
CIIe 3TOTO CJIOBa KakK «JIr000i (akTop —
JIMHTBUCTUYECKHH, (PU3MUecKHi, 00IIecTBEH-
HBI, — KOTOpBIN BIMSET HA UHTEpIpeTa-
M0 JIMHIBUCTHYECKUX 3HaKoB» (Keukern
2014: 8). OH BKIIFOYAET CUMyamueHblii KOH-
mexcm (WA 6HeWH ULl KOHMEKCM) — 3TO
CHUTYaTUBHBIC YCIIOBUSI KOMMYHUKAIIUH, HCU-
xonozuveckuul konmexcm (VA GHYMPeHHUL
KOHMeKcN1) — TICHXOJIOTUYECKHe (PaKkTopBbl,
BIMSIIONIME HA TPOIECC KOMMYHHUKAIHU
U NPEeKOHMeKCH — BECh TPEKHUI OIIBIT
y4acTHUKOB B3aumozeicTBus (Jlapuna
2017: 31). Kak ormeuaer U. Keukern, mpe-
KOHTEKCT OCHOBBIBAETCSI HA HAILIEM TIPEIbI-
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the process of communication and prior
context. As Kecskes notes, “prior context
is based on our prior experience, so it de-
velops through the regularity of recurrent
and similar situations, which we tend to
identify with given contexts” (Kecskes
2014: 215). He points out that through
the interplay of prior context and actual
situational context, individual and social
factors of communication are intertwined
(ibid.: 133). Van Dijk distinguishes bet-
ween micro-contexts, which may represent
to face-to-face communicative situations
(parliamentary speech or debate) and mac-
ro-contexts (parliament as an institution
or democracy as a system) (Van Dijk 2009:
250). Culture is also a context of commu-
nication. In intercultural interaction it is the
most important extralinguistic factor, which
impacts communicative behavior of a com-
munity and shapes communicative ethno
style (Larina 2015).

Within discourse studies a prominent
position is currently occupied by schools
of so-called “critical discourse analysis’ (e.g.
Wodak 2001, Fairclough 2001, Van Dijk
2003, etc.), which involve the concept of
power in their picture of the operations of
language. Fairclough’s (2001: 14) defini-
tion of discourse as “language as social
practice determined by social structures”
emphasises the interconnectedness of lan-
guage and society, and for critical discour-
se analysts generally, it is axiomatic that
language and society are mutually constitu-
tive (Verdoolaege 2008: 43, Resta 1998: 6).

To take an example, familiar from the
work of Michel Foucault (1963), the lexi-
cogrammatical elements used by a doctor
in an interview with a patient are determi-
ned by specific features of the context, and
constitute a discourse whose semantics re-
late to the following domains: symptoms,
the body, diagnosis, prognosis, therapy,
treatment, cure, medicines/drugs, etc. As

JyIIEM OIIbITe, OH pa3BHBAETCS 4yepe3 pe-
TYJIIPHO TOBTOPSIIOIIMECS aHATOTUYHbIE
CUTyalluu, KOTOPBIE MbI CBSI3bIBAEM C Te-
kymei cutyanuii (Kecskes 2014: 215).
Ban [leiik npenmaraer pa3nndaTb MUKPO-
KOHTEKCT, KOTOpPBI UIMEET MECTO B CUTYya-
USIX  MEXKIMYHOCTHOH KOMMYHMKAIMH
(HarmpuMep, mapIaMeHTCKas pedb Wiu Je-
0aThl), © MaKpOKOHTEKCTax (MapiiaMeHT
KaK MHCTUTYT WM JEMOKpPATHs KaK CHC-
tema) (Van Dijk 2009: 250). Kynerypa
TaKKe SABJIAETCA KOHTEKCTOM. B MeXKyb-
TYpPHOM B3aMMOJEHCTBUU OHA BBICTyHa-
€T Ba)XHEHIINM 3KCTPAIMHIBUCTHYECKHM
(haxTOpOM, KOTOPBIN OIpENeIsieT KOMMY-
HHUKAaTUBHOE MTOBEJICHHE U (POpMUpYET IT-
HOKYJIBTYPHBIA CTHJIb KOMMYHUKarmu (Jla-
puna 2009).

OpauM u3 Hambosee 3HAYUMBIX Ha-
TIPABJICHUN HCCIENOBAaHUMN TUCKypCa SIBIIA-
eTCsl «KKPUTHUYECKUI JUCKypc-aHam3y (Wo-
dak 2001, Fairclough 2001, Van Dijk 2003,
2009 u ap.), KOTOPBIN BKIIOYAET MMOHITHE
61acmy U aHAIM3UPYET TO, KaK BJIACTh OIle-
pupyer s3bikoM. H. @etipkiad B cBoeM ori-
penesieHny IUCKypca Kak si3bIKa COLMalb-
HOM TIPAKTUKH, OTPENEIIeMOro COIHab-
HbIMH cTpyKTypamu (Fairclough 2001: 14),
MO/TYEPKHUBAET B3aMMOCBSI3b SI3bIKA U 0OIIIe-
CTBa, YTO ISl UCCIIEIOBATENEeN KpUTHYE-
CKOT'O JIUCKYpC-aHallu3a SIBJISETCS aKCHO-
motii (Verdoolaege 2008: 43).

Bo3pMeM u3BeCTHBIN IPUMEP U3 pa-
60tb1 Mumens @yko (Foucault 1963), rae
OH OTMEYAeT, 4TO JICKCUKA U TPaMMaTHKa,
UCTIOJIb3YEMBIE BpauoM B Oecelie ¢ marm-
€HTOM, OIPEJENSIFOTCSI KOHKPETHBIMU yC-
JIOBHSIMH KOHTEKCTA M TIPEJICTABIISAIOT CO-
0ol TUCKYpC, KOTOPBIM BKJIIOYAET CIOBa
CJIEYIOLIMX TEMAaTHYECKUX TPYII: CUMII-
TOMBI, T€JIO, IUAarH03, MPOTHO3, Teparus,
JiedeHue, JeKkapcTBo U T.1. Kpome Toro, kak
ormeuaer H. @eiipkinad, B quanore Bpad—

9
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Fairclough (2001: 2) points out in his dis-
cussion of the doctor-patient context, pow-
er relations are also an implicit part of the
interaction: the doctor occupies the role
of ‘expert’, able to affect the patient’s life
because of his special knowledge. These
power relations indicate the presence of
a hierarchical social structure that transmits
the effects of choices at a political level
throughout all strata of society.

To sum up, it is plain that discourse
analysis can never be a single approach,
but should rather be seen as a series of in-
terdisciplinary approaches, which can be
used to explore many different social do-
mains, in many different types of studies.
We will expect a critical discourse analyst
to involve the notion of social power in their
exploration of the specific discourse under
examination, while this may be absent from
studies that are more interested in exploring
features of language at a textual, gramma-
tical or semantic level.

This issue is divided into two secti-
ons, the first being a series of papers, by
prominent Russian and Western scholars,
that contain theoretical considerations re-
lating to the current state of the art; the
second contains some papers that apply
a variety of theoretical notions to the spe-
cific field of political discourse analysis.

THEORETICAL ASPECTS
OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

The first paper is by the well-known
American linguist Istvan Kecskes, whose
book Intercultural pragmatics (2014)
we earlier presented to our readers in the
review by Svetlana Kurtes (2015). In the
article he has written for our special is-
sue, he explores the pragmatics of dia-
logical interaction, developing a model

10

MAIMEeHT UMIUTMIUTHO MPUCYTCTBYET He-
PaBEHCTBO B OTHOIICHUSIX: Bpay BBITIOIHS-
€T POJIb «IKCIEPTa», CIOCOOHOTO TOBIH-
ATh Ha >KU3Hb MAllMEHTa B CHIIy €ro Mpo-
¢beccnonanbubix 3Hanmit (Fairclough 2001:
2). DTO HEPABEHCTBO B OTHOIICHUSIX YKa-
3bIBacT Ha HAIMYME UEPAPXHUECKON COIIH-
aJbHOM CTPYKTYpBI, BO3ACHCTBYIOLIEH
Ha BBIOOP, BO BCEX CJIOSAX OOIIECTRA.

