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eab 1 TemaTuka

JKypnan Becmuux Poccutickozo ynusepcumema opysicovt Hapooos. Cepus: Jlunesucmuxa —
MEPUOMIECKOE MEXKIYHAPOAHOE PELICH3UPYEMOe HAyYHOE W3/IaHHWE B OOJIACTH JIMHTBUCTHYECCKUX
uccienoBanuii. JKypHai sBiseTcs MeXAyHapOIHBIM KaK 110 COCTaBy PEJIaKIIMOHHOW KOJUIETHH
Y DKCIEPTHOTO COBETA, TaK U [0 aBTOPaM U TeMaTHKe MyOJIuKaluii.

Llenp xypHana — cHocoOCTBOBATh HAYYHOMY OOMEHY M COTPYIHHYECTBY MEXKIY POCCHIl-
CKUMH U 3apyOCI)KHBIMU JIMHIBUCTAMH, @ TAKXKE CIELUATNCTAMUA CMEKHBIX 00JIacTel, My OIrKaIus
Pe3yIBTaTOB OPUTHHATIBHBIX HAYYHBIX MCCIICIOBAHUMH 110 IIMPOKOMY KPYTY aKTyalbHBIX JIHHIBHCTH-
YECKUX MPOOIeM MEXTUCIUIUIMHAPHOTO XapaKTepa, KacarolluXcsl SA3bIKa, KyJIbTyphl M CO3HAHMS,
OCBelEHHE HAYYHOM JESTeIbHOCTH MPO(ECCHOHANBLHOTO HayYHOro coodiecTBa. [IpropuTeTHBIME
HalpaBJICHUSIME XKypHAJIa SBISIOTCS COTIOCTABUTENBHOE S3bIKO3HAHME, JINHIBOIParMaTHKA, MEXKKYJIb-
TypHas KOMMYHHUKAIWs, aHAJIM3 AUCKYpCa, KOTHUTUBHAS JIMHIBUCTHKA, TEOPHS M MPAKTHUKA IIEPEeBOAA.
Oco0Bblif aKLIEHT JeaeTcsl Ha MeKIUCIUIUIMHAPHbIE HCCIIeIOBaHUS.

OpnHa U3 33124 )KypHaJIa — 3HaKOMHTh YHTaTeIed ¢ HOBEHIIMMH HAIPABJICHUSAMU M TEOPHIMH
B 00JIaCTH JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX HCCIEJOBaHUH, pa3pabaThiBaeMbIX Kak B Poccum, Tak u 3a pyOexom,
Y UX IPAaKTHYECKUM ITPUMEHEHHEM.

Bymyun MexmyHapoHBIM 1O CBOEH HAIpPaBIEHHOCTH, XypHAI HalleJIeH Ha 00CYyXXJIeHHE Teo-
PETHYECKUX M NPAKTHYECKUX BOIPOCOB, KACAIOMIMXCS B3AUMOJCHCTBHS KYJIBTYPEL, SI3bIKa M KOMMY-
HUKari. OCHOBHBIE PYOPHKH XXypHAJIA: CONOCMABUMENbHOE SI3bIKOZHAHUE, COYUOTUHSBUCTNUKA,
KOCHUMUBHAS TUH2BUCTUKA, NPASMATNUKA, NCUXOTUHSBUCIIUKA, AHAU3 OUCKYPCA, MENCKYIbINYPHAS
KOMMYHUKAYUSA, A3BIK U KYTbMypd, meopust u NPAKmuKa nepesood.

Kpome HayuHbIX cTaredl ImyONMKyeTcs XpOHMKA HayYHOHM >KHM3HH, BKIIOYAIOIIAs PELEH3HH,
0030p5bI, THPOPMALIHIO 0 KOH(PEPEHINAX, HAYIHBIX IIPOEKTaX U T.1.

PenakunoHHas Koyuierus KypHajia MpUIiiaaeT K COTPYAHMYECTBY JIMHIBUCTOB U TIEPEBOIYH-
KOB, pabOoTaIOIMX B pycie BHIIICYKa3aHHBIX HAIPaBICHUH, MO MOATOTOBKE CIIEHAIbHBIX TEMaTH-
YECKHX BBIYCKOB.

