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Abstract

Discursive practices are looked upon as the core notion of discourse theory and the main instrument
linguists can operate with studying language in connection with society and a human being. In this
introductory article we will look into how language, culture and ideology are intertwined in diverse
discursive practices and how these practices are shaped by people representing various cultures,
ideologies and social entities. As part of linguistic discourse theory, we will briefly outline the major
objectives and tenets of discourse theory or discourse analysis and track down the reasons why
discourse theory turned into a dominant linguistic paradigm in the new millennium. Besides, some
light will be thrown on the advancements and debatable questions arising within discourse theory as
reflected in its methodology. Then we will give a brief synopsis of each individual paper and
highlight theoretical and methodological contributions and innovations proposed by our authors.
The results of the discussion as well as a brief outlook on future research will be summed up at the
end of the introductory article.

Keywords: discourse analysis, discursive practices, culture, ideology, identity
For citation:
Bila, Magdaléna and Svetlana V. Ivanova. 2020. Language, culture and ideology in discursive

practices. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (2). 219—252. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-
24-2-219-252

BCTyrI HTeJIbHAadA CTaTbA

A3kBIK, KyJIbTYpa H HA€0JIOTMA B AUCKYPCHUBHbBIX IIPAKTHKAX

M. Buaa!, C.B. UBanoBa?

! MIpemosckuii yuusepcurer B [Ipemose
IIlpewos, Cnosakus
2 JleHuHrpaIcKuii ToCynapcTBeHHbIH yHuBepcuTeT uMenn A.C. ITymkuna
Canxm-Ilemep6ype, Poccus

AHHOTAIMSA

JluckypcuBHBIE MPAKTUKH PACCMATPUBAIOTCS B KAU€CTBE OCHOBOTOJATAIOIIETO MOHSATUS TEOPHUH
JIMCKypCca U OCHOBHOT'O MHCTPYMEHTA, MPU MOMOIIM KOTOPOTO JMHTBUCTHI MOTYT U3Yy4aTh S3BIK B
CBs3M C OOIIECTBOM M YelIOBeKOM. JlaHHas BBOJHAs CTaThs, KAK M BECh BBIMYCK, MOCBSIICHBI
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BOTIPOCY O TOM, KaK SI3bIK, KYJIbTypa M HICOIOTHS MEPEIUICTAIOTCA B PA3IMYHBIX AUCKYPCHUBHBIX
MPaKTHKaX M KaK 3TH MPAKTUKU (POPMHUPYIOTCS JIIOJIbMHU, MPEICTABISIOIIUMH Pa3HbIe KYJIbTYPBHI,
UICOJIOTHH U COLMAIbHBIE 00pazoBaHus. PaccMaTpuBas TUCKYpPCHBHBIE TPAKTHKH KaK YaCTh JIMHT -
BHCTHYECKOW TEOPHH ITUCKypca (IUCKypC-aHalN3a), MBI KPaTKO OIUIIIEM OCHOBHBIC e U IPUH-
IUITbI TEOpI/II/I ancxypca U BbIICIUM HquHHbI, 110 KOTOpLIM 3TO HaHpaBHeHI/Ie HpeBpaTI/IJ'IOCI) B 10-
MI/IHI/IpyIOH_lyIO J'II/IHFBI/ICTI/I‘leCKyIO napa;udrMy HOBOT'O TBICAYCIICTUS. KpOMe TOT'O, Mbl OCTaAaHOBUMCHA
Ha pa3BUTHH TEOPHH JUCKYpCa U TEX NUCKYCCHOHHBIX BOTIPOCAX, KOTOPhIE BOZHUKAIOT B €€ PaMKaX.
[IpoGneMHBIC 30HBI TEOPUH AUCKYpPCa KACAKOTCS PACIIUPEHIS IIPSAMETHOMN 00JIaCTH TUCKYpC-aHa-
Tn3a, U30UpaeMbIX JTHCKYpC-aHATUTHKAMU O0BEKTOB HCCIICJOBAHUS, CTHIKOBBIX JUCIHUILINH, Ipa-
HUYAIIUX ¢ TCOPHUEH TUCKypca, U METOJI0JIOTHY aHaIn3a. B 3aBeplicHre MBI TaluM KpaTKUit 0030p
KaXI0H cTaThl HOMEPa U OTMETUM TEOPETHUCCKHIIA U METOIOIOTHICCKUH BKIIA]], a TAK)KE HOBU3HY
KaX 10 myOnuKanuu. Pe3ymbTaThl ¥ EPCIEKTHBHI Oy TyIIX UCCIeOBAHUN OUSpUCHEI B 3aKITFOYH-
TEIBHON YacTH BBOJHOM CTaThH.

KaroueBsle ciioBa: duckypc ananus, OUCKypCUHble NPAKMUKU, KYAbMYPd, UOeOI02Usl, UOeHMUY-
HOCMb

Jas nuTupoBanns:

Bila, Magdaléna and Svetlana V. Ivanova. 2020. Language, culture and ideology in discursive
practices. Russian Journal of Linguistics 24 (2). 219—252. DOI: 10.22363/2687-0088-2020-
24-2-219-252

To imagine a world without discourse is to
imagine a world without language and
therefore to imagine the unimaginable.

(He 2003: 428)

1. Introduction

The focus of this issue is discourse and the way it is molded by homo loguens
in different spheres of human activities. The authors of the issue throw light on how
language, culture and ideology are intertwined in diverse discursive practices and
how these practices are shaped by people representing various cultures, ideologies
and social entities. This is not the first issue of our journal that is devoted to
discourse and discursive practices (see issues 2006, 4; 2017, 1; 2018, 1; 2019, 4).
But there is a certain reason why we continue this quest. Discourse is a cover term
including all forms of language use, which makes discourse the only known real
linguistic object (Kibrik 2009: 1). Notwithstanding the fact that many a book
(Blommaert 2005, Fairclough 1992, 2003, Gee 2007, Johnstone 2018, Karasik
2002, Schiffrin 1995, van Dijk 2006, 2009, 2011 and many more) is devoted to
discourse, it has not lost its attraction to linguists due to several important reasons.
It enables researchers to focus their effort on a human engaged in any kind of
activity or interaction. In discourse studies speakers acquired diverse characteristics
as biological, social, cultural, ethnic, professional beings and, as a consequence, the
understanding of the significance of all types of environment in speech production
led to the awareness of its formative role in the use of language at large. Discourse
made it possible to ‘put language, action, interaction, values, beliefs, symbols,
objects, tools, and places together in such a way that others recognize you as a
particular type of who (identity) engaged in a particular type of what (activity), here
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and now’ (Gee 1999: 27). Thus, le langage, the ethereal and insufficiently
substantiated notion which was put forward by Saussure, became more tangible.

2. Major tenets and objectives of discourse theory

For several decades, linguists had been concentrating their effort on the
structure of language (Saussure’s /a langue) until it became evident that linguistics
could not stay within those rigorous borders (Yule 1999: 139—140). First the
mesmerizing effect of language in use made scholars shift their attention to speech
(Saussure’s parole). Then the combination of diverse factors, including the
emergence of the term discourse in Harris’s work in 1952 (Harris 1952),
Chomsky’s revolution in linguistics with his emphasis on competence vs.
performance (Chomsky 1965), the study of discourse by French scholars (e.g.
Foucault 1981, 1994), to name just a few — all led to an understanding of discourse
as some kind of fabric produced by homo loquens (Hagege 1985) with two major
interwoven threads, those of language and reality (Foucault 1994).

A comprehensive study of discourse began with the scholars’ search for the
universal definition of this phenomenon which is characterized by a complex and
multidimensional nature. In this respect eight approaches to the definition of
discourse outlined by Sériot (Seriot 1999) are still quite representative and
expository, starting with the interpretation of discourse as an equivalent to
Saussure’s parole and going to the conditions under which a certain text is
generated, with all the restrictions set by the former (ibid.: 26—27). Eventually,
discourse got its interpretation as a human activity aimed at creating some
meaningful thought in a verbalized form. This approach brought to the fore the
circumstances discourse is created in and the individual it is connected with. As a
consequence, linguists turned to the study of an interplay of different factors that
operate in discourse, shaping and molding it in the speaker’s mode. In the long run,
a human being became the centerpiece of linguistic studies with discourse as the
major manifestation of human activities and their multifarious relations.

In the network of the relationships between humans, language and culture,
humans are defined as biological, social and cultural beings with all these aspects
closely bound together and constituting a single integral, inseparable package.
Biological characteristics of humans determined by the evolution and genetic data
are gradually transformed in the accommodation-assimilation processes and
modified through social interaction and socialization, thus converting humans into
social and cultural beings (Dolnik 2015). The awareness that people as biological,
social and cultural beings use language to mediate all their activities encouraged
linguists to study language in various contexts, which they believed would help to
untie that tight knot. The statement made by Nunan (1993) that “discourse brings
together language, the individual producing the language, and the context within
which the language is used” (1999: 6—7), is shared by all those who these days
deal with discourse in linguistics. It is generally agreed that the term “discourse
usually refers to the interpretation of the communicative event in context” (Dijk
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2009: 1). This makes context an essential concept in discourse analysis (Nefedov
& Chernyavskaya 2020). Context as “a set of relevant properties of the
communicative situations of verbal interaction” (Dijk 2009: vii) refers to the
situation giving rise to discourse, and within which discourse is embedded. In this
light discourse “refers to the set of norms, preferences, and expectations relating
language to context, which language users draw on and modify in producing and
making sense out of language in context” (Saville-Troike 1994: 358).

Traditionally, linguists single out two different types of context. The first of
these is linguistic or verbal context (also referred to as micro-context or co-text),
i.e. the language that surrounds or accompanies a piece of discourse under analysis.
The second is non-linguistic or non-verbal or experiential context within which
discourse takes place (also referred to as macro-context). It is shaped by a number
of factors including the type of communicative event (e.g. a joke, a story, a lecture,
etc.); the topic; the purpose of the event; the setting; the participants and the
relationships between them; and the background knowledge underlying the
communicative event (Nunan 1993: 7—S). As Kecskes (2014) points out, in
linguistics “contexts usually refer to any factor — linguistic, epistemic, physical,
social — that affects the actual interpretation of signs and expressions” (Kecskes
2014: 35). He suggests distinguishing between prior context which is in our mind
(pragmatic context) and actual situational context, emphasizing that “meaning is
the result of the interplay of prior experience and current, actual situational
experience, which are both socio-cultural in nature” (ibid: 129).

The use of language in a variety of contexts (situational, geographic, historical,
structural, institutional), a discourse, is also understood as a three-dimensional
concept (as text, discursive practice and social practice) (Fairclough 1992). As a
social practice discourse is an entity embedded in social and historical context.
What is more, it subsequently participates in the social construction of reality and
is responsible for socially modeling a community and creating social identities,
enhancing knowledge, shaping social relations and generating complex discursive
practices and discourse conventions (Resta 1998, van Dijk 2006).

Another important finding that came with discourse studies was the
understanding of cognition and discourse closely tied together. It became clear that
“discourse intervenes between thought and reality” (Williams 1999: 23). Within the
cognitive framework of discourse theory, it is argued that humans mentally capture
their environment and integrate it into concepts, systems and relationships, i.e.
conceptualize it. Conceptualization can be understood as a mental grasp,
segmentation, specification and categorization of data pertaining to the material and
abstract world and subsequently processing it in thought and language. In individual
lingua-cultural communities, these processes take place within specific
interpretation frameworks governed by the internalized cultural patterns and
conventions. Thus, in different cultures, people schematize their experience and
knowledge of the world differently. As a result, languages differ on the basis of
“accumulated declarative knowledge <...> and culturally conditioned schemes”
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(Kecskes & Papp 2000), in other words, languages are socially and culturally
embedded entities.

Discourse analysis became a dominant paradigm ranging over all the human
sciences, an air du temps, in Sériot’s terms (Sériot 2012: 18). Researchers
belonging to different linguistic schools tried to describe formal and functional
features of the latter (Schiffrin 1995). Later on, a third dimension of the discourse
was added, that was the description of topoi underlying its certain types
(Dobrosklonskaya 2014: 182). Thus, discourse made an overwhelming object of
analysis uniting the humanities in their search for semiotically expressed
(Fairclough 2004: 225—226) social psychological, sociological, and
anthropological patterns (Dijk 2009) of reproducing social identity.

3. Modern challenges for discourse theory

Modern linguistic discourse studies develop in several directions
predetermined by a complex nature of the phenomenon under scrutiny. Scholars
have been trying to achieve more precision in defining the object and the subject
matter of discourse theory. Besides, another challenge is elaborating reliable
methods which could be used in linguistics to explore the sphere of analysis, to
describe types of discourse and discursive practices engaged in order to maintain
existing or emerging social relations.

In compliance with the socio-philosophical understanding of discourse,
initially, linguists turned to those spheres of communication where power and
domination in society was consistently reproduced (van Dijk 2011: xvii). These
were political (van Dijk 2006, Fairclough 1989), news (van Dijk 1988, Fowler
1991), mass media (van Dijk 1985), and legal (Goodrich 1987) discourses. Very
soon this list grew and linguists’ interest turned to such spheres as advertising (Cook
1992), marketing (Skalén et al. 2008), medical (e.g. Good, Del Vecchio Good 1981,
Locher 2017), classroom (e.g. Christie 2002), academic (e.g. Hyland 2009)
discourses. All these types of discourse retain their scholarly significance, with the
scope of research only widening when it comes to political (e.g. Beard 2000,
Chilton 2004, Ponton 2016, Sheigal 2004, Solopova & Chudinov 2018,), mass
media (e.g. Bell & Garett 1992, Dobrosklonskaya 2014, Dubrovskaya &
Kozhemyakin 2016; Larina et al 2019, Macdonald 2003, Matheson 2005,
Ozyumenko 2017, Talbot 2007), news (e.g. Bednarek 2006, Montgomery 2007),
religious (e.g. Bobyreva 2007, Naydenova 2018, Wierzbicka 2018) and judicial /
legal (e.g. Gotti & Williams. 2003, Dubrovskaya 2017) discourses. Moreover,
linguists started reconnoitering new spheres, including Internet discourse (Crystal
2010), entertainment / leisure and consumer discourse (e.g. Fullagar 2002,
Molodychenko 2016), lifestyle discourse (e.g. [Ivanova 2019, Molodychenko 2020),
tourist discourse (e.g. Jaworski, Thurlow 2010), gender discourse (e.g. Mills 2003),
sports discourse (e.g. Koshkarova 2019), gastronomic discourse (e.g. Olyanich
2003), urban discourse (e.g. Leontovich 2019), green discourse (e.g. Alexander &
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Stibbe 2014) and many others. This all proves the statement made by Issers that the
list of types of discourse can never be complete (Issers 2011: 227).

The framework of discourse theory provided an important perspective for
many objects of linguistic description. One of these new fields of discourse theory
expansion became the study of emotions (e.g. Alba-Juez & Larina 2018, Mackenzie
& Alba-Juez 2019, Shahovsky 2015, 2018; among many others). Linguists saw a
link between emotions and certain contexts which generate “a multimodal discourse
process, which permeates all linguistic levels but also manifests itself in non-verbal
ways, presenting different stages and forms (influenced by variables such as
pragmatic expectations or common-ground knowledge) according as the discursive
situation and interaction changes and evolves” (Mackenzie & Laura Alba-Juez
2019: 18). The discourse approach to emotion made it possible to show this
phenomenon as a dynamic, discourse-pragmatic entity. This “emotional turn”
inevitably caused some changes in the subject matter of discourse analysis — it
went far beyond current knowledge of how a human being constructs their social
identity in different types of interaction (e.g. Langlotz & Locher 2017, Larina et al
2017).