Takum 00pazoMm, UCXOJIST U3 PACCMOT-
PEHHBIX ONpeAETIeHUN TUCKypca, OUSBH/I-
HO, 4TO JIUCKYpC-aHAJIU3 HE MOXKET OBbITh
OTpaHHYEH eIUHBIM MOAX00M. OH JI0IDKeH
paccMaTpuBaThCsl Kak Psifi MEKIUCIUILIH-
HApHBIX MOJXO0J0B, KOTOPbIE MOTYT OBITH
UCTIOJIb30BAHbI JJIS1 U3yUCHHUS PA3ITUIHBIX
COILIMAJIbHBIX c(pep B pa3IUUHBIX TUMAX HC-
crnenoBaHuil. YTo KacaeTcs MOHATHUS BIa-
CTH, TO, Ha HAIIl B3IJISA, OHO TPEXIIE BCETO
HEOOXOAMMO ISl UCCIIeIOBAHUM B 00J1aCTH
KPUTHYECKOTO JIUCKypC-aHaIn3a TpH H3Y-
YEHUH CTIEIUAILHOTO THIIA JUCKYypca.

[Ipennaraemslii BareMy BHHUMAaHUIO
BBIIYCK XypHaJla COCTOMT U3 JBYX Yac-
tel. [lepBas cogepXuUT cample TTOCIETHIE
TEOpeTUUeCcKre HapabOTKH 0 paccMaTpu-
BaeMO MpoOeMe BeAyIIMX POCCUUCKUX
U 3apyOeKHBIX JTUHTBUCTOB, BO BTOPOU
MPEICTAaBIICHBI CTaThH, B KOTOPBIX MOKa-
3aHbl BO3BMOKHOCTH MPHUMEHEHUS pa3iiny-
HBIX TOJIXOJIOB K aHAJIN3Y MOJUTHYECKO-
ro JAUCKypCa.

TEOPETUYECKUE ACMNEKTbI
AONCKYPC-AHAJIU3A

OTKpbIBae€T HAIl HOMEP CTAThs W3-
BECTHOTO aMepHKaHCKOro JmHrBrucTa Mir-
BaHa Keukema (On6anu, CIIA), ¢ mo-
cienne kauron koroporo (Kecskes 2014)
MBI YK€ paHee 3HAKOMWJIM HallluX 4YWTa-
teneit uepes penensuto C. Kypremr (Kurtes
2015). B crarbe «A4 dialogic approach to
pragmaticsy («Jnanormueckuii MoaXox
K [IparMaTUKe»), HAMCAHHOM ISl HAILIETO
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for the analysis of such discourse based
on understanding the roles and local
knowledges of both speaker and hearer.
Prof Kecskes has already introduced his
Dynamic Model of Meaning to our
readers, which explains how actual com-
municative meaning is created, empha-
sizing the interplay between prior con-
text encoded in the words used in the
utterance and the actual situational con-
text in which the interaction takes place
(Keukemr 2014). In his article for this
issue he develops his idea. The aim of
this paper is to direct attention to how
a dialogue approach can lead to better
understanding of actions of interlocutors
in communication. Instances of dialogi-
cal communication may see speaker and
hearer engaged in processes of deduc-
tion, repair and adjustment to what they
perceive as important for the other. The
writer explores these notions, exempli-
fying their operation across a variety of
spoken data, suggesting that a pragma-
tic, dialogical model may aid us to ap-
preciate important nuances in verbal com-
munication. The paper also explores
intercultural aspects of the semantic/
pragmatic dimension, arguing that in non-
native speaker interaction it is impera-
tive that there is a close correspondence
between utterance and intention, or the
lack of shared knowledge between
speaker and hearer may rule out the pos-
sibility of communication. A key con-
cept, in Kecskes’ view, is Giora’s no-
tion of ‘graded salience’ (Giora 2003),
which refers to the information that the
hearer assumes to be central for the
speaker when s/he produces the utter-
ance. Misunderstandings may arise be-
cause of the private and cultural speci-

CMELMAILHOTO BBITYCKa, OH MCCIIEIyeT Mpa-
IMaTHUKY JUAJIOTMYECKOTO B3aUMOEHUCTBUS,
npeyiarasi pa3pabOTaHHYIO UM MOJIEIb s
aHajiM3a TaKoro JMCKypca, OCHOBaHHYIO
Ha NOHMMAaHHUH PoJiel TOBOPSILIETO U CITy-
IIAIOIIEr0 U MX oOumx 3HaHusX. [Ipodec-
cop Keuken yxe 3HaKOMMWII HAllIUX YUTa-
TeJel ¢ pa3paboTaHHON UM TMHAMHYECKOM
MOJIeJIbI0 3HAUEHUSI, KOTOpasi ONUCHIBAET
TO, KaK aKTyaJIbHOE KOMMYHHKAaTUBHOE 3Ha-
YEHHUE TIOPOKIAETCS B PE3YJIbTATE CTOIKHO-
BCHHUS 3aKOJMPOBAHHBIX B JIEKCHUECKHUX
€IMHULIAX «CTapbIX», NPEAbIAYIINX KOH-
TEKCTOB M aKTYaJIbHOTO CUTYaTHUBHOTO KOH-
TEKCTa, B KOTOPOM 3TO BBICKA3bIBAHUE YTIO-
tpebmnsiercsa (Keukem 2014). B mannoii
CTaThe OH pa3BUBAET ATy Haero. Llens cra-
ThH — TIOKa3aTh, KaK JUATIOTHYECKUN TTO/I-
XOJI K TIparMaTuke MOXKeT CII0COOCTBOBATh
JAydlieMy TOHHMAaHHI0 COOeCeJHUKOB
B KOMMYHHKauu. Ha paznuuHoM s3bIKO-
BOM Marepuaje OH JIEMOHCTPHUPYET, Kak
nparMaTudeckas JAuajioruyeckas Moesb
MOJKET [IOMOYb OLICHUTh BAYKHBIE HIOAHCHI
BepOabHOIM KOMMYHHKalMU. B cratbe Tak-
K€ PaccCMaTPHUBAIOTCA MEKKYJIbTYpPHbIE
ACIEKThl CEMAaHTHUKU U TIPAarMaTHUKH, OTMe-
YaeTcs, YTo, KOrja B IPOLEecce KOMMYHHU-
Kal[U¥ y4acTBYIOT HE HOCUTENH SI3bIKa, 1071~
JKHO OBITh YETKOE COOTBETCTBHE MEXKILY
BBICKa3bIBAHMEM U HAMEPEHUEM TOBOpSIIIC-
ro, MHa4Ye OTCYTCTBHE OOMMX (HOHOBBIX
3HaHUI MEXy TOBOPSILUM U CITYHIAOIIIM
MOYKET HUCKIFOUYUTh BO3MOKHOCTH KOMMY-
HUKaIMy. Kito4eBbIM NOHATHEM, 110 MHE-
Huto Keukera, sSBisercss NOHATHE 2padyu-
POBAHHOUL 8blOENIEHHOCIU, WU 2PA0YUPO-
sannou 3nauyumocmu (‘graded salience’)
(Giora 2003), koTOpoe OTHOCUTCS K UH(OP-
Malluy, SIBJISIOIIEICS, 10 MHEHHIO CITyIla-
IOIIEro, OCHOBHOM Ul TOBOPSIIIETO B MO-
MEHT MPOU3HECEHHS] UM BBICKA3bIBaHUS.
Henonnmanue MOKeT BOSHUKHYTh H3-3a €€
WHIUBHUTYJIbHON M KyJIbTYpHOU crierudu-
KU, T.€. KOIJIa 3HAUUMOCTb OIPENEISAETCS
JUYHBIMU U KYJbTYPHO-CIIEIU(DUIHBIMU