[MpaBuna odopmieHns craTei, apxyB U JOTIOJIHUTENIbHAS HH(POPMALMS pa3MeleHbl Ha caiTe:
http://journals.rudn.ru/linguistics.

OnektpoHHbId afpec: lingj@pfur.ru; vestnik linguistics@mail.ru.
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INTRODUCTION

UDK: 811.111.26
DOI: 10.22363/2312-9182-2016-20-4-7-25

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
IN THE 21°" CENTURY:
THEORY AND PRACTICE (I)

Douglas Mark Ponton,
Tatiana Larina

University of Catania
1 Viva Cava Gucciardo Pirato,
97015 Catania, Italy

RUDN University
6 Miklukho-Maklaya str.,
117198 Moscow, Russia

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-

OB30PHAY CTATb4

YAK: 811.111.26
DOI: 10.22363/2312-9182-2016-20-4-7-25

ONCKYPC-AHAJINS
B 21 BEKE:
TEOPUA U NMPAKTUKA (1)

Hdyrnac Mapk IlonToHn,
T.B. Jlapuna

Yuusepcurer Karanuu
97015 Umanus,
1 Viva Cava Gucciardo Pirato

Poccuiickuit yHUBEpCHTET IpYKOBI HAPOIOB
ya. Muxnyxo-Maxnas, 0. 6,
2. Mockea, Poccus, 117198

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

8

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 .

17



Hyrnac M. I[outon, Jlapuna T.B. Becmnux PY/[H. Cepus: Jluneeucmuxa. 2016. T. 20. Ne 4. C. 7—25

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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This paper focuses on how the limits of pragmatics — as long as it is restricted to the analysis of one
utterance at a time — are overcome by including the hearer not only as interpreter who tries to understand
the speaker’s utterance but as an interlocutor who tries to come to an understanding with the speaker.
The goal of the paper is not to describe and analyze the dialogue approach rather explain what inner de-
velopments in the pragmatics paradigm have made it necessary to move in a dialogic direction, specifi-
cally emphasizing the importance of evaluating speaker meaning from the perspective of the speaker
rather than from the perspective of the hearer and the double role of the interlocutor (speaker-hearer).

Key words: interlocutor, dialogue approach, pragmatics paradigm, speaker-hearer

1. INTRODUCTION

Pragmatics is an utterance-based inquiry. However, recently there have been many
attempts to expend the boundaries of the discipline to include dialogic sequences or
discourse segments to make better understanding of utterance meanings, especially
speaker meaning. This endeavor has become especially articulate with dialogic studies,
intercultural pragmatics studies and computational pragmatics becoming strong and inde-
pendent inquiries. Research in intercultural pragmatics (e.g. House 2002; Kecskes 2007,
2013) demonstrated that in intercultural communication participants are creative on dis-
course level rather than on utterance level. This is mainly due to limited language pro-
ficiency that may result in, among others, not-very-well formulated utterances. Conse-
quently, intercultural interactions may require not only a bottom-up, sequential utterance
by utterance analysis but also a top-down, holistic dialogue segment analysis if we want
to make sure that we understand the message of interlocutors.
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The other field of inquiry that includes a dialogue approach is computational prag-
matics that focuses mainly on two lines of research. First, it investigates the applica-
tion of pragmatics to dialogue modelling, especially the development of spoken dia-
logue systems intended to interact with human beings in task-oriented scenarios, such
as providing travel information. Second, computational pragmatics also shows how, and
discusses why it differs from ‘linguistic’ pragmatics, and how pragmatics proper contri-
butes to the computational analysis of dialogues (e.g. Morante et al. 2007; Bunt 2011).