A salient field of exploration discourse analysis borders on is communication.
What do spheres, types and forms of communication, on the one hand, and types of
discourse, on the other —have in common and what are their distinctive features so
that linguists could tell them apart? Interestingly, discourse analysis gave rise to a
term that unites these two notions, i.e. a discursive practice. The scope of
interpretation of this Foucauldian term ranges from “the production, distribution
and consumption of texts” (Fairclough 1992: 5, 73, 2010) to “the practices (or
operations) of discourses, meaning knowledge formations” without any reference
to linguistic practices or language use (Bacchi & Bonham 2014: 173). In spite of
this contradiction between scholars, the majority of linguists follow the “linguistic
turn” according to which discursive practices are a linguistic reflection of social
practices defined as “a relatively stabilised form of social activity” (Fairclough
2001: 231). Therefore, scholars delve into the analysis of discursive practices as
mechanisms of discursive construction of various types of relations, starting with
power distribution and going into diverse types of communication. In this respect
it is only logical that the study of discourse turned out to be closely connected with
the study of communication with its various communication strategies.

Another case of the extension of the discourse analysis field is incorporating
the study of im/politeness strategies converting them into discursive practices. The
discursive approach to politeness (Eelen 2001, Mills 2003, Watts 2003) gave a new
impetus to the development of the theory of politeness, significantly widening its
scope. The most important contributions of the discursive turn were “to remind us
of the evaluative and situated nature of concepts such as impoliteness or politeness,
the importance that emotions play in assessments and to argue for the link of
identity construction with these processes of judging” (Locher & Larina 2019:
875).The study of impoliteness also emerges from the discursive focus on language
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(e.g. Bousfield & Locher 2008, Culpeper 2011, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich &
Sifianou 2019). As Culpepper (2011) rightly states, impoliteness is an important
aspect of social life and it plays a central role in many discourses which are rarely
described in detail (Culpeper 2011: xiii). Both politeness and impoliteness involve
the study of particular communicative behaviour in social interaction with the focus
on context (e.g. Bousfield 2008, Fernandez-Amaya 2019).

Within linguistics, discourse analysis posited another set of acute questions
since it was necessary to fit in the new object of analysis and find its own niche in
relation to traditional spheres of linguistic analysis. Discourse understood as a
Gestalt-cognitive entity having a certain invariant model and characterized by
prototypical properties, was confronted with the long-existing and well-established
notions recognized by the scholarly community of linguists and philologists, in this
case that of genre as ‘as a set of expectations that a reader acquires from his/her
reading’, ‘a self-contained system with its own codes and conventions’ (Corbett
2009: 287). There was an opinion that linguistics should shun the notion of genre
and replace it by the term discourse. It took time to work out a balanced approach
and make the terminology compatible. Now genre studies within discourse analysis
(e.g. Dementyev 2016, Fuentes Rodriguez & Alvarez-Benito 2016, Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich, 2010, Ivanova 2017) is a topical issue (Dijk 2009: 8). It should
be understood that this seems to be not only a problem of terminology but also of
what we, linguists, really work with when it comes to studying units larger than
sentence, the embodiment of language in use.

This broadening of the subject matter and diversification of the object of
analysis brought about another challenge for linguists involved in discourse
analysis, i.e. the choice of methods and the veritability of results they yield.
Needless to say, the extent and the severity of the methodological problem are
predetermined by the multidimensional nature of discourse and its status in the
humanities. It is common knowledge that linguistic discourse analysis is an
outcropping of discourse analysis in the humanities which emerged in the 1960s.
Due to French structuralism discourse came into research as an object of sociology.
Thus, it was first studied in social sciences with the help of sociological methods.
It took linguistic discourse analysis some time to elaborate its own approach to
research. The seminal publications (Jergensen & Phillips 2002, Titscher et al. 2000)
made quite a step in this respect expounding a whole array of methods which could
be employed by discourse analysts.

Another difficulty with methodology stems from the inter- or even
transdisciplinary status of discourse analysis. The focus of discourse theory or
discourse analysis on language, society and a human being requires research within
overlapping boundaries of different research fields. It brings in interdisciplinary
methods and interdisciplinary teams to work on the problems put to the fore.
Interdiciplinarity has always been an integral tenet of discourse analysis, critical
discourse analysis (CDA) or critical discourse studies (CDS). Unger (2016) finds
this approach as the manifestation of linguistic scholars’ natural need to cross “the
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sometimes staid and rigid disciplinary boundaries of linguistics” (Unger 2016: 2).
This approach is taken at theoretical, methodological and research context levels in
that discourse analysis or CDS draws on other fields of inquiry (such as sociology,
psychology, cognitive science, philosophy, etc.), makes use of methodologies also
applied in different fields (text linguistics, corpus linguistics, ethnography, etc.) and
explores all kinds of phenomena which share an affinity with the use of language.
As a proponent of interdisciplinarity, he claims that “looking sideways” may be
beneficial for discourse analysts in making an effort to incorporate theories from
different disciplines into their analysis in order to better grasp discursive practices
in their social contexts (Unger 2016: 2). In his analysis of diverse CDS approaches,
Unger (2016) observes that they are aligned to three dimensions, namely textual,
social and cognitive/mental. These dimensions are interrelated and involved in each
approach, though to varying degrees, thus laying varied emphasis on investigating
and clarifying phenomena that are respectively textual, social or cognitive/mental.

All these problems have been actively discussed in the framework of discourse
theory and scholarly fields adjacent to it. In the recent years, more often than before,
scholarly publishing on the problems of discourse theory has significantly expanded
in volume and the number of conferences on this topical issue has been only
increasing. The idea of this issue was born at “Language in Modern Discursive
Practices”, within the Firsova Readings — IV, a traditional biannual conference
that was held on October 22—23, 2019 at the RUDN University supported by the
Institute of modern languages, intercultural communication and migrations. The
international team of plenary speakers — Miriam A. Locher (University of Basel,
Switzerland), Laura Alba-Juez (UNED, Madrid), Magdaléna Bild and Ingrida
Vankova (University of PreSov, Slovakia), Daniel Z. Kadar (Hungarian Academy
of Sciences & Dalian University of Foreign Languages), Monika Kopytowska
(Lodz University, Poland) — covered many of the problems addressed in this issue.
The reports presented showed that discursive practices are being researched in
different types of discourse and they could be analyzed from different perspectives:
the way they are employed to express emotions, politeness and impoliteness, hate
speech, etc.

4. Issues covered in the collection

This issue is coming out in hard times and we are thankful to everyone who, at
this difficult time of corona virus pandemic, continues to work and share their
thoughts and ideas, including those related to challenges that go beyond the field of
linguistics. The issue opens with Anna Wierzbicka’s address to all of us united in
our fight against the pandemic which acquired the shape of a global social event,
with seven essential messages. Using her Natural Semantic Metalanguage method,
which allows thoughts to be accurately conveyed in all languages of the world
(Goddard and Wierzbicka 20014, Wierzbicka 1996), Anna Wierzbicka has found
simple, transparent words — words that can be understood and taken in
instantaneously, by anyone. We can only hope that these words can help us cope
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with the hardships and difficulties of this period, find new prospects and stay
positive.

All the works presented on the pages of the special issue focus on the analysis
of discursive practices. Studying different angles of the language, culture and
ideology interaction through the prism of discourse, the authors thereby expand and
refine our knowledge about the processes of social life occurring at the micro and
macro levels. The basis for research of this kind stems from the idea that discourse
“involves focusing upon a social construction of meaning” (Williams 1999: 5).

Anna Wierzbicka’s address is followed by her article “Addressing God in
European languages: Different meanings, different cultural attitudes™ in which she
investigates how speakers of different European languages tend to relate to God.
The aim the author sets complies with an understanding that as cultural beings,
humans manifest themselves through standardized manners of accommodative
behavior. In the course of socialization, humans develop a variety of (verbal)
behavior patterns and various modes of interpreting the world, which results in the
emergence of an array of lingua-cultural communities (Dolnik 2015). The
relationship between humans, language and culture has been the focus of research
in humanities from the very beginning. This interest has been an ongoing feature of
modern linguistics for quite a while and it reveals the way language is used to serve
its purpose according to the aim of the user, the context of use and the internalized
cultural patterns governing its mechanisms. Thus, each lingua-culture has their own
characteristic ways of addressing God, encoded in certain words, phrases,
grammatical forms, and formulae which both reflect and shape the speakers’
habitual ways of thinking about God and relating to God. Often, they also reflect
some other aspects of their cultural memory and historical experience. The results
of the study show that each European language offers its users a range of options
for addressing God. Some of these options are shared; others appear to be unique
to the language. All are underpinned by broader historical phenomena. Still as the
author maintains, the exact nature of all these links remains to be investigated.

During socialization, people develop different (verbal) patterns of behavior
and different ways of interpreting the world, which leads to the emergence of many
language communities (Dolnik 2015). The next three articles of the current issue
examine the relationship between ideology, identity and language in various
discursive practices in different language communities. Ideologies represent social
groups, define and are defined by their social practices.

Language is all around us, permeating our public and private lives,
materialized in the form of speech sounds and displayed in texts taking the form of
shop signs, public and private notices, posters, commercial slogans, etc. Martin
Piitz explores the linguistic landscape of Cameroon sharing his reflections on
language policy and ideology. He dwells on linguistic landscape as a relatively
recent area of research, which he defines as the visual representation of languages
in public space. Cameroon’s linguistic landscape is composed of English, French,
Pidgin English, Camfranglais and, to a minor degree, indigenous African
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languages. This paper shows that the field of linguistic landscapes can act as a
reflection of linguistic hierarchies, ideologies and acts of resistance in multilingual
and multicultural communities. Besides, in Cameroon the linguistic landscape
almost exclusively focuses on the dominant status and role of one single language,
i.e. French, and to a lesser extent English, whose speakers therefore feel
marginalized and oppressed by the French-favouring government. The paper
presents certain interest from the point of view of its methodology as the author
analyses more than 600 linguistic tokens (digital photos) that he collected in various
public places mainly in and around the Cameroonian capital of Yaoundé.

Stephany Moody and Zohreh Eslami turn to political discourse, code-
switching and ideology. The authors concentrate on mechanisms of manipulation,
suggestion, and persuasion inherent in language. They study code-switching in
political discourse, which is considered as one of the discursive practices employed
by bi- and multilinguals. Through these practices, they utilize their entire linguistic
repertoires to create meaning by way of switching between two or more available
languages or dialects with respect to certain extralinguistic factors to gain support
of their political followers. Code-switching captures the historical, political and
social embeddedness of language practices and the manners in which these
practices are intertwined with ideologies. Based on language ideologies framework,
the paper seeks to determine how code-switching was used as political discourse by
Senator Kaine, and how its use varied based on the context of each speech. The
study illustrates how code-switching can be used to cultivate political favour, forge
alliances, and demonstrate cultural similarities between white politicians and bi-
and multilingual voters.

In their paper, Magdaléna Bild, Alena Ka¢marova and Ingrida Vaiikova
address the encounter of two lingua-cultures through the perspective of social
deixis. It is a well-known fact that in most languages, mainly European ones,
conveying social deixis operates on a sliding scale between two extremes:
T and V forms. The paper reports on research on Slovak and English languages that
respectively have and lack overt T/V markers. The uniqueness of English vs. Slovak
cultural identity and/or discursive practice of the respective culture with regard to
expressing social distance are examined in two steps. Firstly, the related concepts
(a cultural identity, social distance, T/V forms) are analyzed by means of the
conceptualizing scheme (frame establishment, encoding/pre-understanding,
contextualization/salience, and code configuration). Secondly, the questionnaires
were designed based on the outcomes of the conceptualization process involving a
set of principles. The outcomes of the investigation show that conceptualization of
T vs V or informal vs. formal may stem from the conceptualization of social
distance in terms of a set of principles, the conceptualization of the specific
principle in terms of the relationship types, the conceptualization of the relationship
type in terms of a specific culture and the conceptualization of a culture-specific
relationship type through language means (T or V).
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Various discursive practices are discussed in a number of articles. Natalia
Sokolova brings to the fore some methodological questions in her integrated
approach investigation analyses of multimodal marketing discourse. The paper
investigates the multimodal website marketing discourse relying on an approach
which makes use of multimodal critical discourse analysis, pragmatics, and text
linguistics. The integrated framework allows for consideration of the discourse-
generating intention of the locutionary source, the discourse function, verbal
content categories and audio-visual techniques employed in the nonverbal discourse
contributing to the global category of ideologeme made of key ideas and aimed at
the locutionary target. It is of particular interest that the linguistic means in the three
marketing discourses under analysis are different only when it comes to
metaphorical expressions. The global ideologeme is made explicit by urging
customers to optimize data and feel IT-powered performance benefits. It is
conveyed through multiple antitheses, such as data challenges vs. one solution,
previously vs. now, old vs. new and slowly vs. fast. The antitheses in the three
marketing discourses are similar as are the typical manifestations of categories and
audio-visual techniques which may encourage further research in terms of making
the specific discourse of a company stand out to its customers.

Svetlana Ivanova and Gulnara Khakimova investigate celebrity gossip as a
genre in English-language mass media discourse. The paper studies rumours as a
specific communication phenomenon and the discursive practices by means of
which it is realized across the Anglophone mass media discourse continuum. The
integrative approach with various methods employed makes it possible to gain an
insight into media rumours, namely celebrity gossip, manifested in on-line versions
of the printed press and original web outlets. The study reveals restrictions imposed
on this text type and the range of topics discussed, i.e. what makes this genre distinct
from others. The structure of the celebrity gossip discourse is represented by texts
in different journalistic forms: ranging from informative genres to feature type
variations used by authors as means of constructing celebrity culture. The
information of trivial content and questionable validity because of its unverified
character is disguised as reports of high testimonial trustworthiness and epistemic
value with the help of a variety of language and textual resources. The authors argue
that within the mass media communication there exists a specific discourse which
is hybrid by nature and non-evidential by verification.

Aleksey Romanov and Olga Novoselova unveil pragmatic effectiveness of
threat statements in political communication. The aim of the article is to consider
pre-election statements with the meaning of threat as verbal regulative actions and
to propose a typology of such constructive menacives taking into account the
targeted orientation of their consequent component. The theoretical framework of
the study is made up by the theory of speech activity, speech act theory and
psychosemantics. The study identified 18 targeted types of menacives from the
point of view of their pragmatic and emotional potential for influencing voters
which are characterized by different frequencies in pre-election programs. The
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authors conclude that politicians deliberately prefer to use threat statements with
consequent effect on an unfocused audience trying to win the attention and votes.
The analysis shows that four types of threat statements with different targeting of
consequent component was a pragmatically effective tool in the context of the
Russian pre-election campaign in 2018. The results of this study can be used to
predict the pragmatic effect of politicians’ threat statements on voters.