11
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fic nature of salience, particularly for
L2 speakers, who have less background
knowledge in common. Because of the
complexity of the cognitive processes
involved in verbal communication, the
author argues, approaches based on the
analysis of the utterance alone neces-
sarily provide an incomplete picture.
Some of the historical phases in the
development of discourse analysis are
revisited by Laura Alba-Juez, the au-
thor of significant contributions to dis-
course analysis and pragmatics (Alba-
Juez 2009, Alba-Juez, Mackenzie 2016)
who is already familiar to the readers of
our journal (Alba-Juez 2014). She ex-
plains its origins in Text Linguistics, an
analytical paradigm current in the 1970s
and 80s, and cites De Beaugrande and
Dressler’s (1981) work, which defined
text as a communicative event that must
satisfy seven criteria, the first two of
which (cohesion and coherence) may be
defined as text-internal, and the remain-
ing five (intentionality, acceptability,
informativity, situationality, and inter-
textuality) as text-external. While the
former still constitute valid objects for
research in other traditions within lin-
guistics, it is the necessity to account for
the role of the latter in linguistic descrip-
tion that is relevant in the emergence of
discourse analysis as the multi-faceted,
cross-disciplinary tool we recognise to-
day. The term ‘discourse’, she writes,
includes both ‘text’ and ‘context’, the
latter encompassing social, cultural and
emotional aspects. Thus, a separation
begins to appear, between studies of
‘text’ (which focus on aspects such as
cohesion and coherence, for example)
and those of ‘discourse’, which becomes

12

CMBICTIaMH, OCOOEHHO KOT/ia B IUAJOre
y4acTBYIOT HE HOCHTEIH S3bIKa. ABTOP
YTBEPIKAAET, UTO U3-3a CIIOKHOCTH KOTHU-
THBHBIX TPOIIECCOB, IMEIOIIMX MECTO B pe-
4eBOM KOMMYHHKALIUH, TIOAXO/bI, OCHOBAH-
HbIe UCKJIIOYUTEIIFHO Ha aHAJIHM3€ CaMHX
BBICKA3bIBAHUI, HENPEMEHHO IPUBEAYT
K HETMOJIHOMY WX TIOHUMAaHHIO.

Jlaypa Aab6a-Xyac (Manpun, Vcna-
HUSI), aBTOP M3BECTHBIX ITyOIMKAIMI 110
paccmartpuBaeMoit mpobaeme (Alba-Juez
2009, Alba-Juez, Mackenzie 2016 u map.),
KOTOpast TAKKE 3HAKOMA HAILIMM YUTaTeIIsIM
(Alba-Juez 2014), B cBoeit cratbe “Dis-
course Analysis and Pragmatics: Their Sco-
pe and Relation” («duckypc-ananus
U IIparMaTuka: o0JIacTh HCCIIeOBaHUS
Y B3aUMOCBSI3b») JaeT 0030p 3TaroB pas-
BUTHSI TUCKYpC-aHAJIN3a, KOTOPBINA OepeT
CBOE HAYaJIO B JIMHTBUCTUKE TEKCTa, aHa-
autndeckor napagurme 1970—1980-x rr.
OHa cchlaeTcsl Ha MCCIIeIoBaTeNei, omnpe-
ACJABIINX TCKCT KaK KOMMYHUKATUBHOC
coOBbITHE, KOTOPOE TOJDKHO YIOBIETBOPSTH
CEMH KPUTEPUSIM, TIEpPBBIC JIBa U3 KOTOPHIX
(CBSI3HOCTH W COTJIACOBAHHOCTH) MOTYT
OBITH OIpE/IENICHbI KaK BHYTPHTEKCTOBBIE,
a OCTaJlbHBIC TATh (MHTEHIIMOHAIBHOCTD,
JOCTYITHOCTh, HMH(OPMATHBHOCTh, CUTYa-
TUBHOCTh U MHTEPTEKCTYaJIbHOCTh) KaK
BHemHKe (De Beaugrande, Dressler 1981).
ABTOp OTMEUaeT, 4YTO, XOTs TIEPBbHIC IBa
KPUTEpUs TIO-TIPEKHEMY TPEICTABIISIOT CO-
0011 BayKHbIE OOBEKTHI TPAJAUIIMOHHBIX JINH-
IBHCTHUYCCKHUX HCCIICIOBAHUM, TIOCIICIHIE
HEOOXO/IMMO YYUTHIBATh B JIMHI'BUCTHYE-
CKUX OITMCAHMAX, MMEIOIINX OTHOIICHHE
K JUCKYypC-aHalu3y KakK K IPU3HAHHOMY
Ha CETONHSANIHUNA JI€Hb MHOTOIPaHHOMY
MEXIVMCLUIUIMHAPHOMY HMHCTPYMEHTY HC-
creioBaHui. TepMHUH «IUCKYPC», KaK OT-
MeYaeTcsl B CTaThe, BKIIOYAET B ceOs
«TEKCT» U «KOHTEKCT», OXBATBIBAIOIINIA CO-
HHAJIbHBIC, KYJIbTYPHBIC 1 SMOIIMOHAJIbHBIC
acniekTbl. TakuM 00pa3zom, HaMedaeTcs pas-
JIMYUE MEXIY WCCICAOBAHUAMHU «TEKCTa»
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a broader term, within whose parame-
ters are included social, cultural and
historical factors, as well as features of
the specific interactive context. The
main aim of the paper is to disambigu-
ate the two terms ‘Discourse Analysis’
and ‘Pragmatics’, which can almost
seem to be conflated, especially in de-
scriptions from the European Continen-
tal school. They speak of pragmatics,
for example, as “the scientific study of
all aspects of linguistic behaviour”
(Bublitz and Norrick (2011: 4). Propo-
nents of the Anglo-American school, by
contrast, are more likely to see prag-
matics as one of the core components of
a linguistic theory, along with phonet-
ics, phonology, morphology, syntax and
semantics. The writer’s conclusion pla-
ces pragmatics within the developing
tradition of discourse analysis, as an in-
dispensable part of the analyst’s toolkit.

Discourse-analysis is one of the
most rapidly developing fields of re-
search in Russian communicative lin-
guistics (Budaev, Chudinov 2006, Bo-
byreva 2007, Demyankov 2005, Dub-
rovskaya 2010, Karasik 2002, Kashkin
2010, Lutovinova 2009, Makarov 2003,
Olyanich 2004, Savitsky 2013). How-
ever, there is no common understanding
of discourse, nor is there any single
classification of types of discourse. At
our request, one of the leading Russian
linguists in the field, Vladimir Kara-
sik, contributed an article for this spe-
cial issue, in which he summarized the
existing approaches to the classification
of types of discourse and systematized
them on the basis of five dimensions —
the content of communication, its typi-
cal participants, tone, channel and com-