Recently several papers have talked about “narrow pragmatics” and “wide prag-
matics” discussing the relationship of pragmatics and discourse analysis (e.g. Puig 2003;
Taboada and Mann 2006; de Saussure 2007). The issue of beyond utterances analysis
has also been on the agenda of dialogue studies (e.g. Weigand 2000, 2010a, 2010b;
Carbaugh 2013; Cooren 2010). The importance of these studies is that they consider
language as action that is always something that is shared. Whenever someone appears
to act, others also proceed into action. They also emphasize that communicative func-
tion and communicative agenda are two separate things.

2. THE DIALOGIC APPROACH

Because “utterance” is hard to define, and its meaning is both in the building ele-
ments of an utterance (lexical units) and in the subsequent utterances produced in re-
sponse, pragmatics, which is also defined as a theory of meaning in context, has been
looking for meaning “ingredients” both inside the utterance and outside the utterance.
As a result, there has developed an approach that can be called pragma-dialogue,
which calls attention to the dialogic nature of communication by emphasizing that in-
terlocutors are actors who act and react (e.g. Weigand 2010a; Kecskes 2012). So the
speaker-hearer not only interprets but also reacts to the other interlocutor’s utterance.
The basic dialogic principle is that human beings are dialogic individuals (social indi-
viduals) who communicate in dialogic interaction not only by producing and under-
standing utterances but also by acting and reacting (e.g. Weigand 2010a, 2010b).

The dialogic principle defines dialogue as a sequence of actions and reactions.
A sequence of speech acts can be considered a dialogue which is a highly structured
activity involving (at least) two agents. The structure of real dialogues has been exten-
sively studied by ethnomethodologists (Garfinkel, 1972; Psathas, 1979; Schenkein, 1978;
Turner, 1974), who have advocated the necessity of non-quantitative, ethnic methods
in the analysis of social interactions. Their work on naturally occurring conversation
provides a significant amount of data on the way in which different types of dialogue
actually evolve.

A dialogue is a sequence of utterances, a reciprocal conversation between two or
more entities. Buber believed that genuine dialogue can be obtained between two
people “no matter whether spoken or silent” (Buber 1955). Buber further claimed that,
“each of the participants really [must have] in mind the other or others in their present
and particular being and turn to them with the intention of establishing a living mutual
relation between himself and them (Buber 1955: 22)”.
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More simply, genuine dialogue can be understood as a momentary experience
in which participants are consciously aware of the other/s. Preserving the original
Buberian idea of dialogue being a reciprocal conversation in which interlocutors are
consciously aware of the partners current researchers of dialogue studies (e.g. Weigand
2010a, 2010b; Cooren 2010, Tracy and Craig 2010) go one step forward and empha-
size that dialogue is constituted by the interactive purpose of coming to an understanding,
which is based on the sequence of actions and reactions as the following conversation
demonstrates.

(1)

Action-directive Bill: Can I get a cup of coffee?
Info-request Sara: Milk?
Signal-non-understanding ~ Bill: Hm?

Info-request Sara: Do you want your coffee black?
Agreement Bill: Oh yes, thanks.

Weigand (2010b) argued that action and reaction are not two actions of the same
type which are arbitrarily connected and only formally distinguished by their position
in the sequence. Action and reaction are functionally different types of actions: action
is initiative while reaction is responsive. According to Weigand orthodox speech act
theory that is exclusively based on illocution should be adjusted. She continues arguing
that Searle’s theory of conversation is based on single illocutionary acts that are put
together by what Searle (1995: 26) calls “collective intentionality” ignores the inter-
dependence between action and reaction. Although Searle’s collective action aims at
a communal goal it is not a dialogic act yet. Weigand claims that individual actions
and reactions are organized into a dialogic sequence by their interdependence. Searle’s
speech act theory focuses on the communicative functions of speech acts (assertives,
directives, commissives, expressives, declaratives) and says less about the communi-
cative agenda of interlocutors. To interpret an utterance properly, the interlocutor has
to arrive at an understanding not only of its communicative function but also of the
communicative agenda of his/her dialogue partner, i.e. what s/he really wants to achieve
in the dialogue. The underlying interests of the dialogue partners become evident through
dialogic sequences. This is in line with what the socio-cognitive approach (Kecskes
2010, 2013) claims: occasionally we should go beyond single utterance to understand
the communicative agenda of interlocutors. Intercultural communication serves with
several examples that support this point. In the following excerpt the Korean speaker
is trying to explain the sandy wind they experience in Seoul in the spring.