Sergey Pashkov in his work accentuates the importance of the holistic view
of the world that is relevant for text studies. The purpose of the article is to analyze
and classify the language means representing emotions which biblical characters
attribute to God. On the basis of theological interpretation of the antinomy ‘God’s
immutability-God’s emotions’ the author substantiates (1) the introduction of the
term ‘attribution of emotions’ in the conceptual and terminological apparatus of
emotiology explicating the specificity of biblical emotive meanings; (2) the analysis
of the depicted biblical space in the emotive aspect; (3) the interpretation of biblical
characters’ activity as a cause of emotions attributed to God. The language analysis
is carried out with the help of the notion of the emotional script. This notion helps
to present the systemic description of emotion development that is the cause of its
emergence and the corresponding response. The methodological approaches
employed in the study include the definitional, contextual, emotive, and lingua-
stylistic analyses, with reference to the historical and cultural context. The study
results in classifying the following types of lexemes: 1) representing the cause of
emotions attributed to God; 2) representing emotions attributed to God;
3) representing the biblical space perceived by characters as a ‘reaction’ to
emotions attributed to God. Proceeding from the theandric nature of Jesus Christ,
His depicted emotions are treated as a manifestation of His human nature. The study
has allowed the author to give linguistic substance to one of the antinomies of
Christian understanding of God and to project a new prospect of further linguistic
research on Christian dogmata from an emotive perspective.

It is only logical that the conclusive contribution by Lara Sinelnikova puts the
final touch to the questions discussed. Lara Sinelnikova’s contribution delves into
the conceptual environment of the frontier discourse in the humanities and, thus,
finalizes the discussion of the problems touched upon in the current issue. The
author argues that frontier concept has been familiar to scholars for a long time and
its main characteristics, including its flexible borders, its conceptualization as a
zone of space development characterized by uncertainty and instability, proved
their importance for understanding and describing the current state of the
environment in its social, cultural, communicative and linguistic indicators. The
interdisciplinary (transcendental) potential of a frontier is realized in a
complementary combination of natural sciences and humanities. The author aims
at justifying the scientific integrity of the term ‘frontier discourse’, whose
conceptual environment 1is created through two overlapping multi-layer
phenomena: frontier and discourse. The article names the vectors of expanding the
interdisciplinary potential of frontier under the conditions of a discourse approach.
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Frontier as a flexible border is presented in the internet communication, the socio-
cultural space of the modern city, in the daily behavioural norms of the elite, in the
in-family relations and in many other conceptual spheres, whose list remains open
due to the ontological features of the concept in question. Based on the examples
from literature, the author demonstrates the role of the frontier modus in the
interpretation of literary texts, whose plot, style and images are projected onto
national history, culture, mentality in their by-border characteristics. Such frontier
features as instability, its ability to create an interaction zone, which, under certain
conditions, can lead to integration, are important for understanding the problems of
modern language, speech and genre norms. The by-border territory is a place of
accumulating violations of traditional norms and the material necessary to forecast
the arising norm changes. The transformation of traditional genres and the
formation of new ones also take place on the frontier territories. It is concluded that
frontier discourse ensures the understanding of norm shifts in genre-stylistic
characteristics.

The current volume contains two reviews on the issues closely connected with
the topic under study. Etsuko Oishi reviews the book edited by well-known
scholars of the theory of politeness and impoliteness Jonathan Culpeper, Michael
Haugh and Daniel Z. Kadar (2017) The Palgrave Handbook of Linguistic
(Im)politeness. In her review she underscores a desired balance between theory and
application which is achieved by the contributors. The book unfolds the concept of
impoliteness and brings a new perspective to the (im)politeness research:
impoliteness as well as politeness manifests as facework strategies achieved
discursively.

Marianna Ryshina-Pankova reviews the book edited by two prominent
researchers of discourse and emotions J. Lachlan Mackenzie and Laura Alba-Juez
(2019) Emotion in Discourse. This collection of articles instantiates what has been
called the “emotional turn” in the human sciences and specifically in the study of
language (see also Alba-Juez & Larina, 2018, a special issue of this journal devoted
to this theme). The volume focuses on the crucial importance of emotion in human
communication and on the construal of emotions through language. Presenting the
latest theoretical and empirical research on this matter, the book aims to provide a
detailed account of the interaction of emotion, language, language proficiency,
culture, and discourse.

5. Discussion and outlook

The emergence of discourse analysis stems from the idea to explore a human
being in their social environment. “Discourse analytical approaches take as their
starting point the claim of structuralist and poststructuralist linguistic philosophy,
that our access to reality is always through language” (Jorgensen & Phillips 2002:
8). With discourse analysis prescriptive and normative linguistics yielded its way
to investigating language in use as the main prerogative and indisputable priority of
linguistic studies. This paradigm has not exhausted itself; it still has a lot to explore

231



Magdaléna Bila and Svetlana V. Ivanova. Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2020. T. 24. Ne 2. C. 219—252

to answer the eternal question of linguistics, how the human language functions
when a human being uses it to achieve certain communicative aims. The current
issue testifies that “discourse analysis is in constant evolution, and continues to
expand in the range and scope of its research activities” (Ponton & Larina 2017:
12) and we cannot but agree more. Linguists are still elaborating and substantiating
a full integrative framework of the theory of discourse with many variables falling
into the picture.

RU

IMpeacraButh cede Mup 6e3 AUCKypca — 3TO
BCE PaBHO, YTO MPEICTAaBUTH cebe Mup 0e3
SA3bIKA, TO €CTh NPCACTaBUTH YTO-TO HEBOOO-
pazumoe.’

(He 2003: 428)

1. BBepeHune

B nienTpe BHUMaHUS 3TOTO BBITyCKa — JHUCKYPC U TO, Kak homo loquens, de-
JIOBEK FOBOPSIINIA, BBICTPAUBAET €T0 B PA3INYHBIX Cepax yeIoBEeYECKOM AesITelNb-
HOCTU. ABTOPBI BBITTyCKa OTBEYAIOT HA BOTIPOC O TOM, KaK SI3bIK, KyJIbTypa U HJIC0-
JIOTHUS TIEPEIIETAlOTCS B PA3IMYHBIX JTUCKYPCHUBHBIX MPAKTHUKaxX M KakK 3TH IMpak-
TUKH (POPMUPYIOTCS JIFOIBMH, MPEACTABISIONIMMHU Pa3HbIE KYJIbTYPbl, UCOIOTUU
U CoIMalibHbIe 00pa30BaHUA. DTO HE MEPBBIA BBITYCK HAIIEro >KypHasa, MOCBs-
LIEHHBIN JUCKYpPCY M AUCKYPCUBHBIM NpakTukam (cM. Beimycku 2006, 4; 2017, 1;
2018, 1; 2019, 4), u Ha 3TO €CcTh BecKkas MpuUIrHA. [[uCKypc — 3TO sIBJIEHUE, BKITIO-
qaroriee Bce (popMbl UCTIOTB30BAHUS S3bIKA, YTO, COOCTBEHHO, U JIEIAET €ro eIH-
CTBEHHBIM U3BECTHBIM peajbHBIM JIMHTBUCTHUECKUM 00BbekTOM (Kubpuk 2009: 1).
Hecmotps Ha TO, 4TO AWCKYPCY MOCBAIIEHBI MHOTOUHCICHHBIC n3aanus (Kapacuk
2002, Blommaert 2005, Fairclough 1992, 2003, Gee 2007, Johnstone 2018,
Kalyango Jr. & Kopytowska 2014, Schiffrin 1995, van Dijk 2006, 2009, 2011 u
MHOTHE Jp.), OH He TepsieT CBOEH MPHUBJIEKATEILHOCTH ISl IMHTBUCTOB IO PATY
B2XHBIX OOCTOSTENBCTB. J[MCKypC TMO3BOJSET HMCCIEAOBATEISIM COCPEIOTOUYHTH
CBOM yCHJIUS HA YEJIOBEKE, BOBJICUYEHHOM B JII000M BUJI ACSITETLHOCTH W B3aUMO-
neiictus. [Ipexxie Bcero, B IUCKYPCUBHBIX MCCIEAOBAHUIX TOBOPSIINE Mpruodpe-
TaT “0CA3aEMOCTh’ M KOHKPETHOCTh KaK OMOJIOTUYECKHE, COITHATBHBIC, KYIbTYP-
HBbIE, STHUYECKHE, MPpodecCHOHANbHBIE UICHTUIHOCTH. Kak creacTBue, moHUMa-
HUE 3HAYUMOCTU BCEX THUIIOB OKPYKEHHS, KOTOpPbIE YYaCTBYIOT B MPOU3BOJCTBE
pedu, MPUBEJIO K OCO3HAHUIO CO3UIAIONICH PO IKCTPATMHTBUCTHUECKHUX (DaKTO-
POB B UCIOJIB30BAaHUU SI3bIKa B 1eJOM. J[MCKypc MO3BOIMI OOBEAUHUTDH «S3BIK,
NeNCTBUE, B3aUMOJICHCTBUE, LICHHOCTH, YOCXKACHUS, CHMBOJIbI, OOBEKTHI, HHCTPY-
MEHTHI U MECTOTPEeObIBAHUE TAKUM 00pa30M, UTOOBI APYTHE PACIO3HABAIIN BAC KaK
0COOBIN THIT TOTO, KTO (MIEHTUYHOCTH) YIaCTBOBAJI B ONPEEICHHOM THIIE TOTO,

! 3neck n nanee nepeson nam (M.5., C.HU.)
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9TO (AEATENBHOCTD), 371eCh U ceituac mpoucxoaut» (Gee 1999: 27). Takum obpa-
30M, le langage, >pemepHoe 1 Tpebdytolee 60IbIIEro 000CHOBaHMS OHATHE, BbI-
neunytoe @. ne Coccropom, mpHOOPENI0 HAMOJIHEHHOCTh M HEOOXOMUMYIO IS
JTUHTBHCTA PEAbHOCTb.

2. OCHOBHbIE NPUHLUNbI U LleIM TEOPUN AUCKYpPCa

B TedyeHne HeCKOIbKUX AECATHICTHH IMHTBUCTBI COCPEOTOUUBAIIN CBOU YCH-
Tvst Ha cTpyKType si3bika (la langue, mo Coccropy), oka He cTall OY€BUIHBIM TOT
(aKT, 9TO JTUHTBUCTUKA HE MOXKET OCTaBaThCSA B ATUX KECTKUX Trpanuiax (Yule
1999: 139—140). Crayaina 3aBopaxxuBaroiuii 3 ekt sA3bIKa B €ro PyHKIHOHHPO-
BaHuu (language in use) 3acTaBUJ YYEHBIX NEPEKIIOUUTh CBOE€ BHUMAaHUE Ha peyb
(la parole, no Coccropy). 3aTeM COBOKYITHOCTb Pa3IUYHbIX (AKTOPOB, B TOM YHCIIE
MOSIBJICHUE TEPMHUHA «JUCKypc» B padote 3emnura Xappuca B 1952 rony (Harris
1952), peBostoninss XOMCKOT0 B JJMHI'BUCTHUKE C €0 aKLEHTOM Ha competence Vs
performance (Chomsky 1965), uzyuenue auckypca (paHIy3CKUMHU YUEHBIMHU
(Foucault 1981, 1994), u 310 nanexo He MOJHBIA NMEPEeUYEHb JBMKYIIUX JIMHIBU-
cTUKY XX B. CUJI — IIPUBEJIO K HOHUMAHHIO TUCKYypCa KakK pe3yJibTaTa TECHEHIIETro
B3aUMOJICHCTBHS ABYX MUPOB — si3blka U peanbHocTH (Foucault 1994), koTopbie
OKa3bIBAIOTCS ONOCPEIOBAaHHBIMU AESITEILHOCTBHIO UeoBeka ropopsmiero (Hagege
1985).

BcecroponHee nzydenune qucKypca Haqajloch € IOUCKa YUYEHbIMU YHUBEPCAIIb-
HOT'O ONPEJENIEHUS ATOIO CI0KHOI0 U MHOTOMEPHOTI'O TI0 CBOEH ITPUPOJIE SABIECHUS.
B 3TOM OTHOIIEHMH BOCEMb MOAXOAOB K OMNPEIEIICHUIO JTHUCKYypCa, U3JI0KEHHbBIX
IT. Cepuo (Cepuo 1999: 25—27), Bce ellie akTyallbHbI U 00J1aat0T OOBICHSIOIEH
CWJION — HayuHas ¢ UHTEpIpeTaly AUCKYpca KaK SKBUBAJIEHTa COCCIOPOBCKOIO
la parole n Bxitouyas GOPMYIUPOBKY, COAEPIKAILYIO BCE TUCKYPCHO-00YCIIOBIEH-
HbI€ OTpaHMYEHUS! HAa MOPOKIEHUE TekcTa (TaM xe: 26—27). B koHeuHoM uTore
MHTEpHpeTanus JUCKypca NpearnoiaraeT AesiTeIbHOCTb YelloOBeKa, HallpaBICHHYIO
Ha CO3/1aHu€ MBICTHU B ciioBecHOU (hopme. [Ipu TakoM moaxoje Ha MmepBbId IUIaH
BBIXOJIIT OOCTOSITENILCTBA OBITOBAHMS JIUCKYypCa U MHJIMBUJ, OBITYIOIUI B 3TOM
JUCKypce /WM CBA3aHHBIN ¢ HUM. Kak ciencrBue, HHTEpeC BhI3BIBAET U3YUCHHE
pa3Ho00pa3HbIX (PaKTOPOB, KOTOPHIE B3aUMOJIEHCTBYIOT B paMKax JAUCKypca, (pop-
MUpys U QopmaTHpys ero mo odpasy u odpasily ropopsuiero. iMeHHO yenoBek
CTaJl LIEHTPOM JIMHTBUCTHUYECKOW TEOPHH AMCKYpca, MPU 3TOM JUCKYPC IMOHUMA-
€TCsl KaK OCHOBHOE MPOSIBJICHUE YEJIOBEKa B paMKax MPOU3BOJUMON UM JIeATeNb-
HOCTH U B COBOKYITHOCTH CO BCEMH OTHOLIEHHUSIMH, KOTOPBIE B 3TOM JEATEIBHOCTH
BO3HUKAIOT. B3aMOOTHOIIEHUSI MEXAY JIIOJbMU, SI3bIKOM U KyJbTYpOH ompee-
JSIFOT YeJIoBeKa Kak CYIIECTBO OMOJIOTMYECKOe, COlMaibHOEe U KyJbTypHoe. [lpu
3TOM BCE 3TH HIIOCTACH YEJIOBEKA TECHO CBS3aHbI JAPYT C IPYIOM U COCTABIISIOT
€IMHOE HEepa3JIeNIbHOE LIe0€e. bruomornyeckue xapakTepuCTHUKH JIFOIEH, OIIPpees-
€Mbl€ 3BOJIIOIMEN U T€eHETUYECKUMHU JTAHHBIMH, IOCTENIEHHO TPAaHC(HOPMHUPYIOTCS B
IIPOLIECCHI AKKOMOJAIMHY U aCCUMWISILIMM U U3MEHSIOTCS IIOCPEICTBOM COLUANIb-
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HOTO B3aUMOJIEUCTBUS U COLMATIM3ALIMH, ITpeBpallas JI0AeH B COLUAIbHbIE U KYJIb-
typable uaeaTuaHoctd (Dolnik 2015). Oco3nanue TOro, 4TO JTHOM KaK OMOJIOTH-
YeCcKHe, COLIMaNbHbIE U KyJIbTypHBIE CYIECTBA UCIONIB3YIOT SI3bIK B KaueCTBE IO-
CpeIHMKA BO BCEH CBOEH NEsTEeIbHOCTH, MOOYKIaeT JIMHTBUCTOB U3y4YaTh S3bIK B
pa3NIUYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, 4TO, 10 UX MHEHUIO, IIOMOXET pa3BsA3aTh 3TOT FOPAUEB
y3en. 3asBienue Jruna Hynana (Nunan 1993) o ToM, 4TO «AUCKYypC 0ObEIUHSIET
A3BIK, YEJIOBEKA, IPOM3BOIAIIETO SI3bIK, 1 KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM 3TOT SI3bIK UCIIOJIb-
syercsk» (Nunan 1993: 6—7), paznensitor Bce nuckypcosoru. MccnenoBarenu cxo-
JSTCSl BO MHEHUH, UTO TEPMUH «IUCKYPC» UCTIONIb3YETCs PU HHTEPIIPETALIMUA KOM-
MyHHKaTUBHOTO coObITHs B KoHTeKcTe (Dijk 2009: 1). Takum 00pa3oM KOHTEKCT
proOpeTaeT KOHIENTyalbHOE 3HaUeHHEe 1715 AUCKypcuBHOro aHanuza (Hedenos,
Yepnsisckast 2020). KoHTeKCT Kak «HaOOp COOTBETCTBYIOLIUX CBOHCTB KOMMYHH-
KaTUBHBIX CUTyanuii peueBoro B3aumoaeicteus» (Dijk 2009: VII) oTHOcutcs k
CUTYyalluy TOPOXKJEHHs U ObITOBaHMA AMCKypca. B cBeTe 3TOro moHMMaHus auc-
KypC «OTHOCUTCSI K HA0Opy HOPM, IPEANOYTEHUIN U OKUAAHUNA, KOTOPBIH MOIb30-
BAaTEJM S3bIKA UMEIOT B CBOEM PACHOPSKEHUH U U3MEHSIOT IPU CO3AaHUH M OCMBIC-
JeHUH s3bIKa B KoHTekcTe» (Saville-Troike 1994: 358).