(KOTOpBIE COCPEIOTOUYEHBI HA TAKUX ACTIEK-
Tax, KaK CBSI3HOCTh U COTJIACOBAHHOCTH)
Y UCCIIEIOBAaHUSAMH «IHUCKYPCa», KOTOPBIN
SBJISIETCSL TEPMUHOM 00J1ee IUPOKOTro IIa-
Ha, BKJIIOYAIOIINM COLMAIIbHbIE, KYJIbTYp-
HBIE U UCTOpHUYECKHE (haKTOPHI, a TAKKE
0COOEHHOCTH KOHKPETHOTO MHTEPAKTHBHO-
ro KoHTeKcTa. OCHOBHOM IIEMBIO CTAThU SIB-
JSIETCSl yCTPaHEHNE HEOTHO3HAYHOCTH Tep-
MHHOB OUCKYPC-AHANU3 U NPACMAMUKA, KO-
TOpbIE IPAKTUYECKU HE Pa3TPaHUUMBAIOTCS,
0COOEHHO B HCCIIEIOBAaHMSX €BPOIEHCKON
KOHTMHEHTAJIbHOM LIKOJIB, T7I€ OTMEYaeTcs,
HarpuMep, YTO NparMaTKa — 3TO Hayd-
HOE HCCIIEZIOBaHNE BCEX aCIEKTOB SI3BIKOBO-
ro noBezieHus (Bublitz u Norrick 2011: 4).
CTOpOHHHMKH aHTIJIO-aMEPUKAHCKOM IIKOJIBI,
HaIpOTHB, OOJIee CKIIOHHBI BUETh IparMa-
THKY B Ka4eCTBE OJTHOTO U3 OCHOBHBIX KOM-
MIOHEHTOB JIMHIBUCTUYECKOHN T€OpuH, Haps-
Iy ¢ oHeTHKOH, hoHOMOTHEH, MOP(OIIO-
THEH, CHHTAaKCUCOM M CEMaHTHUKON. ABTOD
JIeTIaeT BbIBOJI O TOM, YTO Pa3BHBAIOIIASICS
TEOpHsl MCKYPC-aHAIM3a BKIIIOYAET B ceOs
MparMaTuky Kak HEOThEMJIEMYIO YacTh HH-
CTpYMEHTapUsl aHAIUTHKA.
JlycKypc-aHau3 MpeacTaBisieT co0oi
OJTHO U3 HanboJee aKTUBHO Pa3BUBAIOIINX-
Csl HAMIPABJIEHUH U B POCCUICKON KOMMYHH-
kaTuBHOM JuHrBUcTUKE (Bynaes, UyauHos
2006; bobwipeBa 2007, JlembsakoB 2005,
Hy6posckas 2010, Kapacuk 2002, Kamkua
2010, JIyroBunosa 2009, Makapos 2003,
Onsany 2004, Casunkuii 2013, Cenos
1999, Capmkun 2000, Trona 2010, Yep-
HsaBckasa 2012, Ilewran 2004 u MHorHe
1p.). OmHako, HECMOTPS Ha HATMYIHE OOJTb-
IIOT0 KOJIMYECTBa paboT, B PyCCKOM AMC-
KYPCOJIOTUHU TaK K€ HET HU €IUHOTO TO-
HUMaHMs JUCKypca, HU €JUHOU KJIacCH-
¢ukanuu. [To npocsbe Hamero xypHaia
OJIH 13 BEAYIIUX POCCUHCKHX JUCKYPCO-
noroB — B.U. Kapacuk (Bonrorpan, Poc-
CHUS) — Hammcall JJIs 5TOr0 CHEUaIbHOTO
BBIITYCKA CTaTbIO «/JucKypcusHoe npose-
JleHue JuYHocmuy, B KOTOpPOid, 00o0Ias
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municative actions. On this basis, he
suggests five main approaches to dis-
course: Topic Approach, Subject Ap-
proach, Tonality Approach, Regime
Approach and Action Approach. These
approaches are determined by the func-
tions of speech, and the models of the
communicative situation developed in
linguistics and other fields of human
knowledge (Bakhtin, Habermas, Lotman
and Halliday), and once again illustrate
the multidimensional nature of discourse.
The author argues that they complement
each other and make it possible to syn-
thesize the results achieved in Text Lin-
guistics, Pragmatics, Social Linguistics,
and Discourse Studies.

Natalya Klushina’s article poses
another problem, indicating the inter-
disciplinary nature of discourse-analy-
sis and its links with other fields, in this
case with Stylistics, which, from its ori-
ginal functional orientation, took a com-
municative turn in the late twentieth
century. The author notes that the emer-
gence of communicative stylistics in the
Russian humanities provoked “competi-
tion” between the two communication
disciplines — traditional stylistics and
Western discourse-analysis, which share
a common subject of study (text), the
general vector of its study (which is
communicative), but have different me-
thods of analysis and different termino-
logy systems. These tend to be an ec-
lectic mixture, not adequately delimited,
and this blurs the boundaries of these
disciplines (see [Vorontsova 2015, Kha-
zagerov 2014 and others). According to
the author, this is the main problem of
the coexistence of media stylistics and
discursology in one scientific field, that

14

CYIIECTBYIOIINE MOIXOBI K KIacCU(pUKa-
LMY TUIOB JIUCKypCa, CHCTEMAaTU3UPOBaI
UX Ha OCHOBE ILITH IapaMeTpoB — COZEp-
YKaHWsI OOIEHUs, ero TUIIOBBIX yYaCTHH-
KOB, TOHAJILHOCTH, KaHala U aKIIMOHAJIb-
HOW TIpUpojbl. B pesynbraTe UM ObuTH
BBIZICJICHBl TSITh OCHOBHBIX IOJXOJI0B
K IUCKYPCY: TEMaTHICCKUH, CyOhEKTHBIH,
MHCTPYMEHTAIbHBIN, PEKUMHBIA U aKIHO-
HAJIBbHBINA. DTH TOAXO/bI, O0BEIUHSIIONIM
LIEHTPOM KOTOPBIX SBJIAETCS JUCKYPCUBHAS
JIMYHOCTh — YEJIOBEK KaK yYaCTHHUK 0O1Ie-
HYISI, 00yCITOBJICHBI (PYHKIIMSIMU PEUH U Pa3-
pabOTaHHBIMU B JIMHTBUCTHKE U APYTUX 00-
JACTAX T'YMaHUTAPHOIO 3HAHUS MOJEISAMHU
KOMMYHHUKaTUBHOM cutyauuun (M.M. bax-
tH, 1O. Jlotman, J. Habermas, M. Halli-
day) u B ouepeHOI pa3 IEMOHCTPUPYIOT
MHOTOMEPHYIO HpUpoRy AucKypca. OHH
B3aMMOJIOTIOJTHSIIOT JIPYT JIpyTa U JTat0T BO3-
MOXHOCTb CHHTE€3MPOBATh JOCTUKECHUS
JMHTBUCTUKHU TEKCTA, COLMOIMHTBUCTHKH,
MparMajJvHIBUCTHKA U COOCTBEHHO TEOPUU
JHCKypca.

H.!. Knymuna (Mocksa, Poccusi)
B CBOEW CTaThe «/[ucKypc-ananus u cmuiu-
CMUKA: UHMEeSPaAmueHble Memoobl UCCE00-
6aHUA MEOUA KOMMYHUKAYUU» CTABUT €lIe
OJIHy MpoOJeMy, CBUACTEIbCTBYIONIYIO
0 MEXIUCLUIUIMHAPHOM XapakKTepe HcCIie-
JIOBaHUI TUCKypca U €ro CBA3U C APYTHUMHU
HAIPaBJICHUSMH, B JJAHHOM CITy4aeM CO CTH-
JIMCTUKOM, KOoTOpasi B KoHile XX B. COBep-
IIMJIA TIOBOPOT OT (PYHKLIMOHATBHON CTHIIH-
CTUKHA K KOMMYHUKaTUBHOM. B pesynbTare
TMOSIBJICHUS] KOMMYHUKATUBHOM CTHIMCTUKA
B POCCHUICKON I'yMaHUTapHOH HayKe, Kak
OTMEYAET aBTOP, BO3HUKJIA «KOHKYPEHLIUSDY
JBYX KOMMYHUKATHUBHBIX TUCUUIIIUH —
TPAJIMLIMOHHON CTUJIMCTHKM M 3amajHoi
JTUCKYPCOJIOTHUH, KOTOPbIE UMEIOT OOIInit
MpeaMET UCCIIeTOBaHMS (TEKCT), OOIIHiA
BEKTOp €ro u3y4yeHus (KOMMYHHKAaTUBHbIH),
HO pa3HbI€ METO/IbI aHAJIN3a U pa3HbIi Tep-
MUHOJIOTHYECKUI amMapaT, KOTOPbIE SKIIEK-
THYECKU CMEIIMBAIOTCS U HE pa3rpaHUyu-
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of Russian and — increasingly — of
Slavic linguistics too. The article notes
the absence of the strict understanding
of style, and discourse, as well as a dis-
tinct classification of discourses, except
for a generally accepted division of dis-
courses into institutional and non-insti-
tutional (Karasik 2002). The author em-
phasizes the importance of the notion of
discourse for stylistics, and concludes
that integration of methods might con-
tribute to a better understanding of a
modern media text and give a new im-
petus to the development of Russian and
Slavonic stylistics in a communicative
perspective.