2

Korean student is talking with an American student

10 NS: In Korea? =

11 NNS: =Yeah::. In (0.2) in {spring?

12 NS: Hm mm

13 NNS: There is a (0.5) um (0.7) how- how can I ‘spl- ah:: how can I say::? (0.5)
Send wind?

14 (1.7) (NS displaying mental effort))

15 NS: Uh::m
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16 NNS: Sen::d (0.2) the wind? 0:30

17 NS: ((now nodding)) Yeah::, it would blow around [the pollen?

18 NNS: [Yes.

19 NNS: Yeah yeah [yeah (0.2) yeah.

20 NS: [(from) the trees?

21 NNS: Ye[ah

22 NS: [Yeah:

23 NNS: Ah, the:: (0.7) the wind came from China?

24 NS: (0.7)

25 NNS: Do you know that wind?

26 (0.2)

27 NS: 1No::.

28 NNS: The the:: (0.7) the- many sand? ((“sand” sounds like “send”))

29 NS: (0.5) ((flashes little smile))

30 NNS: Sen:d in a: (0.5) desert?

31 NS: Oh, (.) sa:nd.

32 NNS: Yeah, [sand ((shift in pronunciation to match NS))

33 NS: [Oh:::, [god, yeah

34 NNS: [in deser::t. We’ve had- (0.2)wi:nd (0.2) go to- uh lan- (0.5) come- (0.2)
over

35 to Korea: also. (0.5) So in spring, it’s very difficult to (0.5) little bit difficult to
(0.7) (?)hhh um::

In this dialogue the Korean speaker has a communicative agenda to explain to
her American partner what Koreans call “morae baram” [sandy wind]. However, her pro-
nunciation is not correct and the American partner does not understand what kind of
wind the Korean speaker refers to. Not until the Korean connected “sand” with “desert”
in line 30 did the American understand what her Korean partner really meant. The ac-
tion-reaction sequence shows that they could work out the misunderstanding after all.
The segment as a whole makes perfect sense and directs our attention to how hard the
Korean speaker has worked on making her partner understand what exactly she want-
ed to say.

Airenti et al. (1993) and Bara (2011) argued that a distinction must be made bet-
ween a global and a local structure of dialogues. Local structure is about what binds
utterances together and what makes one utterance coherent (or incoherent) when fol-
lowing another. Turn taking thoroughly studied by conversation analysts (e.g. Sacks,
Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974), is part of the local management system. The relation-
ships among speech acts within a single turn also pertain to the local structure. The global
structure determines the flow of conversation.

It involves, in particular, the scheduling of dialogue phases, for instance, the open-
ing and closing sections. In conversation analysis the case of telephone calls is often
studied, because in those exchanges the general structure of the conversation is espe-
cially strictly determined (see, e.g., Schegloff, 1979). Dialogues share a global struc-
ture with all kinds of interpersonal activities. The global structure of these dialogues
derives from mutual knowledge of an action plan, executed in the course of the activity.
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According to Bara (2011) cognitive pragmatics views the global structure of dialogues
as a structure that derives from sharing the knowledge of an action plan. Consequently,
the global structure of a dialogue does not derive from linguistic rules, but from be-
havior games.

3. CURRENT PRAGMATIC THEORIES

Kecskes (2008: 404) argued that in order to give an adequate explanation of com-
municative processes, we need a dialectical model of pragmatics that combines the per-
spective of both the speaker and hearer. This change is warranted because current prag-
matic theories, both those that have grown out of Grice’s theory, such as the various
neo-Gricean approaches and the approach proposed by Relevance Theory appear to be
hearer-centered. They derive from the Gricean modular view that divides the interpreta-
tion process into two stages: what is said and what is implicated. Although the Gricean
theory, with its cooperative principle and maxims, was supposed to embrace conversa-
tion as a whole, basically its further development has remained hearer-centered, with
less emphasis on interest in the speaker’s position — a rather paradoxical turn, as Grice
himself always emphasized speaker’s meaning. Even so, the Gricean divide of truth-
conditional semantics and pragmatics has led to a somewhat impoverished speaker mean-
ing, without much regard for the pragmatic features embedded in the speaker meaning.