TpaauLIMOHHO JTUHIBUCTHI BBIJIENAIOT J[Ba THUIA KOHTEKcTa. [IepBbIM M3 HUX
SIBJIIETCS SI3bIKOBOW WJIN CIIOBECHBIN KOHTEKCT (TaK)Ke Ha3bIBa€Mblii MUKPOKOHTEK-
CTOM MJIM CO-TEKCTOM), TO €CTh SI3bIK, KOTOPBIH OKPY’KaeT WIIM COIPOBOKAAET aHa-
JTU3UPYEMBIN PparMeHT Auckypca. BTopoil — 3TO Hes3bIKOBOHM, HEeBepOaIbHBII
WA SMIUPUYECKUNA KOHTEKCT (TaKk)Ke Ha3bIBAEMBbI MAKPOKOHTEKCTOM), B KOTOPOM
IUCKypC «mpoucxoaut». OH UCHBITEIBAET GopMUpYIOlIee BIUSHUE psga (akTo-
POB, BKJIFOYAIOIIUX TUIT KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOT'O COOBITHS (HanpuMep, IIyTKa, paccKas,
JeKuus M T.J.), TEMY, LeJdb COOBITHS, OKPYKEHHE, YYaCTHUKOB M OTHOLICHUS
MEXJy HUMH, a Takke (POHOBbIE 3HAHMUS, JIeKaIUe B OCHOBE KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOTO
coObrTust (Nunan 1993: 7—38). Kak ykaseiBaet U. Keukemr (Kecskes 2014), B munT-
BUCTHKE «KOHTEKCTBI OOBIYHO OTHOCATCS K JII00OMY M3 (PaKTOPOB — JIMHI'BUCTHU-
YECKOMY, SMHUCTEMOJIOTUYECKOMY, (U3NYECKOMY, COLIMATbHOMY, KOTOPHIE BIUSIOT
Ha (aKTHUYECKYIO0 HHTEpIpEeTaIHIO 3HaKkoB U BelpakeHHi» (Kecskes 2014: 35). On
npeaiaraeT pasinyaTh MpeNUIecTBYIOIMNA KOHTEKCT (prior context), KOTOpPBIH
HaXOJIUTCS B HAIllEM CO3HAHUU, U (PaKTHUECKUI CUTYyaTHBHBIA KOHTEKCT, Oa4Yep-
KHBast [IPU 3TOM, UYTO «3HAUECHUE SBJISIETCS PE3yJIbTaTOM B3aUMOJECHCTBUS Mpelie-
CTBYIOLIETO OIBITA ¥ TEKYILIET0, (PaKTHUIECKOro CUTYaTUBHOT'O OTIbITA, U 00a UMEIOT
COLIMOKYJIBTYPHBIHN XapakTep» (Tam xe: 129).

JIMcKypC Kak MCIIOJIb30BaHME SI3bIKA B PA3IMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX (CUTYaTHBHBIH,
reorpauyeckuii, UCTOPUUECKHUM, CTPYKTYPHBIH, HMHCTUTYIIMOHAIbHBIN) TaKXKe
TOJIKyeTCs KaK TpeXMepHoe 00pa3oBaHue (TEKCT, JUCKYPCUBHAs MPAKTHKA U COLH-
anbHas npaktuka) (Fairclough 1992). Kak conuanbHas mpakThka AUCKYpC Mpea-
CTaBIsieT cO0O0H CYIIHOCTh, BCTPOEHHYIO B COIMAJbHBI M HCTOPHUYECKUI KOH-
TekcT. boisiee TOro, BIOCIEICTBUN OH YYacTBYET B COLIMATIbHOM KOHCTPYHUPOBAaHUU
PEaTbHOCTH M OTBEYAeT 3a COLMAIbHOE MOJICIIMPOBAHUE COOOIIECTBA U CO3JJaHHE
COLIMAJIbHBIX WIEHTUYHOCTEN, paclIMpeHre 3HaHUH, (OPMUPOBAHUE COLUAIBHBIX
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OTHOIICHHUU U CO3[aHNE CIIOKHBIX TUCKYPCUBHBIX MPAKTUK U JIUCKYPCUBHBIX KOH-
BeH1Mi (Resta 1998, van Dijk 2006).

Jpyrum Ba)XKHBIM OTKPBITHEM, KOTOPOE IIPUIILIO C UCCIIEI0BaHUSIMU JUCKYpCa,
CTaJIO IOHUMAHUE TECHOM CBSA3M MO3HAaHUA U JUCcKypca. CTano sICHO, YTO JUCKYPC
CYIIECTBYET MEXAY MBICIIbIO U peanbHOCThIO (Williams 1999: 23). KoruutusHoe
IPOYTEHHE TEOPUH JUCKYypCa MPEAIoiaraeT, 4To JOAU MBICICHHO «CXBaThIBAIOT
OKpYy’Karolllee UX MPOCTPAHCTBO CO BCEMH OTHOIIECHUSIMU U UHTEIPUPYIOT BCE ATO
BMECTE B3SITO€ B KOHLIEIIUHU, CHCTEMBI U OTHOILLIEHUS, TO €CTh IPOU3BOLAT Olepa-
LU0 KoHLenTyanu3auuu. KoHnenTyanu3anus MOKET MOHUMAThCs KaK BOCIIPHSI-
THE, CErMEHTalMs, cCrieln(UKaLUsA U KaTeropu3anus JaHHbBIX, OTHOCAIIMXCS K Ma-
TepUAIHLHOMY U a0CTPaKTHOMY MUPY, U MOCTEAYIONIast 00pab0TKa UX B MBIIIICHUT
U Ha s3bIKe. B OTJeNbHBIX JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPHBIX COOOILIECTBAX 3THU MPOLECCHI MPO-
UCXOJSAT B ONPEAEICHHBIX HHTEPIIPETALIMOHHBIX paMKax, peryJIupyeMbIX HHTEpHa-
JIM30BaHHBIMU KYJIbTYPHBIMHU 3aKOHOMEPHOCTSIMH U cornameHusaMu. Takum oOpa-
30M, B Pa3HbIX KyJIbTypax JIOJIU MO-Pa3HOMY CXEMATU3UPYIOT CBOM ONBIT ¥ 3HAHUS
0 mupe. B pe3ynbraTe SA3bIKM pazIMyYaOTCS MO «HAKOIUIEHHBIM JIeKJIapaTHBHBIM
3HaHUAM <...> U KyJIbTypHO-00ycioBieHHbIM cxemam» (Kecskes & Papp, 2000),
MHBIMH CIIOBaMH, S3BbIKU CTAHOBSATCS U SBJISIFOTCS COLMAJIBHO U KyJbTYpHO BCTPO-
€HHBIMH OOBEKTAMH.

He Oynet npeyBenuueHueM ckaszaTb, 4To K Hauany XXI Beka qUCKypc-aHATU3
CTaJl TOMUHUPYIOLIEH MapaJnrMoil, OXBaThIBAIOIIECH BCE T'yMaHUTapHbIE HAYKH,
CBOE0Opa3HBIM JIyXOM BpeMeHH, air du temps, B Tepmunax Ilarpuka Cepuo (Sériot
2012: 18). IIpeacraButenu pa3HbIX JTUHTBUCTUYECKUX IIKOJ IBITAJTUCH OMUCATH
dbopManbHbIe U QYHKIHMOHATBHBIE 0cOOeHHOCTH qucKkypcea (Schiffrin 1994). ITo3xe
K 3TUM JIByM J100aBUJIOCH TPEThE U3MEPEHHE JUCKYpPCa, @ UMEHHO ONHCAaHUE TOIO-
COB, JIEXKAIUX B OCHOBE ONpeeNCHHbIX TUIOB AUCKypca (JJoOpockinonckas 2014:
182). Takum oOpa3zoM, TUCKYpC CTall 00BEKTOM aHAIN3a, 00 TUHSIOIINM I'YMaHH-
TapHbIe HAYKH B UX MOMCKaX CeMUOTHYECKHU BbIpaxkeHHBIX (Fairclough 2004: 225—
226), cOIMaNTbHO-TICUXOJIOTHUYECKUX, COIIMOJIOTUYECKHUX, AaHTPOTIOIOTUYECKUX MO-
neneit (Dijk 2009) Bocipon3BeieHNs COIUANTBHON UIEHTUYHOCTH.

3. CoBpemeHHbI€e Bbi30Bbl TEOPUU AUCKYPCA

COBpeMeHHBIG HCCICA0OBAHNA JTMHIBUCTUUYCCKOTO AUCKYpPCAa PAa3BUBAIOTCS B
HECKOJIbKUX HaNpaBJICHUSX, 4YTO 00YCIOBICHO CIOKHBIM XapaKTepOM M3y4aeMOoro
SIBJICHUS. YUeHBIE ITBITAIOTCS JOCTHUYb 00JIbIIIEH TOYHOCTH B OIpCaACIICHNU 00BbEKTA
U TpenMeTa TeopuM Auckypca. Emie onHoil mpoOiemoit sBisieTcst pa3paboTka
HAaACKHBIX MCTOAOB aHalin3a, KOTOPLIC MOT'YT OBLITH UCIIOJIL30BAHbI B JIMHTBUCTHKE
JUI U3Y4EHHUsl JTaHHOM MPEeIMETHOM o0JacTH, A ONMMCAHUs THIIOB TUCKypca U
AUCKYPCHUBHBIX ITPAKTUK, BOCTp€60BaHHBIX AJId moAACp KaHusa CYHICCTBYIOIHUX
WJIM BO3HUKAIOIIMX COLUAIbHBIX OTHOLIEHUIA.

B cootBeTcTBUU € conraibHO-(GUITOCOPCKUM TOHUMAHUEM JIUCKYpCa MEepPBO-
HayaJbHO JIMHTBUCTHI OOpAaTHIIUCh K TeM cepam oOIIeHNUs, B KOTOPBIX OCYIIECTB-
JieTCsl TOCTOSTHHOE BOCIIPOM3BO/ICTBO BJIACTH U TOCIOJACTBA B obmiecTse (van Dijk
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2011: xvii). 910 ObUM MoTUTHYECKU nuckypc (van Dijk 2006, Fairclough 1989),
noBoctHO# (Fowler 1991, van Dijk 1988), nuckype macc menua (van Dijk 1985),
ropunndeckuit muckype (Goodrich 1987). O4yens ckopo mepedeHb TUCKYypPCOB, KO-
TOpBIE HCCIICJOBAIM JMHTBUCTHI, BHIPOC, U €ro JonoiaHuian pekiaamubii (Cook
1992), mapketunrossiii (Skalén et al. 2008,), megunmuackuii (Good, DelVecchio
Good 1981, Locher 2017), yue6nsiii (Christie 2002), akamemudeckuii (Hyland
2009) nuckypcsl. Bece 3T THITBI TUCKYpca OCTAOTCS B TI0JI€ BHUMAHMSI UCCIIE0Ba-
Tenel, mpuyeM 00beM paboT TOJIBKO YBEIMYMBAETCS, KOTAA J1EJI0 JOXOAUT A0 TMO-
nutudeckoro (Hampumep, Beard 2000, Chilton 2004, Ponton 2016, Comomnoga,
Yyaunos 2018, Hleitran 2004), maccmenuitnoro (Hampumep, JoOpockioHckas
2014, Ozromenko 2017, Bell & Garett 1992, Dubrovskaya, Kozhemyakin 2016,
Larina, Ozyumenko, Ponton 2019, Matheson 2005, Talbot 2007), HOBOCTHOTO
(Bednarek 2006, Montgomery 2007), ropuaudeckoro / cyaebHoro (Hampumep,
Hy6posckas 2017, Gotti & Williams 2003), peauruo3soro (Hanpumep, boObipera
2007, Haiinenosa 2018, Wierzbicka 2018). bonee Toro, muckypc-aHaiusy moaBep-
raloTCs HOBBIE OOJIACTH YEJIOBEYECKOM NIEATENbHOCTH — B JIAaHHOM CIIydae peyb
UAET O TaKUX TUIAX AMCKypca, Kak uHTepHeT-nuckype (Crystal 2010), nuckype
pa3BleKaTeIbHbBIN / TOCYTOBBII, UMEHYEeMBbIH Takke KoHchbiomepucTckuM (Fullagar
2002, Monoasruenko 2016), naiidcrain-guckype (MBanosa 2019, MonoabraeHko
2020), typuctuyeckuit quckypce (Jaworski, Thurlow 2010), rennepHsiif 1uckypc
(Mills 2003), cioptuBHsiil auckypc (Komxkaposa 2019), ractpoHoMudeckuit auc-
kypc (Onsany 2003), ypbauuctuueckuii (JleontoBuu 2019) u mHOTHE ApyTHE. Bee
3TO CBUETENBCTBYET B MoJb3y yTBepkaeHus O.C. Mccepe o TOM, YTO COCTaBUTh
MOJTHBIN CITUCOK THIIOB TUCKYPCOB He mpejcTasisercs Bo3MoxHbIM (Mccepe 2011:
227). bonee Toro, vcciaea0BaTeNN OTMEYAOT TEHIEHIUIO K HHTETpalui U THOpH-
nu3anuu nuckypcoB (MBanosa 2017).