E.A. Krasina also pays attention
to the integrative ability of discourse,
emphasizing that the notion of discourse
promotes the integration of humanities
research in linguistics and other fields
of knowledge. The author considers
discourse as a component of social and
cultural interaction, which is a complex
unity of linguistic form, meaning and
action, i.e., communicative event or act.
The goal of her paper is to outline the
conditions of interaction and correlati-
on of discourse, speech act and utteran-
ce as linguistic constructions, as well as
to reveal some of their similarities and
differences and illustrate the importan-
ce of the constructive role of the utter-
ance as a minimal unit of speech pro-
duction.

Vadim Dementyev’s contribution
is an exploration of the study of speech
genres within the discourse analysis pa-
radigm. Different speech genres are
classified, and speech genres are dis-
cussed in different types of discourse.
The article is of special interest for our

BAIOTCS, YTO pa3MbIBAaeT TPAHUIIBI JaHHBIX
quctiuiiH. [lo MHEHHIO aBTOpa, B 3TOM
3aKJIFOYAeTCs] OCHOBHAs IMpo0iiemMa cocyllie-
CTBOBAHUSI CTUIIUCTHKH M JHUCKYPCOJOTHU
B OJTHOM HAay4YHOM TIOJI€ PyCCKOM U — IIIU-
pe — CHaBSHCKOW JIMHIBUCTUKH. B crarhe
OTMEUaeTCsl OTCYTCTBUE CTPOIOro pasrpa-
HUYCHUS TEPMUHOB CHUIb U OUCKYPC, KaK
U CTPOTOH KilacCHU(pUKAIMU TUCKYPCOB,
3a MCKIII0YEHHEM OOIIETIPU3HAHHOTO Jelie-
HHS JTUCKYPCOB HAa HWHCTHUTYLMOHAJIbHBIC
u HemHcTUTyMoHaNbHbIe (Kapacuk 2002).
ABTOp TOTYEPKUBACT BAKHOCTH TSI ME/IUA
CTWJICTUKH TIOHATHUS OUCKYPC U JIETIAeT Bbl-
BOJI O TOM, YTO B COBPEMEHHBIX KOMMYHH-
KaTHBHBIX M JIMHIBUCTHYECKUX HCCIIEI0Ba-
HHSIX BO3MOYKHA MHTETPAIHsl METO/IOB JIHC-
Kypc-aHalln3a ¥ CTWJIUCTUKHU, YTO OyneT
croco0CTBOBAThH OoJee rIyOOKOMY MOHU-
MaHHIO MeJHa TeKCTa.

Ha unTEeTpHpyIONIyI0 CrocoOOHOCTH
JwcKypca oopariaet BauManue U E.A. Kpa-
cuHa (Mocksa, Poccus). B cBoelt craThe
«duckypc, svickazvieanue u peuegoli aKmy
OHa TMOJYEPKHUBAET, YTO U B JINHIBUCTHUKE,
U B JIPYTUX 00JIaCTSIX 3HAHUH TOHATHE OuUC-
KypC CIIOCOOCTBYET MHTETpaliy T'yMaHH-
TapHBIX UCCIIE0BaHUI. ABTOp paccMaTpH-
BAaeT JUCKYPC KaK KOMIOHEHT COIIMOKYJTh-
TYPHOTO B3aMMOJIEHCTBUS, KOTOPBIH Mpe-
CTaBIIsIeT COOOM CIIOXKHOE €MHCTBO SI3bI-
KOBOU ()OpPMBI, 3HAUCHHS W JICHCTBUS, T.C.
KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOTO COOBITUSI MJIM aKTa.
Lens ee cTaTbu — OMPEIEIUTD YCIOBUS
B3aMMOJICHCTBUSI U COOTHOIICHHUS TUCKYP-
ca, pEYEeBOr0 aKTa U BHICKA3BIBAHUS KaK
JIMHTBUCTUYECKUX KOHCTPYKTOB, BBISIBUTH
UX OTJIMYHUTEIIbHBIC U CXOTHBIE CBOMCTBA.

B.B. [lementheB (CaparoB, Poccus)
UCCIIEIyeT pedeBbIe KAHPHI B PAMKax Ia-
pagurMbl aHajdu3a JUCKypca B CTaTbe
“Speech Genres and Discourse: Genres
Study in Discourse Analysis Paradigm”
(«OKaHpbl peun U AUCKYpC: MECTO JKaHPO-
BETYECKUX HCCIIEJOBAaHUN B MapajurMe
JMCKYPCHUBHOTO aHaJM3ay). [laHHast cTaThs
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bilingual issue because it shows how
the tradition of Russian text analysis,
culminating with Bakhtin’s work on
speech genres, may be seen in terms of
a comparison with Austin’s well-known
work on speech act theory. Dementyev
discusses points of contact between the
notions ‘genre’ and ‘speech act’. Though
there are similarities, the author notes
that extended spoken genres such as the
lecture, discussion or conversation may
not be readily assimilated to the notion
of speech act. The genres are then clas-
sified under a series of headings, ac-
cording to the kind of discourse in which
they appear, for example: environmen-
tal, political, medical, religious, etc. As
in Kecskes’ paper, there is an emphasis
on the dialogical dimension of speech.
The author finds that the main task of
the current trends in discourse-analysis
is to find ‘an adequate model of real di-
alogical speech communication’, and for
this he proposes Speech Genre Theory
as a possible solution.

POLITICAL DISCOURSE
ANALYSIS

The second part of the issue con-
tains a series of chapters that deal with
themes of political discourse analysis.
Douglas Mark Ponton, who is also al-
ready familiar to our readers (Ponton
2014), attempts to outline an integrated
model for the analysis of political dis-
course. The chapter looks back across
some of the high points in the develop-
ment of political discourse analysis, in
order to assess the current state of the
field. It also has a future focus, as it at-
tempts to integrate insights from some
emerging fields, such as multimodality,