The division between what is said and what is implicated was made for the sake
of utterance interpretation and for the sake of distinguishing the semantic meaning
from the pragmatic meaning of an utterance. However, a theory that is concerned
about the speaker’s [or speakers’] meaning should focus not only on the truth values
of the speaker’s utterance, but also on its pragmatic elements and on the speaker’s
commitment and egocentrism (in the cognitive sense of the term that will be explained
later) deriving from prior experience and dominated by salience. Kecskes (2013) argued
that the dominance of the hearer’s perspective in current pragmatic theories can be
explained by three facts: 1) the focus on what is said, and the truth values of the speaker’s
utterance without due regard for its pragmatics features in the neo-Gricean approaches,
2) emergence of the powerful Relevance Theory, and 3) the partial misinterpretation
of the Gricean approach.

Although the neo-Griceans’ main concern is the speaker’s meaning, they still view
communication as designed with a focus on the recipient and his/her recognition of
speaker’s intention. In this approach the speaker designs his/her utterance for the hearer
and the hearer’s task is to recognize the speaker’s intention. But what is recovered is
not always what was intended because of the interlocutors’ differences in their private
cognitive contexts and prior experience (see more discussion in Kecskes 2013). So an
adequate account of interaction should consider interlocutors not only as common-
ground seekers, but as individuals with their own agendas, with their own prior experi-
ence, with their specific mechanisms of saliency (based on prior experiences), and their
individual language production systems. This issue is especially important in intercul-
tural communication where interlocutors representing different L1s and cultures can-
not be certain how much the speaker-hearers have in common with each other. They may
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have to create common ground almost from scratch. Consequently, the balance between
the individual and societal factors in intercultural interaction is rather lopsided to-
wards the individual factors. However, individuals in these cases also work under the
constraints of societal factors but those happen to be different for each participant de-
pending on their L1 and cultural background. This may lead to too much emphasis on
individual factors like personality, experience, egocentrism, etc. in intercultural inter-
action. So we may have an intercultural exchange that is affected by societal factors
that are different on each side about how much self-promotion you should do in a job
interview (these aren’t individual factors), but it may be further affected by individual
differences, such as condescension by one party or defensiveness by one party because
of those societal differences (and these are entirely individual factors).

The second reason for hearer-centeredness is Relevance Theory. Unlike the neo-
Griceans, who attempt to give an account of the speaker’s meaning, relevance theo-
rists focus on developing a cognitive psychological model of utterance interpretation,
which does not address the question of how and why the speaker, given what s/he wants
to communicate, utters what s/he utters. Saul (2002) said that the main difference between
the neo-Gricean theory and Relevance Theory lies in ‘whose meaning’ they model.
While the neo-Griceans follow the original perspective and consider utterance meaning,
including implicature, to be the speaker’s intended meaning, relevance theorists discuss
intentional communication from the perspective of the addressee’s reconstruction of
the speaker’s assumptions.

There is a third reason why current pragmatics is basically hearer-centered rather
than interlocutor-centered. Grice’s implicature is often misinterpreted by pragmaticians.
The Gricean implicature is an aspect of speaker meaning; what is said and what is im-
plicated by the speaker. Although Horn (2004) and Bach (2001) called attention to the
difference between implicating and inferring, not everybody has listened. Horn said:
“Speakers implicate, hearers infer (Horn 2004: 6)”. Bach (2001) argued that “People
sometimes confuse infer with imply.... When we say that a speaker or sentence im-
plies something, we mean that information is conveyed or suggested without being
stated outright. ... Inference, on the other hand, is the activity performed by a reader or
interpreter in drawing conclusions that are not explicit in what is said”.