Teopust nuckypca ctana NepCcrneKTUBHON OCHOBOM IS MHOTUX HalpaBJICHHI
JMHTBUCTHYECKOTO aHanu3a. OHOM U3 3TUX HOBBIX 00JIaCTel, KOTOpPbIE MOABEPT-
JIMCh SKCIIAHCHH TEOPUH AMCKYpca, CTallo u3ydeHne smonnit (Hampumep, [1laxos-
ckuii 2015, 2018, Alba-Juez & Larina 2018, Mackenzie & Alba-Juez 2019 u mHO-
rue apyrue). JIMHrBUCTHI YBUICIH CBSA3b MEKIY SMOIMSIMU H OTIPEICIICHHBIMHU TH-
aMH KOHTEKCTa, IOPOXKIAI0IINMU «IIPOLECC MYJIbTUMOAAIBHOIO JUCKYpCa, KOTO-
pBIi IPOHU3BIBAET BCE YPOBHH S3bIKa, HO TAKXKE MPOSBISIECTCS B HEBEPOAIbHBIX
crioco0ax, MpeACTaBIsis pa3InyHble CTaAUU U POpMBI (TIO]] BIUSHUEM TaKUX IMepe-
MEHHBIX, KaK IMparMaTHYeCKue OXKUIaHHS WM OOIie 3HaHMUs ), 10 MEPE TOTO, KaK
IUCKYpCUBHAs CHUTyallMsl W B3aUMOJICHCTBUE W3MEHSIIOTCS W Pa3BUBAIOTCS
(Mackenzie & Alba-Juez 2019: 18). IucKypCUBHBII MOX0] K IMOIHSIM MO3BOJIHIT
MOKA3aTh 3TO SBJICHHUE KaK IUHAMUYECKYIO, TUCKYPCHUBHO-IIPAarMaTHUECKYIO CYIII-
HOCTB. DTOT «IMOIMOHAIBHBIA TIOBOPOT» HEM30€KHO BHI3BAJI HEKOTOPHIE H3MEHE-
HUS IPEIMETHOM 001aCTH JUCKypCc-aHalln3a — yOeXJeHHue MepecTano ObITh onpe-
JETSIOMMUM (PaKTOPOM JUIS OTPENIeNIeHUs] OOBEKTa WCCIICOBAaHUS TEOPHH JHC-
Kypca, IUCKypC COCOOCTBYET HOHUMAaHMIO TOT0, KaK 4eJI0BEK KOHCTPYHPYET CBOIO
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COITMANTbHYIO WACHTUYHOCTh B PA3IMYHBIX THUNAX B3aumozeicTeus (e.g. Langlotz
& Locher 2017, Larina et al 2017 u np.).

BaxHoil 0651acThI0 HCCIIEI0OBaHUM, IpaHUYalllell C aHaJIM30M JIUCKypca, SBIIs-
etcsa koMMyHUKanus. Cdepsl, TUIBI U GOPMBI OOIIEHUS, C OTHONH CTOPOHBI, U THUITBI
IMCKYpca, ¢ PYyroil — YTO Y HUX OOIIETO M KaKOBBI HX OTIMYUTEILHBIE 0COOCH-
HocTu? MHTEepecHO, 4TO AMCKYPCHUBHBIA aHAIM3 MOPOJIWI TEPMHH, KOTOPBIA 00b-
eIMHSET TH JIBa TIOHATHS: PeUb HIET O AMCKYPCHBHOW mpakTuke. /lnama3on uH-
TepHpeTaIiy 3TOro TepMuHa, Bocxoasmiero k paboram M. ®@yxko (Foucault 1981),
BapbHUPYETCSl OT «IPOW3BOJICTBA, PACIPOCTPAHEHUS M TOTPEOJICHUS TEKCTOBY
(Fairclough 1992: 5, 73, 2010) 10 «mpakTHK (MU onepanuii) TMCKypcoB, O3Haya-
IOLUX HAKOIJIEHUE 3HaHUI) 0e3 KaKON-JIN0O CChUIKM Ha JIMHTBUCTUYECKHUE MPaK-
TUKH WM UCTIONIb30BaHue si3bika (Bacchi & Bonham 2014: 173). HecmoTps Ha 310
MPOTHBOpPEYHE, OOJBIIMHCTBO JIMHTBUCTOB CIEIYIOT <«JTHHTBUCTHYECKOMY ITOBO-
POTY», COTJIACHO KOTOPOMY JUCKYPCHUBHBIE MPAKTUKU SBISIOTCS JIMHIBHCTHYE-
CKUM OTPaKEHUEM COITMAIIBHBIX TIPAKTHK, OTIPEICIISIEMBIX KaK «OTHOCUTEIIFHO CTa-
OounusupoBaHHas (opma cormansHoi aktuBHOCcTH» (Fairclough 2001: 231). Ilo-
ATOMY yUYe€HbIE TIOAXOIAT K PACCMOTPEHUIO JUCKYPCHUBHBIX MPAKTUK KaK MEXaHU3-
MOB JMCKYPCHUBHOT'O TIOCTPOEHHUS pa3IMYHBIX TUIIOB OTHOILEHUH, HAUYMHAS C pac-
npeJesIeHIsI BIACTH M BKIJIOYasi pa3HO0Opa3HbIe TUITHI KOMMYHUKAIH. Takum 00-
pa3oM, U3y4eHHE AUCKYpPCa 0Ka3aJloCh TECHO CBA3aHHBIM C U3YyYEHHEM OOIEHUs U
€r0 Pa3IMYHBIX KOMMYHHUKAIIHOHHBIX CTPATETHH.

Emte ogHa o6nacTh pacmiupeHust o01acTi AUCKypC-aHaIu3a — 3TO U3yUYEeHUe
CTpaTeruii He / BeXKIIMBOCTH, IPEBPAIAIOIINX UX B AUCKYPCUBHBIC PAaKTHKH. J{uc-
KypcuBHBIN moaxon k BexnuBocTH (Eelen 2001, Watts 2003, Mills 2003) gan Ho-
BBII MMITYJIEC PA3BUTHIO TEOPUH BEXKIMBOCTH, 3HAUUTEIFHO PACIIUPUB €€ JHara-
30H. HambGonpmas 3HaUMMOCTh AMCKYPCHBHOT'O MOBOPOTA 3aKIOYalach B TOM,
9YTOOBI «HATIOMHUTH HaM 00 OIIEHOYHOM M OTHOCHUTEIIEHOM XapaKTepe TaKuX MOHS-
THU, KaK HEBEKIMBOCTb MJIM BEKIMBOCTb, O BA)KHOCTH, KOTOPYIO AMOLIMH UIPAOT
B OLIEHKAX, M CJeNaTh BBIBOJ O CBSI3U KOHCTPYHPOBAHUS HJICHTHYHOCTH C dTUMHU
npoueccamu oueHkn» (Locher & Larina 2019: 875). M3yuenue HEBEXKIUBOCTH
TaKKe BBITEKAET U3 IUCKYPCUBHOTO MOAXO0a K sI3bIKY (Hampumep, Bousfield 2008,
Bousfield & Locher 2008, Culpeper 2011, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou
2019). Kax cnipaBeuyiuBo ytBepkaaet Kanmnenep (Culpepper 2011), HeBeXITUBOCTD
SBJISICTCS BaYKHBIM aCIIEKTOM COLMAIbHON KHU3HHU U UIPAET LEHTPAJIbHYIO POJIb BO
MHOTHX AMCKYypcaxX, KOTOpble penko omuchiBaroTcst nmoapodoHo (Culpeper 2011:
xiii). Kak BEeXJIMBOCTb, TaK U HEBEXKJIMBOCTh BKJIIOYAIOT U3yUYE€HUE KOHKPETHOTO
KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOTO TIOBEJICHHUS B COIMAIIFHOM B3aMMOJICHCTBHH C aKIIEHTOM Ha
KoHTekcT (Harpumep, Bousfield 2008, Fernandez-Amaya 2019).

[Tomumo nepeuncieHHbIX TPOOIEMHBIX 30H, HEOOXOIUMO OOPATUTHCS K €I1Ie
OJTHOMY BOIIPOCY, KOTOPBIH CBSI3aH ¢ MPOOJIEMOi OIpeIesieHsl MecTa IUCKypca o
OTHOIICHHIO K TPAJAUIIMOHHBIM cepaM JTMHTBUCTHUECKOTO aHanmu3a. [luckypc, mo-
HUMAaeMblii KaKk KOTHUTHBHAsl CYIIHOCTb Ha ypOBHE TelITanbTa (IMOCKOJIbKY IS
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HEro MpHCYyIla HeKasi MHBAPUAHTHAs MOJEIb M €r0 XapaKTepU3yoT NPOTOTUIINYE-
CKHE CBOICTBA), TOJKEH HAMTH CBOE MECTO 110 OTHOLIEHHIO K JaBHO CYLIECTBYIO-
MM ¥ YCTOSIBIIMMCS B JIMHTBUCTHUYECKOW HayKe MOHATHAM. Tak, HEOJHOKpPATHO
IIOJIHUMAJICSI BOTIPOC O B3aMMOOTHOIIIEHNH JUCKYypca U ’KaHpa Kak Habopa oxkuja-
HUM, KOTOPBIC BHICTPAUBAET 3PEJIbId YUTATEh, KAK HEKOCH aBTOHOMHOM CHUCTEMBI
CO CBOMMH COOCTBEHHBIMH KojaeckcaMu M KoHBeHIusMu (Corbett 2009: 287).
B xozxe naHHON OUCKYCCUM 3BydYasM Tojloca O TOM, YTO JIMHTBUCTHKA JOJKHA U3-
0aBUTHCS OT MOHSITHUS «OKaAHP» U 3aMEHHUTh €r0 TEPMUHOM «JIUCKypc». [loTpeboBa-
JI0Ch BpeMsi, YTOOBI BIpaObOTaTh cOAIaHCHPOBAHHBIHN MOAX0/T K PELIEHHUIO O COBME-
CTMMOCTH JIaHHBIX TEPMUHOB. B HacTosiiee BpeMsi aKTyaJIbHOCTh JKaHPOBBIX HC-
CJIeIOBaHMI B pamMKax TUCKypc-aHanm3a (Hampumep, lementoeB 2016, MBanoBa
2017, Cap & Okulska 2013, Fuentes Rodriguez & Alvarez-Benito 2016, Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich, 2010) ne Be3biBaeT comuenuit (Dijk 2009: 8). I1pu sTom HE06-
XOAMMO OT/IaBaTh ce0e OTYET B TOM, UTO 3Ta, Ka3aJioch Obl, BCETO JIUILIb TEPMUHO-
joruyeckas mpodsiemMa OTpa’kaeT TPYJHOCTU M3YUEHUS €IUHUIL], IPEBBIIIAOIINX
IIPETIOKEHUE U OTHOCALINXCS K OIMCAHUIO PEYH U PEUEBOH 1E€ATEIBHOCTH.

Pacmmpenune npeamera u nuBepcudukanys o0beKTa aHaIU3a NOCTaBUIIH Tie-
pell JIMHTBUCTaMH, 3aHUMAIOIIUMHICS TEOpHEN TUCKypca, elle oJJHy npobieMy, Ka-
carolIytocsl BIOOpa METOJIOB U J1I0Ka3aTeNbCTBA JIOCTOBEPHOCTHU MOIYUYEHHBIX pe-
3ynbTaToB. HeT HEOOXOJMMOCTH TOBOPUTD, UTO CTENEHb OCTPOTHI U CEPhE3HOCTh
pOOJIEMbI METOI0JIOTUH 00YCIOBIEHBl MHOTOMEPHOCTBIO IUCKYpCa U €ro 0COOBIM
CTaTyCcoOM B TyMaHUTapHbIX Haykax. OOIIen3BeCTHO, YTO TUHTBUCTHUECKAS TEOPHSI
JUCKypca cTajla pa3BUTHEM HJIeH JUCKYpC-aHalln3a, KOTOPbIE COBEPILIMIN IPOPHIB
B I'YMaHHUTapHbIX Haykax B 1960-e roasl. biaronaps ¢paHily3ckoMy CTpyKTypa-
JU3MY JHUCKYpPC BOLIEN B HAyYHO-HCCIIEI0BATENbCKYIO MPAKTUKY KaK OOBEKT Co-
nuosiornu. CoBEpIIEHHO €CTECTBEHHO, YTO NEPBOHAYAIBHO K aHAIU3y JHUCKypca
MPUMEHSUTUCh COLMOJIOTUYECKUE MeTO/bl. JINHIBUCTHYECKONW TEOpUM AHUCKypca
noTpedoBaIOCh BpeMsi, YTOOBI BEIpaOOTaTh CBOW COOCTBEHHBIN MOAXO K UCCIIE0-
BaHMI0. 3HAYUTEIbHBIM I11IaIrOM B 3TOM HaIlpaBJIEHUHU MOCITYX WK KHUTHY (Jargensen
& Phillips 2002, Titscher et al. 2000), aBTOpBI KOTOPBIX CTABUJIN LEJIb YIIOPSIOYUTh
METOJI0JIOTUYECKYI0 0a3y JTMHTBUCTUYECKOW TEOPUM JAUCKYypca KaK CPaBHUTEIbHO
MOJIOJIOTO HalpaBJIEHUS SI3bIKO3HAHUSL.

Eme onHa TpyAHOCTh METOAOJIOTMYECKOIO XapaKkTepa CBsi3aHa ¢ MEXINUCIHU-
IUTMHAPHBIM CTaTyCOM T€OpUH JUCKypca. Teopus AucKypca, Wik AUCKypc-aHalu3,
MPUOPUTU3UPYET S3bIK, OOLIECTBO U YEJIOBEKa, a 3TO, B CBOK Ouepe/b, TpeOyeT
UCCIIeIOBAaHUM Ha CThIKE pa3InYHbIX obnactell 3HaHUH. COOTBETCTBEHHO, TEOPHUS
JUCKYypca UCIOIb3yeT MEXAUCIUIUIMHAPHBIE METO/Ibl aHAIN3a, K IPUMEpPY padboTy
c kopmycamu (YepusiBckas 2017, 2018), mis pemeHHst MOCTAaBICHHBIX 3aad.
VIMeHHO MEXIUCIMITTMHAPHOCTD SIBIISIETCS HEOTHEMJIEMBIM MTPUHIIMIIOM JAUCKYPC-
aHanM3a, KpuTHueckoro muckypc-ananusza (CDA) wnam uccnenoBaHuil Kputude-
ckoro auckypea (CDS). M. Yarep (Unger 2016) cunraert, 4To B 3TOM MOIX0J1€ HPo-
SBJISICTCS €CTECTBEHHAs! MOTPEOHOCTh JIMHIBUCTOB MPEOA0JIEBATh «MHOT 1A YCTOM-
YUBBIE M JKECTKUE JUCIUIUIMHAPHBIE TpaHullbl JUHTBUCTHKW» (Unger 2016: 2).
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DTOT MMOAXO0JT UCHOIB3YETCS NMPU aHAIN3€ KOHTEKCTa Ha YPOBHE TEOPETHUECKOIO
OCMBICJICHHUsI, BbIOOpa METOJI0B M cOOpa SMIUPUYECKUX JTAHHBIX B paMKax JHC-
kypc-ananmusa win CDA. [1pu 5TOM UCTIONIB3YIOTCS TaHHBIE pa3HOOOPAa3HBIX HAYY-
HBIX 0oOjacTell (TakMX Kak COLIMOJIOTHUS, IICUXOJIOTHs, KOTHUTHBHAS Hayka, (uio-
codust u 1.4.). Jluckypc-aHaan3, KpoMe TOro, MPUMEHSIET METOA0JIOTHIO pa3iny-
HBIX HalpaBJICHUH JMHIBUCTHUYECKUX MCCIIEJOBAHUHN (JIMHIBUCTHKA TEKCTa, KOP-
ITyCHAsl IMHIBUCTHKA, STHOTpa(Us U T. J.) U UCCIIEAYET BCE, UTO CBA3AHO C HCIONb-
3oBaHueM s3bika (Unger 2016: 2).