16

MPEJICTABIISIET 0COOBIN MHTEPEC IS HAIIIe-
TO JIBYSI3BIYHOTO HOMEpA KypHaJia, TaK Kak
MOKA3bIBAET, KaK pycCKas Hay4yHas Tpaju-
U] aHATTN3a TEKCTa, KYJIbMUHAIMEH KOTO-
poit sBisitorest pabotel M.M. baxtuna
0 pPEYEBBIX JKaHPaX, MOXKET paccMaTpH-
BaTbCsl B CPABHEHUU C U3BECTHOW paboToi
Jx. OcTuHa MO TEOPUU PEUYEBBIX AKTOB.
B.B. JlemeHTBhEB 00CYXIaeT TOYKH COIPU-
KOCHOBEHHSI MEXKIy MOHATHSIMU «PEUEBOU
JKaHp» U «PEUEBOM aKkT». ABTOpP OTMEYaeT,
YTO, XOTS MEXKIYy HUMH €CTh CXOJICTBO, Pac-
IIMPEHHBIE PEYEBbIC JKAHPHI, TAKUE KakK
JIEKIUs, TUCKyCCUs WK Oecesia, He MOTYT
OBITH MPUPABHEHBI K TMOHATHIO PEUYECBOTO
akta. JKaHpbel nmanee KiaccHPUIMPYIOTCS
B COOTBETCTBHH C THUIAMH JIUICKYpCa, CPEIH
KOTOPBIX 3KOJIOTMYECKUN, MOJTUTHYECKU,
MEIUIIMHCKUH, PEeIUuruo3nbiii u ap. Kax
u B cratbe M. Keukema, akneHT gemaercs
Ha JUAJIOTMYECKOM M3MEPEHUU peur. AB-
TOP MPUXOJUT K BBIBOAY, YTO TJIABHOM 3a-
Jlayeid BCEX aKTyaJIbHBIX HAIMpaBJICHUM JTUC-
Kypc-aHaJln3a OCTAeTCs MOUCK a/IeKBATHOM
MOJIENH PEATbHOM TUAIOrMYEeCKON peueBon
KOMMYHUKAIIMH, U TEOPUIO PEUEBBIX KaH-
POB OH TIPEJJIaracT B Ka4e€CTBE BO3MOXKHO-
TO PEILICHUs 3TOM 3a/1a4u.

AHANIN3
MNOJINMTUYECKOIO AUCKYPCA

Bropoii pazgen HoMepa COIEpKUT psif
CTaTei, MOCBSIIICHHBIX aHAJIM3Y MTOJUTHYC-
ckoro nuckypca. OtkpeiBaet pazaen Jyr-
Jgac Ionron (Kartanus, Wramust), koTopbrit
TaK)K€ YK€ 3HAKOM HAIIMM YHTATEISM
(Ponton 2014). B cratbe “Movements and
Meanings: Towards an Integrated Appro-
ach to Political Discourse Analysis” («Cno-
Ba M )KECTHI: MHTETPATUBHBIN MOJXO]T K aHa-
T3y TIOJUTUYECKOTO JTUCKYPCa») OH TIbITa-
€TCsl HAMETUTh MHTETPUPYIOIILYI0 MOJIENb
JUIsL €ro uccneqjoBanus. B cratbe paccmar-
PHBAIOTCS OCHOBHBIC 3TAITbl aHAIN3A TOJU-
THYECKOTO JTUCKYpca C LEJbI0 OIEHUTh Te-
KyILlee COCTOSHHE TaHHOM HCCIeJOBaTeNb-
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with more consolidated approaches. The
author quotes Fairclough and Fairclough
(2012), in support of his claim that per-
suasion is the most pervasive function
of all political discourse, and claims that
there is general agreement that the pro-
cesses involved encompass both textual
and non-textual features. Atkinson’s
Our Masters’ Voices (1984) is cited as
a key work that describes non-verbal
aspects of persuasive rhetoric such as
the speaker’s voice quality, intonation,
posture, body language, eye movements,
and so on. As influential as this work
was, however, these features have tend-
ed to be omitted from many subsequent
accounts of persuasion in political rhet-
oric, which have concentrated on fea-
tures of argumentation operating at a
strictly textual level. The overall aim of
the chapter is to suggest pathways to-
wards the ambitious goal of developing
a usable, integrated model for analysing
political discourse. Instead of analysing
a single feature such as metaphor, par-
liamentary insults, evaluative language
or humour — all of which have been the
subject of considerable research in the
field — the model attempts to combine
descriptions of textual and non-verbal/
multimodal features of political discourse,
in order to provide a practical tool for
analytical purposes, and a coherent ac-
count of possible pragmatic effects. The
model is exemplified in an analysis of Bill
Clinton’s address to the American peo-
ple on the Lewinsky scandal.

Three subsequent articles are time-
ly, in the light of recent political events,
since they analyse speeches of the can-
didates for the US presidency in the
election campaign of 2016.

CKOM 00MacTu. ABTOp Ipe/yIaraeT nepereK-
TUBHBII MOJXO/, MBITAsACh UHTETPUPOBATH
WJIeV M3 HEKOTOPBIX HOBBIX OOJIacTel, Kak,
HaIllpUMep, MYyJIbTUMOJAIBHOCTb, C YK€
YTBEPIMBIIAMHUCS TIOAXOaMH. ABTOp OTMe-
YaeT, 4yTo yOe)K/IeHHe SBISIETCS CaMO pac-
MPOCTPaHEHHOH (PYHKIIMEN BCETO MOINUTH-
YECKOIro JUCKypca M Ul €€ pealn3alu
HCTIONB3YeTCs KaK caM TEKCT, TaK M HeBep-
OanbHBIE PUTOPUYECKHE CPENICTBA YOeKIe-
HUsl, TAKUE KaK TOJIOC TOBOPSILETro, MHTO-
HaIlWs, 1103, A3BIK Teja, JBMKEHHUE Tia3
U JIp., KOTOpbIe OBUIM JIETAIBHO OITHCAHBI
B pabote M. AtkuHcoHa (Atkinson 1984).
Tem He MeHee, N0 MHEHHMIO aBTOpPa, He-
CMOTpSI Ha 3HAYUMOCTH JAHHON paboThI,
UCCIIEIOBATENH MOIUTUYECKONH PUTOPHUKH
B ITOCJIC/THEE BPEMsI YICIISIFOT HEZOCTATOYHO
BHUMaHHs HEBEpOATIbHBIM CPENICTBAM yOeK-
JIEHUs1, COCPEA0TAUMBASACH UCKIIFOUUTEIBHO
Ha aHa/m3e Tekcra. Llems qanHoM cTaThyl —
NPEUIOKUTh ITyTH K CO3/IaHUI0 UHTETPUPO-
BaHHOW MOJICJIM aHau3a MOJIUTUIECKOTO
JMcKypca. Bmecto Toro, 4roOsl aHammM3upo-
BaTh OTJENIbHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH TMOJUTHYE-
CKOT'0 JHCKYpCa, KOTOpBIE YK€ ObUTH 00b-
€KTOM MHOTOYHMCIICHHBIX MCCIICIOBAHU —
meTtadopa, olleHKa, OCKOpOJIeHHE, IOMOP
U Ap., JaHHAs MOJENb HaleJeHa Ha KOM-
IUICKCHOE ONHCAaHUE KaK BepOalTbHBIX, TaK
Y HeBepOAITbHBIX/MYJIbTUMOTAIIBHBIX 0CO-
OEHHOCTEH MOTUTUYECKOTO TUCKYpCa, SIB-
JSSICh MHCTPYMEHTOM aHajin3a, YYUThIBa-
IOLIMM BO3MOJKHBIN MParMaTu4eckuit 3¢-
¢exr. Mcnonb3oBanue NaHHOW MOJAETH
MIOKa3aHO aBTOPOM Ha TpuMepe oOpareHus
bunna KimaToHa K aMmepuKaHCKOMY Hapo-
JIy B CBSI3U CO CKQHJIOM, CBSI3aHHBIM ¢ Mo-
HUKOM JIeBUHCKU.