Grice may (unwillingly) also have contributed to this misunderstanding by bring-
ing the “audience” into the explanation of implicature. According to Grice, a speaker’s
intending to convey that P by saying that Q is not enough for the speaker to implicate
that P. The audience must also need to believe that the speaker believes that P to pre-
serve the assumption of the speaker’s cooperativeness. With this claim Grice attempted
to give some degree of intersubjectivity to the notion of conversational implicature.
However, speakers have authority over what they utterer-implicate, but they can’t ful-
ly control what they conversationally implicate (Saul 2002). The following short con-
versation (example 3) demonstrates this very well.

3)

Roy: — Is there something wrong, Susie?

Susie: — I am fine, Roy.

Roy: — I would have believed you if you hadn’t said “Roy”.
Susie: — OK, OK, just stop......
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Susie’s utterance “I am fine, Roy” gives way to different possible interpretations.
The expression “I am fine” is a situation-bound utterance, a formulaic phrase. However,
Susie added the name of her interlocutor to the formula, which basically broke the for-
mula. It was not a formula any more. Roy had a choice to interpret it as a formula and
say nothing. But he understood the speaker’s intention clearly. She wanted to indicate
that her words should not be taken at face value. She was, in fact, not fine. Roy got
that, and responded accordingly. So the speaker can direct the hearer to the right un-
derstanding of his utterance with something additional to the utterance such as dis-
course markers, gestures, intonation, sentence formulation, etc.

From the speaker’s perspective what really matters is what the audience is re-
quired by the speaker to believe, not what the audience does actually believe. Davis
argued that Grice was wrong to include audience-oriented criteria in his characteriza-
tion of conversational implicature (Davis 1998: 122). The speaker’s intentions do not
depend on what anyone else presumes. “To mean or imply something is to have certain
intentions”. Saul (2002) found it important to distinguish between “utterer-implicatures”
and “ audience-implicatures”. Utterer-implicatures are claims that the speaker attempts
to conversationally implicate (intended by the speaker, but not necessarily recognized
by the addressee). Audience-implicatures are claims that the audience takes to be con-
versationally implicated (recognized by the addressee but not necessarily intended by
the speaker). In example (3) the utterer-implicature was recognized by the hearer so
the utterer-implicature coincided with the audience-implicature. However, this is not
always the case as example (4) demonstrates:

(4)
Allen and Sherry (of the sitcom “Two and a Half Men”) are sitting in a restaurant. Al-
lan’s right eye is covered with a bandage so he does not see Sherry very well.

Allen:  — You know, Sherry, [ would really like to see more of you.
Sherry: — Maybe, we should wait and see how the night goes.
Allen:  — Oh, no. I mean I have only got one good eye. Can we change places?

Sherry: — Sure.

The conversation demonstrates that Sherry completely misunderstood Allan’s ut-
terance “...I would really like to see more of you”. This may be due to the fact that
she relied exclusively on linguistic salience and ignored perceptual salience in pro-
cessing the utterance. The utterer-implicature is the literal meaning of the sentence,
i.e. Allan expressed his desire to see more of Sherry right then. He wanted to change
places hoping that from that angle he would see more of Sherry with his one eye. The
hearer-implicature is significantly different because Sherry relied on the figurative
meaning of “see” [meet someone romantically] and thought that Allan wanted to be more
involved with her romantically. The discrepancy between utterer-implicature and hearer-
implicature has caused the misunderstanding between the interlocutors.

There have been several attempts in pragmatic theorizing to revise/correct the
problems of the modular view and recognize pragmatic features of the speaker’s mean-
ing (e.g. Sperber and Wilson, 1986; Carston 2002; Moeschler 2004: explicature/impli-
cature; Burton-Roberts 2006: what-is-A-said/what-is-B-said; Bach 2001: what is said/
impliciture/implicature). However, they have not gone far enough because they still
were interested primarily in utterance interpretation, without paying due attention to

32



Istvan Kecskes. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2016, 20 (4), 26—42

private/individual knowledge, prior experience, and the emergent, rather than the a priori
only intentions of the speaker.