Bce atu npobiieMbl akTUBHO 00CYXk/Jal0TCsl B paMKaX TEOpPUH JHUCKypca U
CMEKHBIX C HEIO 00J1acTel HayYyHOT'0 3HaHUs, O YeM CBHJIETENILCTBYET KaK 0O0JIbIIIOe
KOJIMYECTBO COOTBETCTBYIOLIUX MTyOIUKALMi, TaK U KOJTMYECTBO KOH(PEPEHLUH 11O
3TOM aKkTyallbHOU TeMaTHKe. Tak, uiero K CO3[JaH1I0 JaHHOTO HoMepa Jlana KoHge-
peHIus "S3bIK B COBPEMEHHBIX JUCKYPCUBHBIX MPaKTHKaX'", KOTOpas COCTOSAIACh
B Mockse, B PY/IH, B IHCTUTYyTE COBPEMEHHBIX SA3BIKOB, MEXKYIBTYPHON KOMMY-
HUKalUuu U murpauuu 22—23 oktsa6psa 2019 roga. BeicTyruienus niueHapHbIX J10-
KJIaTYMKOB, cpelid KOTopbiX Obl Mupuam A. Jloxap (basenbckuil yHUBEpCHUTET,
[Beiinapus), Jlaypa Anb0a-Xyac (UNED, Manpun), Jlanusne Kanap (Axkagemust
Hayk Benrpum m JlansHCKMM yHUBEpCHUTET MHOCTPAaHHBIX SI3BIKOB), MarnaneHa
buna u Unrpuna BanskoBa (YHusepcutet [Ipemosa, CnoBakusi), Monuka Korbl-
toBcka (YHusepcutet Jloasu, [lonbiia), mokasanu, YTo UCCIIEJOBAHUE JUCKYPCHUB-
HBIX MPAKTHUK IIPOBOJUTCS Ha 06a3e caMbIX pa3HbIX TUIIOB JUCKYpCa U KacaeTcs Bbl-
pa’keHHsl YMOLIMM, BEXKIIMBOCTH U HEBEXKIJIMBOCTH, A3bIKa Bpaxabl U 1p. [Iposenen-
HbI€ B paMKax KOH(EpEeHIMHU JUCKYCCUU €llle pa3 MOATBEPIMIN CTPEMIIEHUE HC-
ciefoBaTeneil HalTH 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH (YHKIIMOHMPOBAHUS sI3bIKa B OOIIECTBE B
CBSI3KE C YEJIOBEKOM T'OBOPAIIUM, TyMarOIINM, YyBCTBYIOILIUM.

4. ABTOpbI 3TOrO BbINyCKa

Harn BeIyCK BBIXOAWT B HETIPOCTOE BPEMs, U MbI OJIaroAapHbI BCEM TE€M, KTO
MIPOJIOIDKAET pabOTATh U ISTUTHCS C HAMU CBOUMU HJISSIMH, MBICIISIMU, B TOM YHCIIC
JaJIeKO BBIXOSIIMMHE 32 paMKH JIMHTBUCTUKU. DTOT BBIITYCK HAaYMHAETCS C 00pa-
meHusi AHHbI BeskOu1koii ko BceM HaM, 00BEMHEHHBIM B HaIlel 001ieit 6oproe
MPOTUB MaHJAEMUH, KOTOpasi puodpena GopmMy rao0arbHOTO COIUAIBHOTO COOBI-
THs. AHHa BexOuIKasi JeUTCs CEMbIO BaKHBIMH MBICIISIMH, KOTOPBIE OHA BBIpa-
’aeT MpH MmoMoInu pa3padboranHoro et EcrectBenHoro Cemantuueckoro MeTta-
s3pika (Goddard & Wierzbicka 2014, Wierzbicka 1996), no3Bossttomiero oauHa-
KOBO TOYHO TMepefaBaTh MBICIM M YyBCTBa Ha BceX s3blkax mupa. OHa cMmoria
HAWTH TPABWIbHBIC U TIOHITHBIE CJIOBA, KOTOPHIC 3ByYaT Kak CBOETO pOjia OPUCH-
TUPBL. MBI MOXEM TOJIBKO HAACSITHCS, YTO OHU TIOMOTYT HaM CIIPABUTHCS CO CIIOXK-
HOCTSIMH ¥l TPYAHOCTSIMH TOTO TIEPHO/1a, HAWTH HOBBIC IIEPCIICKTUBEI U OCTABATHCS
MMO3UTHBHBIMU.

Bce paboTsl, mpeicTaBiICHHBIC HA CTPAHKIIAX HACTOSIICTO CIICIIHATIBLHOTO BbI-
MycKa, 00paIleHbl K aHATU3y AUCKYPCUBHBIX MPaKTUK. Mccrenys B pa3nuyHbIX pa-
Kypcax OCOOCHHOCTH B3aMMOJCHCTBHS SI3bIKA, KYJBTYPbl W HWJICOJOTHH CKBO3b
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IIPU3MY JUCKYpPCa, aBTOPBI TEM CaMBbIM PACIIMPSIOT M YyTOYHSIOT HAIlM 3HAHUS O
MPOUCXOAMIMX HA MUKPO- U MaKpOYpPOBHSX Ipoleccax OOLIECTBEHHOW JKU3HHU.
B ocHOBe npeCcTaBIEHHBIX UCCIIEJOBAHUN JIEKUT UIES O TOM, YTO TUCKYPC cocpe-
JOTOYEH Ha COIMaNbHON KOHCTpyKuuu 3HaueHus (Williams 1999: 5).

Brimyck oTKpbIBaeT ctathsi AHHBI Be:axkOUIKOii, B KOTOPOU OHA aHAJIU3UPYET,
KaK JIFOIM, TOBOPSIIINE Ha Pa3IMYHBIX €BPOINEHCKUX sA3bIKaX, oOpamaroTcs K bory.
Kaxnas TMHrBOKYJIbTypa UMEET CBOM XapaKTepHbIe criocoObl oOparieHus k bory,
3aKOJMPOBAHHBIE B ONPENIEICHHBIX CIOBAX, (pazax U rpaMMaTHYecKux (opmax,
KOTOpBIE OTpakatoT U (POPMUPYIOT MPUBBIYHBIE CIIOCOOBI MBIIIIEHUS TOBOPSIINX
o bore n oTtHOmEHN: K bory. 3ayacTyro OHU TakKe OTpa)aroT U JPYTHe aclEeKThl
KYJBbTYpPHOU MaMITH U UCTOPUYECKOIO OINBITA YEJIOBEKa rosopsmero. B cessu ¢
3TUM aBTOp NpUOEraeT K KyJbTYpHOMY KOMMEHTapHIO 0 6osiee NIMPOKUX UCTOPU-
yecKkux AByieHusX. Llens, koTopyro cTaBUT niepe] co0oii aBTOp, COOTBETCTBYET I10-
HUMAaHHUIO TOT0, YTO, Oy Ty4l HOCUTENISIMU KYJIbTYPBI, JIIOAH MPOSIBIIAIOT ce0st uepe3
CTaHAAPTU3UPOBAHHBIE MAaHEPbl AKKOMOJAILMOHHOIO MOBEeHNA. Pe3ybTarThl uc-
CJIENOBaHMs NOKA3bIBAlOT, YTO Ka)KJbIi €BPOINEHCKUN SI3BIK IPEAIaraeT CBOUM
10JIb30BATENSM pa3IMuHble BapuaHThl oOpaieHus k bory. Hekoropele u3 atux on-
LU ABJISIOTCA OOIMMHU; APYTUE XapaKTepU3yOTCs JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPHON YHUKAIIb-
HOCTbHIO. TeM He MeHee, KaK yTBEpKAaeT aBTOp, MPUUMHBI pa3IN4nil BCEX ATHX 00-
palieHu ellle NPEACTOUT U3YUYUTh.

B xoze conuanuzanuu 1011 pa3BUBAIOT pa3inyHbIe (CIIOBECHBIE) MOEIH I10-
BEJICHUS M Pa3IM4YHbIC CIIOCOObI MHTEPIpPETAlMM MUPA, YTO MPUBOJIUT K IMOSIBIIE-
HUIO MHOECTBA s13bIKOBBIX coobOtiecTB (Dolnik, 2015). B Tpex mocneayrommux cra-
ThAX TEKYILEro HOMEpa pacCMaTpHUBAETCA CBA3b HIEOJIOTMH, UACHTUYHOCTU U
A3bIKa B Pa3JIMYHBIX IUCKYPCUBHBIX TPAKTHUKAX B PA3HBIX SI3bIKOBBIX COOOIIECTBAX.
W neonorus xapakTepu3yeT COLUAIbHbBIE TPYIIIBI, OIPEAEIIAET, HO U OIPEIEISIETCS
UX COL[MAJIbHBIMU NMPAKTUKAMH.

SI3BIK OKpYy»XaeT Hac, MPOHU3bIBas Hally OOIIECTBEHHYIO U JIMYHYIO KHU3Hb,
MaTepUaIn3ysch B OpMe peueBbIX 3BYKOB M 0TOOpaxasiCh B TEKCTaX B BUJIE BbI-
BECOK Mara3uHoOB, OOBSIBICHUH, IJIaKaTOB, PEKJIAMHBIX JIO3YHIOB U T.1. MapTHH
ITroTu uccnenyer s3p1k0BOM NanAmadT KamepyHa u AenuTcss CBOMMU pa3MblIIlie-
HUSIMU O SI3BIKOBOW IOJINTUKE U UJeosornu. OH OCTaHaBIMBAECTCS Ha SI3bIKOBOM
naHamwadTe Kak Ha OTHOCUTEIBLHO HeJaBHEH 00J1acTH Hccle0BaHN, KOTOPYIO OH
oIpeJieNIAeT KaK BU3yaJbHYIO PECTaBICHHOCTD S3bIKOB B ITyOIMYHOM NMPOCTPAH-
ctBe. f3pikoBOM NanamadT KamMepyHa pernpe3eHTHpOBaH aHINIMUCKUM, (paHIly3-
CKUM, MUKUH-aHTTUHCKIM, KaM(DpaHTIIMHCKUM U, B MEHbILIEH CTENEeHH, KOPEH-
HBbIMU appuKaHCKUMU s3bIkaMu. MccnenoBanne Maptuna [11oTia nokassiBaer, yTo
00J1aCTh A3BIKOBBIX JIAHAIIA(PTOB MOXKET BBHICTYIIAaTh B KAUECTBE OTPAXKEHHUS SI3bIKO-
BbIX Hepapxuil, UI€0JOTUN U aKTOB CONPOTHUBIEHUS B MHOTOSI3bIYHBIX U MHOTO-
KyJbTYpHBIX coobmiecTBax. Kpome Toro, B KamepyHe s13p1k0B0M aHqmadT moutu
HCKJIFOYUTENIBHO COCPENOTOYEH HA JOMHHHUPYIOLIEM CTAaTyCe U POJIA OJHOTO OT-
JeITBHOTO SI3bIKA, TO €CTh (PPAHILY3CKOTO U, B MEHBLIEH CTENIEHH, aHTJIIMHCKOTO, TI0-
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ATOMY aHTJIOTOBOPSIIME IPaskJaHEe UyBCTBYIOT c€0sl B OIPE/ICIIEHHOM CTETIeHN Map-
I'MHAJIM3UPOBaHHBIMU. HECOMHEHHBIN MHTEpec TaHHOH MyOJIMKaluu CBsA3aH ¢ HUC-
MOJIb3yEMOM aBTOPOM METOJIOJIOTHEH: B paboTe aHaIu3y MoaBeprHyThl 6osee 600
JMHTBUCTUYECKUX TOKEHOB (LIU(PPOBBIX (oTorpaduii), KoTopble ObUTN COOpaHbI B
Pa3IMYHbIX OOIIECTBEHHBIX MECTaX, TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM B U BOKPYT cToJuIbl Kame-
pyHa Slynne.

Kak n3BecTHo, u3yueHue qucKypca Haqyauoch CO CTPEMIIEHHSI MCCIIE0BATD I10-
JIMTHKY U BJIACThb, BEIPRXKEHHYIO B SI3bIKE U OCPEICTBOM sA3bIKa (Dyko 1981: 1994).
DTO0 HampaBlieHUE TUCKYPCUBHBIX HCCIIEIOBAaHUI HE TEpSET CBOEH aKTyaJbHOCTU
U TIONOJHSETCS HOBBIMU MyOJMKAIMsIMHM, O Y€M CBHJIETEIBCTBYET M CTaThs
Credanun Myau u 3oxps Eciaamu. Onu 006pamaroTcs K mpoodieMaTuKe moJIuTHIe-
CKOT0 IUCKYypCa B TOH 4acTH, KOTOpask KacaeTcsi 0COOEHHOCTEH KOJTOBBIX MEPEKITIO-
YEHUH U BBIPAKEHUS UACOJOTHMH. ABTOPBI COCPEAOTOUMBAIOT CBOE BHUMAHUE Ha
MeXaHU3MaxX MaHUIYJUPOBAHUS, BHYIIEHUS U YOXKACHUS, IPUCYIIUX SA3bIKY. OHU
U3YyYaloT JUCKYpPCUBHBIE IPAKTUKH, CBA3aHHbBIE C IEPEKIIIOUEHUEM A3BIKOBBIX KO-
JI0B B IIPOLIECCE PEUEBOI JEATEIBHOCTH, B pAMKAX KOTOPBIX ABY- 1 MHOTOSI3bIYHBIE
YYaCTHUKM KOMMYHHUKAIMU THOKO MCIOIb3YIOT BECh CBOM JTMHIBUCTUYECKUH pe-
nepryap Ui co3aHus cMmbicina. [lepekiouenne KoaoB, pUKCUPYs HCTOPUYECKYIO,
MOJIMTUYECKYIO U COL[MANIBHYIO BCTPOEHHOCTD SI3BIKOBBIX ITPAKTUK B PEUEBYIO Jiesi-
TEJIBHOCTD YEJIOBEKA B COLIUYME, CBUIETEIBCTBYET O TOM, YTO 3TU JUCKYPCHBHBIE
MIPAKTUKHU HAMPSMYIO CBSA3aHbI ¢ UeoJorusiMu. OCHOBBIBAsICh HAa KOHLEIIIUY SI3bI-
KOBBIX MJEOJIOTUH, aBTOPBI CTABAT CBOEH LIENIBIO ONPENEIEHUE TOTO, KaK KOJIOBBIE
MEPEKITIOUEHHUS UCTIOIb30BAINCH CeHATOpOM KelfHOM B MOMTUYECKOM JUCKYpCE U
KaK 3TH CIIy4yau BapbHpPOBAJIM B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KOHTEKCTa Kaxk10il peun. Mccne-
JIOBAaHHME TIOKA3bIBAET, KAaK MOYKHO HCIOJb30BaTh KOJOBBIE MEPEKIIOUCHUS IS
(bopMHpOBaHUS MOJUTUYECKOTO KalluTala, CO3JaHUsl albsSHCOB M JIEMOHCTPALH
KyJIbTYPHOI'O CXOJICTBA MEKY OEJIBIMU MOJIUTUKAMU U UX JIBY- 1 MHOTOSI3bIYHBIMH
n3bupatensmu. [IpencraBneHHOe MCCIEOBAHUE CIYXKHUT WILIIOCTpaluen riay6o-
Koro 3amevanus T. BaH Jleiika 0 TOM, 4TO «HJACOJIOTUU BBIPAXKAIOTCS U, KaK Ipa-
BHJIO, BOCIIPOU3BOATCS B COLUANIBHBIX IIPAKTUKAaX UX WICHOB U, B YaCTHOCTH, ITPH-
o0peTaroTcsl, MOATBEPXKIAIOTCS, U3MEHSIOTCS U YBEKOBEUMBAIOTCA MOCPEACTBOM
auckypca» (van Dijk 2006: 115).