Tpu mocnemyrolye craTbu MpeacTaB-
JSIFOTCS KpailHe CBOEBPEMEHHBIMU B CBETE
HE/IaBHUX MOJMTUYECKUX COOBITHI, BCE OHU
AQHAJTM3UPYIOT BBICTYIUICHHSI KaHIUIIATOB
Ha noct npe3uzaeHta CIIIA B u3buparens-
Hoi kammnannu 2016 .
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Justin Quam and Marianna Ry-
shina-Pankova explore the language of
newly elected US president Donald
Trump, comparing it with that of the
beaten Democrat candidate, Hillary Clin-
ton, and her fellow Democrat, Bernie
Sanders. The chapter, in fact, may help
account for the success of Trump’s elec-
toral/rhetorical strategy. Throughout the
2016 campaign, as is well-known, presi-
dential candidate Donald Trump provo-
ked surprise by his ability to maintain
his popularity in the face of an appar-
ently unending sequence of gaffes, da-
maging revelations and statements that
were likely to cause offence. Despite
alienating important figures in his own
party, Trump’s electoral chances were
bolstered by his ability to appeal to
a large segment of voters unreached by
his rival candidate. The chapter uses the
framework of Engagement, developed
by Martin and White within the para-
digm of Systemic Functional Linguis-
tics (White, 2003; Martin and White,
2005), to explore the patterns of align-
ment of the three candidates with their
audiences. The chapter, in this respect,
follows work on a similar topic, by Mil-
ler (e.g. 2004). Analysis of the speeches
of Trump, Clinton, and Sanders reveals
different patterns of interaction with
voters in terms of the use of expansive
and contractive dialogic strategies.
Trump’s speeches feature, in fact, a con-
strained dialogical space in which alter-
native opinions to the speaker’s are not
recognised. Clinton and Sanders, by con-
trast, frequently engage with other views,
in patterns of ‘dialogical expansion’.
These patterns depend, to a degree, on
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Jx. Kyam 1 M. Primmaa-ITanskoBa
(Bammuarron, CIIIA) rccnenyroT s3bIK He-
nmaBHO m36panHoro IIpesumenra CILIA [o-
Haypaa Tpamia, cpaBHHBas €ro ¢ KaHIuaa-
TaMHU OT JEMOKparoB Xwiapu KinHTOH 1
Bepuu CangepcoM. PesynbraTel npoBeneH-
HOT'O MCCJIEIOBAHUS, KOTOPBIE aBTOPHI M3-
JIOKWIN B cTatbe “‘Let Me Tell You...”: Au-
dience Engagement Strategies in the Cam-
paign Speeches of Trump, Clinton, and
Sanders: («"Bom umo sa éam ckaxcy...."
Crparerun cONMMKEHUS C ayAUTOpUEH
B MpeBhIOOpHOI peun Tpamma, Cannepca
n KiTMHTOH») Ha caMOM JieJie MOT'yT ITOMOYb
OOBSCHUTE YCIIEX M30MpaTelI-HON/ PUTOPH-
yeckol crparerun Tpamma. Kak xopolro
M3BECTHO, Ha mpoTsokeHuu Bcero 2016 1.
KaMIIAaHWKM KaHAWIaT B IIpe3uneHTtsl Jlo-
Hapg TpaMim He IniepecTaBal yIUBIATH
CITOCOOHOCTBLIO TOIJEPKMBATL CBOIO I10-
MYJISIPHOCTEL, HECMOTPS Ha, Ka3a10Ch OBI,
0OECKOHEYHBIE HEYMECTHEIE 3aMEYaHusl, TUC-
KPEAUTUPYIOIINE OTKPOBEHMUS U 3asIBIICHMA,
KOTOPBIE MOIJIM BOCIPHHHMATLCS KaK OC-
kopOaenne. OKka3aBIIUChL 0€3 MOIEPKKH
KJIFOYEBLIX (UTYP peciyOIMKaHCKOM map-
THH, TpaMm cMOT 3apYUYHTHCS MTOIIEPIKKOM
3HAYMTENILHOM YacTy H30MpaTesier, 10 KOTo-
PBIX HE CMOIJIM JIOCTYy4aThCsl €r0 CONEPHH-
ku. JI1s1 M3ydeHust IpueMoB OOIIEHHS TPEX
KaHIJIATOB CO CBOCH ay/JIMTOPHEH aBTOPBI
MCTIONB3YIOT MOJIENb B3anMoaencTBus (‘fra-
mework of Engagement’), pa3spaboTanHyro
B paMKax CHCTEMHO-()YHKIMOHAIHHOM
muarsuctukun (White 2003; Martin and
White 2005). lannas cTaThs MpoaonKa-
€T MCCJIEJOBAHNE 110 aHAJIOTHYHONH TEME
J. Mwutep (Miller 2004). AHanmus BBICTYII-
neauit Tpamma, Kimmaron u Canpepca BbI-
SIBJISIET PA3IMYHbLIE MOJIEIIM B3aMMOIEHCTBHS
¢ M30MpaTeIsIMU C TOYKH 3PEHHUS UCITONB30-
BaHUs TUAJIOTMYECKUX CTPATErnii pacImpe-
HUA U cKaTthst. OCOOEHHOCTRIO BBICTYILIE-
uuii Tpamiia sIBasIeTCsl OrpaHUYeHHOE Jua-
JIOTHMYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, B KOTOPOM HET
MecTa JAPYTruM TouyKaMm 3peHus. KiuHroH
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shared assumptions between audience
and speaker, as signalled by Trump’s
use of vague phrases such as “You look
at what’s going on”. The authors con-
clude that Trump’s rhetorical style is
simpler and more forceful than his op-
ponents, which may not guarantee him
electoral success (in fact, with hindsight
it may have played a role), but certainly
mark him out from the other two as
a non-professional politician.

Yana Volkova and Nadezhda Pan-
chenko develop the topic of destructi-
veness in communication, interest in which
is caused by the growing manifestation
of aggression in different types of dis-
course. The authors clarify the concept
of destructiveness with respect to the
political discourse and relate it to the
concept of aggressiveness. The study is
based on the theory of discourse analy-
sis and destructive theory (van Dijk,
Fromm, Ponton, Hacker, Weiss, Wodak,
Karasik, Makarov, Fromm, Sheigal etc.).
The results of the analysis of verbal and
non-verbal means of destructiveness re-
vealed in the speeches of candidate for
the US presidency have enabled the au-
thors to conclude that the offensive be-
haviour of politicians is not a result of
their spontaneous emotional outburst,
but rather an elaborate destructive strat-
egy used in order to fight for power, to
lower the opponent’s status and deterio-
rate his/her public image.

Anna Gornostayeva also focuses
on the recent US election, drawing at-
tention to another strategy used by the
two main candidates for the US presi-
dency and other prominent American
political and public figures. She menti-

u CaHzepc, HaPOTHUB, YacTO UCTIONB30BAIN
WHBIE TOYKHU 3peHUs], puoeras K CTpaTeriuu
«IMAJOrMYEeCKOro paciupeHus». Beioop
TEeX WM UHBIX MOJIEINIEH 3aBUCHUT OT CTETICHH
OOLIHOCTH B3IVIAZOB OpaTopa U ayJuTOpHU
(xak, HanpumMep, (pasza Tpamma “You look
at what’s going on” / «BbI mocmMoTtpure, 4To
MPOMCXOUTY). ABTOPBI TIPHUIILTH K BBIBOLY,
9YTO pUTOpUYECKUil cTib Tpamma Gonee
IIPOCTOM ¥ HAIIOPUCTBIM, YEM Y €r0 OIIIO-
HEHTOB, YTO BPSI/] I 00ECHIEYHUT eMy yCIieX
Ha BbIOOpax (Ha caMoM Jiejie, 3aJHUM YHC-
JIOM, BO3MO>KHO, KaK Pa3 3TO U TIOMOTJIO eMy
oJieprkarth 1modemy), Ho, OE3yCIOBHO, BbIzE-
JSET eT0 KaKk Hempo(eCCHOHAIBHOTO MO-
JUTUKA B OTJIINYHE OT ONIIOHEHTOB.