The main problem with the hearer-centered views is that they want to recover
speaker meaning from a hearer perspective. As a result, what is actually “recovered”
is hearer meaning, in the sense of how the hearer interprets what the speaker said. The
proposition the speaker produces will not be exactly the same as that which will be re-
covered by the hearer, because, as we said above, interlocutors are individuals with
different cognitive predispositions, different commitments, different prior experiences,
and different histories of use of the same words and expressions.

4. WHY DO WE NEED THE DIALOGUE APPROACH?

As discussed above current pragmatic approaches struggle with two issues. First,
it would be important to explain speaker intention and speaker meaning from the per-
spective of the speaker. Second, we need to treat the hearer as an interlocutor, i.e. a hear-
er-speaker, who is not only an interpreter but also a producer of utterances. The dialogue
approach could help to solve both of these problems with its principle according to
which human beings are dialogic individuals (social individuals) who communicate in dia-
logic interaction not only by producing and understanding utterances but also by acting
and reacting.

Bach (2007: 5) said that (actual situational) context does not literally determine,
in the sense of constituting, what the speaker means. What the speaker really means is
a matter of his communicative intention although what he could reasonably mean de-
pends on what information is mutually salient for him/her and the hearer. Bach further
argued that taking mutually salient information into account goes beyond semantics,
for what a speaker means need not be the same as what the uttered sentence means.
This claim can be best demonstrated in intercultural communication where “mutually
salient information” is quite problematic. Interlocutors in intercultural interactions have
different first languages and use a second (or Lx) language to communicate with each
other sharing very little common ground (Kecskes 2007; 2013). Salience is based on
familiarity, frequency, and common prior experience (Giora 1997, 2003). Mutually sali-
ent information is something lingua franca speakers usually lack because they speak
several different L1s and represent different cultures. For them mutually salient infor-
mation should be directly connected with the actual situational context, tied to some
universal knowledge and/or encoded in the common linguistic code (lingua franca) so
that it can be “extracted” by the hearer without any particular inference that relies on
non-existing common prior experience. It appears that inferencing for the lingua franca
interlocutor in intercultural interaction usually means something close to decoding.
This can be demonstrated through the following dialogue.

(5
The interaction below takes place between the clerk and a Korean student in the Office
of Human Resources.

Lee: — Could you sign this document for me, please?
Clerk: — Come again...
Lee: — Why should I come again? I am here now.
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The Korean student misunderstands the expression “come again”. He processes
it literally in spite of the fact that the actual situational context is completely unsup-
portive to this interpretation.

It is essential therefore that pragmatics for intercultural interlocutors cannot be
something “...they communicate over and above the semantic content of the sentence”
as King and Stanley (2005: 117) assumed. For lingua franca speakers the semantic con-
tent is usually the conveyed content. If this is not clear from their utterance they try to
reinforce it with repetition, paraphrasing or other means. This can be seen by the analyst
only if s/he goes beyond utterance and analyzes the dialogic sequence. So for nonnative
speakers (especially with lower language proficiency) participating in intercultural in-
teractions “what is said” often coincides with “what is communicated”. Most of the time
what the utterance says is meant literally. This fact gives a strong support to Bach’s claim:

...t is a mistake to suppose that ‘pragmatic content is what the speaker communicates
over and above the semantic content of the sentence’ (King and Stanley 2005: 117). Prag-
matics doesn’t just fill the gap between semantic and conveyed content. It operates even
when there is no gap. So it is misleading to speak of the border or, the so-called ‘interface’
between semantics and pragmatics. This mistakenly suggests that pragmatics somehow takes
over when semantics leaves off. It is one thing for a sentence to have the content that it has
and another thing for a speech act of uttering the sentence to have the content it has.

Even when the content of the speech act is the same as that of the sentence, that is

a pragmatic fact, something that the speaker has to intend and the hearer has to figure
out (Bach 2007: 5)”.

In intercultural communication the content of the utterance is very often the same
as that of the sentence. That is a pragmatic act, as Bach says, something that the speaker
intends to say and the hearer has to figure out. In L1 communication on which current
pragmatic theories are built, there is much more of a gap between what is said and what
is meant than in intercultural communication in which it is of utmost importance that
the speaker should mean close to what s/he says otherwise the hearer may have difficulty
to figure out the speaker’s intention because of limited core common ground, shared
knowledge and mutual norms.