[IpoGnemartrka conranbHOM HAEHTUYHOCTH B IUCKYPCUBHBIX NMPAKTUKAX pac-
KpbiBaeTcst B pabore Maraajensl buia, Anenbl Kaumaposoii 1 MHrpuabl
BanbkoBO#i. ABTOpBI CONIOCTABIISIIOT JIBE JINHTBOKYJIBTYPBI CKBO3b IPU3MY COIH-
aJIbHOTO Jietikcuca. XOpoIIo U3BECTEH TOT (aKT, UTO B OOJBIIMHCTBE A3BIKOB, B
OCHOBHOM €BPOIIEHCKUX, Mepeaada COLHAIbHOTO AEMKCcHca KOJIeONeTcs MEXIY
JBYMSI [TOJIFOCAMH, KOTOPBIMH CITy’KaT MOP(OIOruyeckre cpeicTna, Gopmbl mul U
Bui. ABTOpBI 00paIiaoTcsl K UCCIEIOBAaHUIO CJIOBAIIKOTO U aHTJIMMCKOTO S3bIKOB,
KOTOpBIE, COOTBETCTBEHHO, PA3JIMYAIOTCS 110 HAIMYUIO HKCIUIMIUTHBIX MapKEpOB
mol/Bul. BecbMa nHTepecHa pa3paboTaHHas aBTOpaMHU IOIIAaroBasi METOAMKA HC-
CJIEIOBAaHMs. Y HUKAJIbHOCTD aHIVIMMCKOM U CIIOBALIKOW KYJIbTYPHOU UACHTUYHOCTU
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U / WU JUCKYpPCUBHAS MPAKTUKa COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH KyJIbTYpbl B OTHOILIEHUU BbI-
paXXeHUs COLMATBHOMN JUCTAaHIIMU pAaCCMaTPUBAIOTCH B JiBa 3Tana. Bo-nepBbix, cBs-
3aHHbIE TOHATUA (KyJIbTYpHas WICHTHUYHOCTb, COIMAJIbHAS TUCTAHIMS, (OPMBI
mbi/Bbl) TIOABEPraloTCsl aHAJIM3y MOCPEICTBOM CXEMBbl KOHLIENTyanu3aluuu (ycra-
HOBJICHHE KaJIpa, KOJUpOBaHuUeE / pe/BapuTelIbHOE TOHUMaHUE, KOHTEKCTyaln3a-
Ul / 3HAYMMOCTh U KoH(urypanus koaa). [Iporecc koHnenTyanusanuy, BKI0Ya-
0K HA0Op TPHUHIIUIIOB, Jall Pe3yIbTaThl, HA OCHOBE KOTOPBIX ObUIH pa3pado-
TaHbI BOIIPOCHUKH JIJISl UCTIBITYEMBIX. Pe3ylbTaThl HcclieJOBaHUS MOKA3bIBAIOT, UTO
KOHIICTITYaJTUu3alust mbl VS Bbl, ”HaU€ TOBOPsI, HEOPHUITUATHHOTO B OTJIIMYHE OT O(hU-
LMAJIBLHOTO, MOKET MTPOUCTEKATh U3 KOHILIENTYaJIU3alMK COLMAIbHOMN TUCTAHIIMU C
TOYKHU 3pEHUSI HA0Opa MPHUHIIUIIOB, KOHIIENITyaTH3allud KOHKPETHOTO MPUHIIUTIIA C
TOYKHU 3PEHHUS TUIIOB OTHOILIEHUW, KOHLENTYaIU3aluyd TUIIa OTHOLLIEHUN C TOYKH
3peHUsI KOHKPETHOU KyJIbTYPbI U KOHIIENTYJIM3aI[MH TUTIA KYJIBTYPBI C OTIPE/ICIICH-
HOM criennpukoit uepe3 Mopdonoruueckue cpencTsa (mos: unu Boi).

JucKkypcuBHBIE MPAKTHUKN MAPKETHHTOBOTO JIUCKypca Be0-CalTOB BHICTYAIOT
00BEKTOM HccleoBanus, npeactaBieHHoro B cratbe H.B. CokoJioBoii. Paborta
3aciy’KHBaeT 0c000ro BHUMAHUS TEX, KTO HHTEPECYETCs CI0KHON MpoOaemMoit Me-
TOAOJIOTUM aHANIM3a MYJIbTUMOJAIBHOCTU B JUCKYypCE. ABTOpP BBICTPAUBAET CBOM
MYJIbTUMO/IAJIbHBIN aHAJIN3, OTMIUPAsICh HA TIOJIOKEHUSI KPUTUYECKOTO JUCKYpC-aHa-
Ju3a, NParMaTUKU W JIMHTBUCTUKH TeKcTa. KOMIUIEKCHBIM MOAXO0J MO3BOJISIET
Y4ECTb Psi/i apaMEeTPOB: JTUCKYPCONOPOKIAIONIYI0O HHTEHIIUIO aJipecanTa, QyHK-
IIUIO TUCKypCa, peanu3aliio KaTeropuii B BepOaIbHOM KOHTEHTE MYJIbTUMO/1aJh-
HOTO JIUCKypCa W UCIOJIb30BAaHUE ay/IMOBU3YAJbHBIX NMPUEMOB B HEBEPOATHLHOM
KOHTEHTE, II100aIbHYI0 HJIC0JIOTEMY, WIIH KIIOUYEBYIO UCI0, IUCKYPCa, a TAaKKe af-
pecarta. JIluckypconopokIaromieil UHTEHIINEH SBIISIETCS MO0y KIeHUE TOTpeOuTEs
K puobpetenuto UT-pemienus, mpu 3TOM JUCKYPC peann3yeT BO3AEHCTBYIOIIYIO
¢dbyukuio. TekcToBOe HaMmoJTHEHUE BEO-CaiTOB pacCCMaTPUBAETCS B paAMKaxX TaKUX
KaTeropuii, kak Tema (TepMHHONIOTHS chepbl HH(HOPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHIN); TO-
HaJBHOCTH (TOJIOKUTEILHO OKpAIICHHAs JIGKCUKA; IMMOBEJIUTEILHOE HAKJIOHCHHE);,
XPOHOTOM (PKOHOMHSI BPEMEHHU JJIsl pelIeHHsI TNI00aNbHBIX 337a4 B paMKax BCETO
MpEeANpUsTHs). AHANU3 MOKA3bIBAET, YTO B PaMKax MapKETHHTOBBIX JHCKYPCOB
TpeX KOMITAHUW HCTIONB3YIOTCS CXOIHBIE aHTUTE3bI (PoOIEeMBbl pabOThI C 0OIb-
MM KOJMYECTBOM JAHHBIX VS. 0HO M T-pemienue, cutyamnus 10 U mocie, CTapoe
VS. HOBO€), aHaJIOTUYHA U pealln3alus KaTeropuil U ayJuoBU3YyaIbHBIX MPUEMOB,
YTO MOXKET MOTPeOOBaTh JANTBHEHIINX UCCIIEIOBAHUI MapKETHHTOBOTO JUCKypca
C TOYKH 3PEHHSI BOCIIPHUSATHSI €T0 CIIeNU(UIHOCTH KIHEHTAMHU.

JlucKkypcuBHBIE MPAKTUKH, CBSI3aHHBIE C )KAHPOBBIMU PA3HOBUIHOCTSAMH TEK-
CTOB, PENPE3CHTUPYIOIIUX IUCKYPC, SBISIOTCS OOBEKTOM aHaiM3a Cleayrolen
nyomukauu. C.B. UBanoBa u I'.11l. XakumMoBa uccienyoT CIyXyu 0 3HaMEHUTO-
CTSX KakK aHp B aHrI0s13619HOM quckypce CMU. Lens uccnenoBanus aBTOpbl BU-
JSIT B BBISIBJICHUW CHEIU(UKU MEIHACIyXOB KaK PEUYEBOr0 >KaHpa aHTIIOS3BIYHOM
MeanakoMMyHUKaud. COOTBETCTBEHHO, aBTOPHI OOPAIIAIOTCS K COJEp:KaTelb-
HOMY (TeMaTH4eckoMy) M (opMadbHOMY (CTPYKTYpPHO-KOMIIO3ULIMOHHOMY)
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YPOBHSIM HcclieloBaHus. B paboTe BbISBIAIOTCS IUCTUHKTUBHBIE TPU3HAKU M3yYa-
€MOTr0 JKaHpa, BKJIFOYAIOIINE YCTAHOBJICHHbIE JJI1 HErO OTPaHUYEHUs, U AUANa30H
00Cy’XJJaeMbIX TeM. AHaJINW3 AIMIMPUYECKOTO0 MaTepuana CBUAETEIbCTBYET, YTO
TEMaTU4YECKH HM3y4aeMble TEKCThl OTJIMYAKOTCS IIMPOKUM JMANa30HOM TOIMOCOB,
OXBaThIBAIOIIMX Kak MyOIuuHyio cdepy (colualibHble B3aUMOJEHCTBUS), Tak
U MIPUBATHYIO, 3a4acTyl0 MHTHUMHYIO OOJaCTh >KU3HHM 3HAMEHHUTOCTEH, C SIBHBIM
IpearnouTeHueM rmnocieqHeil. JIOMMHAaHTHBIMU JTUCKYPCUBHBIMU XapaKTEpUCTH-
KaMM PEINPE3EHTAlUil HCCIIEyeMOr0 TEKCTOTHUIIA SBIIIOTCS CEHCALMOHHOCTD
U CKaHJAJIbHOCTh. B CTPYKTYpHOM IUIaHE JUCKYpPC CBETCKUX CIyXOB KOHCTUTYH-
pyercsi TeKCTaMu, 00JIEYEHHBIMU B Pa3IMUHbIC XKYPHATUCTCKHE (DOPMBI: OT )KaHPOB
nH(pOpPMallMOHHOTO 0JIoKa 70 MyOIUIIMCTUYECKUX Bapuauui kareropuu features,
KOTOpBIE UCIOJIb3YIOTCS aBTOPAMU B KA4ECTBE CPEICTBA KOHCTPYUPOBAHUS pealb-
HOCTH, CBSI3AHHOU C KyJIbTypoil ceneOputu. Uupopmanus, uMeroias, 1mo cyTH,
TPUBUAJIBHBIN 110 COAEPKAHUIO U COMHUTEIBHBIN B CUIIy CBOEH HEIOATBEPK/ICH-
HOCTH XapakTep, ¢ MOMOUIbI0 pa3HOOOPA3HBIX S3BIKOBBIX U TEKCTOBBIX PECYPCOB
KaMyQuupyeTcs MoJI CBe/IeHUs], 00J1a/1atolIe BHICOKOM CTENEHbIO I0CTOBEPHOCTH
U DOHCTEeMHUYECKOM 1eHHOCTH. [lomydeHHble pe3ynbTaTbl CBUAETEIbCTBYIOT
O CYyIIECTBOBAHMU B paMKaX OOLIMPHOTO KOMMYHHMKATUBHOI'O IPOCTPAaHCTBA
MaccMeaMa Crenu(puuecKkoro Tuia JUCKypca, THOPUAHOIO MO CBOEH MpHUpOJE U
MPAKTUYECKH HE MOAIAI0IIErocs: Bepu(UKaIUH.

A.A. PomanoB u O.B. HoBocejioBa packpbIBalOT MparMaTU4YecKyto dhdek-
TUBHOCTh pEaJM3allMi BBICKA3bIBAaHUN-YIp0o3 (MEHACHBHBIX BbICKa3bIBAHUN WIIH
MEHACHBOB) B [TOJIMTUYECKOW KOMMYHHKAIIMH, @ MIMEHHO aBTOPBI CTaBsAT CBOEH I1e-
JbI0 YCTAHOBHUTH 11€J€CO00PAa3HOCTh HCIOJIb30BaHUS YIrpo3bl B MPEABBIOOPHBIX
IIporpaMMmax ¢ TeM, 4ToObl HOOYIUTh N30MpaTeseil MporosocoBaTh 3a KOHKPETHOTO
MIOJINTUKA. ABTOPBI aHAJIM3UPYIOT BBICKA3bIBAHUA-YTPO3bI, PEaTM30BaHHbIE B IIPE]-
BBIOOPHBIX MporpamMmax KaHauaaTtoB Ha mnocT llpesunenta Poccuiickoit ®denepa-
uuu B 2018 rony. [Ipu aHanu3e npuMeHseTCs MHCTPYMEHTAPHU TEOpUN pEeUYEBOU
JeSITeIbHOCTH, TEOPUH PEUEBBIX aKTOB M IICUXOCEMaHTUKU. B xone uccnenoBanus
BbIJIeNIeHO 18 ajipecaTHBIX Pa3sHOBUAHOCTEN BbICKAa3bIBAHUM-YIPO3, KOTOpBIE 00JIa-
JAl0T ONPEJEICHHBIM IIparMa-3MOLMOHAIILHBIM BO3/ICIICTBIEM Ha U30upaTenel u
XapaKTepU3yITCs pa3IMYHONM YaCTOTHOCTBIO YMOTpeOJeHHs B MPEeABBIOOPHBIX
nporpammax. [lomyueHHsli pe3yabTaT CBUAETEILCTBYET O HEIOCTATOYHOM 3HAHUU
aBTOPAaMHU MPEIBBIOOPHBIX MPOrpaMM HPEANOUYTEeHUI MacCOBOro U30HUpartess, ero
SMOLIMOHAIBHOTO COCTOSIHUS U MEPEKUBAHNUN. DTO 00yCIIOBINBAET OPUEHTUPOBAH-
HOCTh MEHACHUBHOTO BO3/ICMCTBUS Ha IIMPOKUI KPyr MOTEHLMAIBHBIX H30UpaTe-
neil. ABTOpBI NPUXOAAT K BBIBOJY, YTO MOJUTHKHU IEJICHANIPABICHHO NPEANOYH-
TalOT HCIIOJIb30BAaTh BBICKA3bIBAHMSI-YI'PO3bl, SKCIUIMLIUPYIOLIUE MOCIEAYOIUN
HEeraTuBHBIN 3P PEKT A1 HePOKYCHOM ay JUTOPHUH, MIBITasICh TAKUM 00pa3oM 3aBO-
eBaTh BHUMaHMeE U rojoca u3bupareneit. Kpome Toro, mpoBeieHHbINH aHAIN3 TOKa-
3bIBAET, YTO HMCMOJIb30BAHUE MOJIUTUKOM YETHIPEX PAa3HOBHUJHOCTEW BBbICKa3bIBa-
HUH-YIpO3 C PA3IMYHOW aJpEecaTHOW HAIPABIEHHOCTHIO KOHCEKBEHTHOIO
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KOMIIOHEHTa SIBJSIETCA MparMaTndecku 3((EeKTUBHBIM HMHCTPYMEHTOM BO3JEH-
CTBUS B KOHTEKCTE POCCUUCKOTO TpeIBbIOOpHOTO Arckypca 2018 roaa.