TeMy IeCTPYKTUBHOCTH B KOMMYHH-
Kalliy, HHTEPEeC K KOTOPOi BhI3BaH Hapa-
CTAIOLINM TIPOSIBJICHUEM arpecCUBHOCTH
B Pa3IMYHBIX TUIMAX JIUCKYPCa, Pa3BHBAIOT
SI.A. Boaxosa u H.H. ITanuenxo (Bosro-
rpax, Poccust) B ctatee «/JecmpykmueHocniv
8 NOIUMUYECKOM OUCKYpce». ABTOPBI yTOU-
HSIOT TIOHSATHE JECTPYKTUBHOCTH MO OTHO-
IICHUIO K MTOJIUTHIECKOMY JTUCKYpCY U CO-
OTHOCSIT €ro C POJICTBEHHBIM MOHATHEM ar-
peccuBHocTH. MccnenoBanue 6asupyercs
Ha TEOpUM JTUCKypC-aHAIIN3a U TEOpUH Jie-
crpykruBHocTH (T. van Dijk, E. Fromm,
D. Ponton, K. Hacker, Weiss R. Wodak,
Ban Jleiix, B.U. Kapacuk, M.JI. Makapos,
3. ®pomm, E.M. Uleiiran u np.). Pesyns-
TaThl MPOBEICHHOTO aHAIN3a BEpOATBHBIX
U HeBepOAbHBIX CPEJICTB JIECTPYKTHBHO-
CTH B BBICTYIUICHHSX KaHIUAATOB Ha IMOCT
npesuaenta CIIIA mo3Boiwim aBropam
NPUNUTH K BBIBOJY, YTO OCKOPOUTEIHHBIC
JEHCTBUSA TTOJIMTHUKOB — PE3YJIbTaT He CIIOH-
TAHHOT'O SMOIMOHAILHOTO BCIUIECKA, a TIIIA-
TEIBHO NPOJYMaHHOW JECTPYKTUBHOU CTpa-
TEruH, UCMOIb3yeMOM B LesiX OOpbhObI
3a BJIACTb, MOHIKEHHUS CTaTyca OMIOHEHTA
U yXy/ILEHMs €ro IyOIMIHOro MMHIDKA.

A.A. T'opnocraeBa (Mocksa, Poccust)
B crarbe “‘American Political Discourse:
Irony in Pre-Election Campaign 2016”
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ons that irony in the sphere of political
discourse has a long tradition, dating
back to Cicero and beyond. Beginning
with the far from simple task of defin-
ing irony, she calls it a speech genre
which is based on language manipula-
tion, presupposing the use of a word,
expression or saying in a sense, differ-
ent from literal. She provides a classifi-
cation of different types of irony, show-
ing that it is capable of serving various
pragmatic functions, among which are
exaggeration, understatement and cor-
rection. In the author’s account, Trump’s
notorious threat to have Hillary locked
up if he won the election was an instan-
ce of ‘ironic exaggeration’. In the poli-
tical context, an ability to use irony is
regarded as a fundamental weapon in the
speaker’s persuasive armoury, reducing
distance between the politician and the
general public. A talent for irony may
be a significant aspect of a politician’s
charisma, though it may also serve a
defensive purpose, warding off damage
to the politician’s face, or defusing mo-
ments of tension. It would appear that
even a relatively sober political person-
ality such as Hillary Clinton is obliged
to use irony from time to time; while,
for more expansive characters such as
her husband or Donald Trump, irony is
one of their most significant rhetorical
tools, enabling them to attack opponents,
defend themselves, and curry favour with
the public at large.

Our current discussion of discourse
analysis, theoretical approaches to it and
current research pathways is not yet fi-
nished, however. We will continue it in
the next issue, which will also be devo-

20

(«AMEpHUKaHCKUI TTOTUTUYECKUI JAUCKYPC:
WPOHUS B TIpeABbIOOpHOH Kammanuu 2016y)
paccMaTpHUBacT eIe OJHY CTPaTeruro, Uc-
MOJIB3YyEMYIO JIByMsI OCHOBHBIMH KaHIWZA-
Tamu Ha noct npesunenrta CIIA, a taxke
JOPYTUMH TIOJUTUYECKUMHU U ITyOJIITYHBIMU
JiesITeNIIMU. ABTOp OTMEYAET JTaBHIOKO Tpa-
JWIHIO YTIOTPEOICHHSI UPOHHUH B TIOJIUTHYC-
CKOM JIUCKYpCE, YXOJISIIYI0 KOPHSIMH B PH-
topuky Llumepona u Oonee paHHUX Opa-
TopoB. Haunnas ¢ HenmpocToi 3agaum —
OTIpeJIeNICHUs] UPOHUH, aBTOpP XapaKTepH-
3yeT €€ KaK PeYeBOU *KaHp, OCHOBAHHBIN
Ha YIOTpeOJICHUH CIIOBA, BBIPAKECHUS WU
BBICKA3bIBAHHUS B CMBICIIE, OTJIMIHOM OT OyK-
BaJIbHOTO. B cTarthe mpezcTaBieHa Kiaccu-
(uKaIys pa3TMYHBIX TUTIOB HPOHUH B 3aBHU-
CHMOCTH OT TNparMaTudeckux (QpyHKIHUH,
Cpeau KOTOPBIX BBLIENSAIOTCS rumnepOoa,
JUTOTa U KOPpPEKTHpyomas (yHKIUS.
[To MHeHUIO aBTOpA, 3HAMEHUTAs Yrpo3a
Tpammna apectoBaTh XWLIApH B CIyYae €ro
no6e/pl Ha BBIOOpax SIBIIAETCS «HMPOHHYE-
CKOM rurepOosoi». B momuruaeckoM KOH-
TEKCT€ yYMEHHME OpaTopa MCIOIb30BaTh
HUPOHUIO MOXKET CIIY’KUTh MOILHBIM OpY-
queM yOeXIeHHs, COKpalas TUCTAHIHIO
MeXy TroBOpsAIIMM U ayautopuen. Hpo-
HUYHOCTh — Ba)KHasi 0COOCHHOCTh Xapu3-
MBI MOJMTHKA. B TO ke BpeMsi HpoHuUs MO-
KET BBITIOIHATH (DYHKIIMIO 3aIIUTHI, TOMO-
rasi «COXpaHHTh JIULO» U CTIIaJUTh OCTPhIE
MOMEHTHI. Pe3ynbTarsl NpOBEIEHHOIO HC-
CJIeIOBaHUS TMOKAa3aJld, YTO JIaXKe TaKou
TPE3BbIM U PACUCTIMBBIN MOJUTHK, KaK
Xunnapu KiauHTOH, BBIHYXKJEHA BpeMs
OT BPEMEHH HCIOJIb30BaTh UPOHUIO. B TO
xe Bpems JloHampn Tpamm mpuberaeT
K UPOHUHU KaK K OJTHOMY U3 Ba)KHEHIIHNX
IPUEMOB PUTOPUKH, KOTOPBIN MO3BOJISET
€My aTaKoBaTh OMNIIOHEHTOB, 3ALIUINATHCS
U [IPUIAaBaTh OCOOBIN KOJIOPUT CBOUM BBI-
CTYIUICHUSIM Ha ITyOJIMKe.

Ha sToM MBI He 3aBepIiiaeM Hally Juc-
KYCCHIO O IUCKYpCe, MOXO0JaX U HaIpaBIie-
HUSIX €ro KcclieIoBaHus. Mbl ee POI0IKUM
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ted to the study of discourse analysis, B ciexyromeM HoMepe, KOTOPbIH Takxke Oy-
because of the positive response solic- aeT MoCBsILEH aHATIM3Y UCKypca Onaroaaps
ited by our call, and the great interest momIep)KKe HAIIMX aBTOPOB M OOJBIIOMY
shown in the topic by our authors, for wuHnTepecy k naHHOI Teme, 3a 4TO MbI BCEX
whose support we are sincerely grateful.  cepaeuno 61arogapum.
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