Crarpst C.M. IlamkoBa packpbIBaeT MpoOJIEeMaTUKy U3YUEHUS SMOIUNA U UX
OTpakKeHUS B JUCKYPCHUBHBIX IIPAKTHKAX B paMKax peIUruo3HOro Iuckypca. B pe-
3yJIbTaTe aHAJIN3a aBTOP KJIACCU(DULUPYET A3bIKOBBIE PEIPE3EHTaHThI SMOLIUH, aT-
pudyTupyemeix bory Onbnelickumu nepcoHaxamu. Ha ocHoBe usyueHus Ooro-
CJIOBCKOT'O ITOHMMAaHMsI aHTHHOMHUH «HEU3MeHHOcTh bora — sMonuu bora» B cra-
The 000CcHOBBIBaeTCs (1) BBeieHHE TepMUHA «aTPUOYIIUS IMOIHI» B MOHATUHHO-
TEPMHUHOJIOTMYECKUN anmnapar JUHIBUCTUKH SMOLMH, SKCIUTMIMPYIOIIETO CIELH-
¢buKy OubIeCKMX IMOTHBHBIX CMBICIIOB; (2) paccMOTpeHHe U300pakeHHOro O10-
JIEHCKOro MpPOCTPAaHCTBA B SMOTUBHOM acmekrte; (3) uHTeprnpeTanus n300pakeH-
HOM JesITeIbHOCTH OMOIEHCKUX MepcoHa)kel B KauecTBE MPUUMHBI IMOLUH, aTpu-
Ooytupyemsbix bory. SI3pIk0BOM MaTepuan MpoaHaTU3UPOBAH C OMOPOM Ha MOHSATHE
SMOLIMOHAIBHOTO CLIEHApHs, MO3BOJISIOIIETO MPEICTaBUTh CUCTEMHOE OINMCAHUE
pa3BUTHS SYMOLIMHU, TO €CTh IPUUYNHY €€ TOSBIICHHUS U peakiuio. MeToibl ucciaeno-
BaHUs SA3BIKOBOIO MaTepHaja BKIIOYAIOT JAS(PUHUIMOHHBINA, KOHTEKCTYaJIbHBIH,
SMOTHBHBIN U JTUHTBOCTHWJIMCTUYECKUI aHAIN3bl ¢ IpUBJIEYEHUEM (DAaKTOPOB LIH-
POKOT'0 HCTOPUKO-KYJIbTYPHOTO KOHTEKCTA. B pe3ynbpTaTte HcciaenoBaHus aBTOpOM
YCTaHOBJIEHBI U CUCTEMATU3UPOBaHbL: 1) SA3bIKOBBIE CPEJICTBA, PENPE3CHTUPYIOLINE
NPUYHHBI SMOLIUH, aTpUOYyTUPYeMbIX bory; 2) Si3bIKOBBIE CPEJICTBA PETIPE3CHTUPY-
IOlIUE AMOLIMHU, aTpuOyTHpyemble bory; 3) s3pIKOBBIE CpEeICTBA, PEIPE3EHTUPYIO-
[IM€ NPOCTPAHCTBO, BOCIPUHHMAaeMoe OMOJIEHCKMMHU MEepCOHaKaMU KakK «peak-
nus» Ha atpuOytupyemble bory smouuu. IlomyueHHble pe3yibTaThl MO3BOJUIH
HAIOJIHUTh S3BIKOBBIM COJEPKAHUEM OJHY M3 aHTHUHOMMM XPUCTUAHCKOTO MOHU-
MaHus bora u HaMeTUTh NEePCHEeKTUBY JlalbHENIIEro JMHIBUCTHYECKOTO UCCIIE0-
BaHUsl XpUCTUAHCKOW JOTMaTUKU B YMOTUBHOM paKypce.

CocTaBuTenu AaHHOTO BBIYCKAa MOCYUTANIM, YTO 3aBEepUIAIOIIEH IS 3TOro
KypHasa jnoipkHa cratk craThsd JI.H. CHHeJbHHKOBOHM, KOTOpas TEMaTHYECKH
BEHYAeT MPEACTABIECHHYI0O BHUMAHHUIO YHTaTeNIed KOJUIEKIIUIO CTaTell ¥ BBIBOJUT
npobjeMy AUCKypca U JTUCKYPCUBHBIX NMPAKTHK B CONpeAeNbHbIE 00JIaCTH Hayy-
HOro 3HaHuA. /laHHas mMyOnauKalus pacKphIBaeT MEX- U TPAHCAUCLUUILIMHAPHBIE
CBOMCTBA JMCKYPCHUBHBIX HCCIIEJOBaHUI. ABTOp o0Opaliaercs K UCcIe10BaHUIO T0-
IPaHUYHBIX JUCKYPCOB U CTaBUT CBOEH 11€J1bI0 00OCHOBAHUE HAyYHON COCTOSATENb-
HOCTH MOHATUS (POHTUPHOTO JUCKYpCa, KOHLENTYyallbHas cpejla KOTOPOro CKJla-
JIBIBAETCS B YCJIOBUSAX HAJOXKEHUS IByX MHOTOYPOBHEBBIX (DEHOMEHOB: JAHUCKypca
u pponTupa. pOHTHUP KaK MMOIBUKHAS T'PAHULIA IPE/ICTABIIEH B HHTEPHET-KOMMY-
HUKaLUAX, B COLIMAJIbHO-KYJIbTYPHOM MIPOCTPAHCTBE COBPEMEHHOI'O TOPO/JIa, B IO-
BEJIEHYECKMX HOPMax 3JIUTHI, BO BHYTPUCEMENHBIX OTHOLLIEHUSAX U MHOTHX JAPYTUX
KOHIENTYaJbHBIX c(epax, CIHUCOK KOTOPHIX, MO OHTOJOTHYECKUM IpPU3HAKAM
¢bpoHTHpa, MPUHLUUIHAIBLHO OTKPHIT. B cTaThe Ha3BaHBI BEKTOPBI PACHIMPEHHS
MEXIUCHUIUIMHAPHBIX BO3MOXKHOCTEH (PpOHTHpA B HAyKe B YCIOBHSX JUCKYpC-
HOTO 1MoAX0Ja. ABTOP MOKAa3bIBAET POJib PPOHTUPHOTO MOJYCa B MHTEPIPETALUU
XYJI0’K€CTBEHHBIX TEKCTOB, CIOJKET, CTHJIb U 00pa3bl KOTOPBIX IPOEKTUPYIOTCS Ha
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HAIlMOHAJIbHYIO MCTOPHUIO, KYJIbTYPY, MEHTAJILHOCTh B UX MOPYOEKHBIX XapakTe-
puctukax (by-border characteristics). Henb3st He COTJIaCUTBCS C aBTOPOM, YTO
Takue MpPU3HAKU (QPOHTHpPA, KaK HEYCTOMYMBOCTb, CIOCOOHOCTh CO3JaBaTh KOH-
TaKTHYIO 30HY (30HY B3aMMOJEHCTBHS), IPH ONPEAEICHHBIX YCIOBUSAX BEAYLIYIO
K UHTErpalii, Ba)KHbl JJI1 TOHMMaHUS MpPOOJEMBbl COBPEMEHHOM S3BIKOBOM,
peueBoii 1 )kaHPOBOU HOPMBI. TeppuTopus MopyOexbs (TO, YTO HAXOAUTCST MEXTY)
SBJIIETCS MECTOM cOOpa HapyLIEeHUI TPaJIUIMOHHBIX HOPM U BMECTE C TEM MaTe-
pHaIoM JUTs POTHO3a HAPOXKIAIOIIMXCSl U3MEHEHUH HOpMBI. TpaHcopmanus Tpa-
JUIIMOHHBIX KaHPOB U (POPMHPOBAHUE HOBBIX TAK)KE MPOUCXOAUT Ha GPOHTUPHBIX
TEPPUTOPUSIX.

Texymuil BBIYCK COAEPKUT PELEH3UU JBYX W3JaHUN, TECHO CBSI3aHHBIX
C U3y4aeMoM TeMaTukoil u npobiemMaTukod. Juyko OHCH PELEeH3UpyeT KHUIY,
BBIIIE/IIYIO TIOJT peaKueil N3BECTHBIX MCCIEN0oBaTeNel TeOpUr He/BEXKIMBOCTH
JUx. Kannenepa, Maiikna Xo u [anuena Kanapa (Culpeper, Jonathan, Michael
Haugh and Daniel Z. Kadar (eds.). 2017. The Palgrave Handbook of Linguistic
(Im)politeness, London: Palgrave Macmillan). B cBoem 0030pe pelieH3eHT 0TMe-
YaeT KeJlaeMbIil OanaHc MEXy TeOpHel U MPAaKTUKOW, KOTOPBIN B MOJHOW Mepe
YAAJIOCh TOCTHYb aBTOpaM. KHHra o-HOBOMY PacKpbIBa€T KOHLETIMIO HEBEXKIIU-
BOCTH: HEBEXKJIMBOCTb, KaK, COOCTBEHHO, 1 BEXJIMBOCTh IPOSBISIOTCS B CTpaTe-
T'USX HEMOCPEICTBEHHOIO OOILEHHs, UX MOKHO JOCTHYb B paMKax JHCKypca.

Mapuanna Peimuna-IlankoBa perieH3upyeT KHUT'Y, BBILIEAIIYIO 0T peAaK-
LHEeN JBYX U3BECTHBIX MCCIeAoBaresed sMouumi B auckypce Jxk. Jlaxmana
Maxkkensu u Jlaypsl Anbba-Xyac (Mackenzie, J. Lachlan and Laura Alba-Juez
(eds.). 2019. Emotion in Discourse). Knura 3nameHyet co0oif TO, 4TO B T'yMaHHU-
TapHbIX HayKaX Ha3bIBalOT «IMOLIMOHAJIBHBIM [TOBOPOTOM», OCOOEHHO B TOM, UTO
KacaeTcs U3y4YeHMs sI3bIKa (CM. TaKKe CIEeUaIbHBINA BBIIYCK 3TOTO JKypHala, Mo-
CBALICHHbIN JaHHOM Teme — 2018,1). B kHMre packpbIiBaeTcsi UCKIIOYUTENbHAs
BaXHOCTb SMOLIMN B OOIIEHUH MEXIy JIIOJbMHM U IOKa3aHO, KaK MOCPEICTBOM
A3bIKa U Yepe3 A3bIK co3JatoTcs aMouuu. [lpencrasiss nociegHue TeopeTuyecKue
Y SMIIMPUYECKUE UCCIIE0BAHU 10 3TOMY BOIIPOCY, KHUTa IIPU3BaHa JaTh MOAPOO-
HbI aHaJIU3 B3aUMOJICHCTBUSA IMOLMMU, SI3bIKA, BIIAJICHUS SI3BIKOM, KYJIbTYPOil
U TUCKYPCOM.

5. O6cyxaeHMe 1 nepcneKkTuBbl

[NosiBieHne ucKypc-aHalM3a Kak HalpaBJIEHUS HAyYHOTO TMOWCKA CBS3aHO
C OCO3HaHHUEM HEOOXOIMMOCTH HCCIIE[OBaTh TIJIaBHBI OOBEKT TI'yMaHMTapHOM
HayKH — YeJIOBEKa B €r0 COLMAIBHOM OKPYXEeHHH. [[MCKypc-aHallu3 B Ka4eCTBE
OTIPAaBHOM TOUKM Oa3UpyeTcs Ha YTBEPXKIAEHUHM CTPYKTYpHOW M MOCTCTPYKTYypa-
JMCTCKOM TMHTBO(PHUIOCOPHH O TOM, YTO MBI BCET/a MOIy4aeM JOCTYII K pealbHO-
ctu yepes sa3bIk (Jorgensen & Phillips 2002: 8). IIpeckpunTUBU3M U HOPMATHUB-
HOCTB TPEIIECTBYIONINX ITAMOB PAa3BUTHUS JIMHTBIUCTUKU yCTYITHIIN MECTO HCCIIE-
JIOBAHUIO A3bIKA B €r0 HEMOCPEICTBEHHOM (DYHKIIMOHMPOBAaHUU. IMEHHO 53061k Kak
o ecmb 30ecb U celiyac CTal TIPEPOTaTHBOM U O€3yCIOBHBIM IPHOPUTETOM
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JIMHTBUCTUYECKUX HccienoBanuii Hayana XXI Beka. CoBpeMeHHasi MCCIEq0Ba-
TEeNbCKas MPAKTUKA MMOKA3bIBAET, YTO HTa MapaJurma JajeKo eme cedst He ucuep-
nana. JIMCKypc-aHaIuTHKaM NPEACTOUT OTBEYaThb HA BEYHBIC BOIPOCHI JIMHIBH-
CTHUKH O TOM, KaK (DyHKIIHOHUPYET YEIOBEUECKUH S3bIK, KOT/1a YEJIOBEK UCTIOJIb3YET
€ro I TOCTHKEHUSI KOHKPETHBIX KOMMYHHMKATUBHBIX L€JIEH B TOM WM MHOM CO-
uansHou cpene. [lyonukaryy, KoTopble Bbl HalIeTe B HACTOSAIIEM BhIITyCKE, CBU-
JETEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, UYTO «aHAJIN3 JUCKYyPCa HAXOAUTCS B IMTOCTOSTHHOW BOJIIOLIMH
Y TIPOJIOJDKACT PaCIIUPATHCS B JUANa30He U MaclTadax CBOeH HCCiIe10BaTeIbCKOM
nesitensHocTH» (Ponton, Larina 2017: 12), 1 Mbl HE MOYEM HE COTTIACUTHCS C STUM.
JIMHrBUCTHI Bce emie pa3padaThIBAalOT U OOOCHOBBIBAIOT IEJOCTHYIO B CBOEH
COBOKYITHOM OOBSICHUTENBLHOW CHJIE, HHTETPUPOBAHHYIO C MOTPaHUYHBIMHU 00Ja-
CTSIMHM TEOPHIO TUCKYpPCa, KOTOpas JOJKHA CBECTH BOEIMHO MHOTHE NIEPEMEHHBIE,
YTOOBI OHU CIIOKUJIUCH B €AMHYIO KapTHHY MOJ| Ha3BaHUEM «UEIOBEK—SI3bIK—
00111eCTBOY.
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