5. SALIENCE EFFECT IN THE DIALOGIC SEQUENCE

As discussed above there is always an intuitive possibility of a distinction between
what a speaker says and what s/he actually implicates. The likelihood of the distinction
is especially high when a communicative process is affected by salience. The socio-
cognitive approach proposed by Kecskes (2010, 2013) argues that both cooperation
(recipient design) and egocentrism (salience) are present in the communication pro-
cess all the time in a varying degree, and the interplay of conscious recipient design
(result of cooperation) and subconscious salience (driving force behind egocentrism)
is what shapes speaker production. As a semiotic notion, salience refers to the relative
importance or prominence of signs. It is the most probable out of all possible. The relative
salience of a particular sign when considered in the context of others helps an individual
to quickly rank large amounts of information by importance and thus give attention to
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that which is most important. We tend to overestimate the causal role of information
(salience) we have available to us both perceptually and linguistically.

The socio-cognitive approach (Kecskes 2010, 2013) claims that interlocutors should
be considered social beings searching for meaning with individual minds embedded
in a socio-cultural collectivity. Grice was right when he tied cooperation to speaker-
hearer’s rationality. However, egocentrism must be added to speaker-hearer’s ration-
ality. We human beings are just as egocentric (as individuals) as cooperative (as social
beings). “Egocentrism” in the socio-cognitive approach refers to attention-bias that is
the result of prior experience of individuals.

It means that interlocutors activate and bring up the most salient information to
the needed attentional level in the construction (by the speaker) and comprehension
(by the hearer) of the communication. So there is nothing negative about egocentrism
if the term is used in this sense. It should not be confused with ‘egotistic’ that refers
to a person who is self-centered and focuses only on his/her agenda.

In pragmatics, based on Giora’s graded salience hypothesis (Giora 1997, 2003),
when we speak about salient information we mean given information that the hearer
assumes to be in central place in the speaker’s consciousness when the speaker pro-
duces the utterance. Salience has two important features that affect the dialogic se-
quence and dialogic actions of interlocutors. First, as discussed above, salience affects
not only comprehension (as the graded salience hypothesis of Giora says) but also pro-
duction (Kecskes 2010, 2013). Second, salience is based on prior experience that is
usually different for each individual. This may result in misunderstanding between in-
terlocutors that needs to be repaired in the dialogic sequence which gives less chance
to the speaker to manipulate meaning according to his/her needs and unfold his/her
agenda because repair is generally dictated by the hearer’s needs that the speaker tries
to meet. The following short dialogue demonstrates what happens when both speakers’
production is dominated by salience rather than recipient design (Excerpt is from the
TV comedy “Two and a half man”).

(6
Charlie: — Morning.
Alan: — What’s so good about it?

Charlie: — I ain’t say ‘good’.

Neither Charlie nor Alan did much recipient design in this interaction. Charlie
said “morning”, (which may be considered an elliptical form of “good morning”) au-
tomatically when noticing Alan. Although the utterance was produced subconsciously
it was relevant in that actual situational context. However, Alan did not pay close at-
tention to what exactly Charlie had said, rather relied on the situational frame (morn-
ing meeting). He was in a bad mood and may have been affected by some negative
prior experience the previous evening. He assumed that Charlie had uttered the usual
formula “good morning”, and his response was formulated accordingly.

The analysis of dialogic sequences show very clearly what the difference is bet-
ween an approach where we handle speaker and hearer separately, and where we handle
dialogue participants as interlocutors who are speaker-hearers. If we talk about speaker-
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hearers we need to accept that salience (just like cooperation in the Gricean sense)
will affect whatever the speaker-hearer does, let it be production or interpretation. But
Kecskes (2008: 401) argued that there is a difference between scenarios when the in-
terlocutor acts as speaker and when s/he acts as hearer. When a lexical unit (labeled
for private context) is used by a speaker to produce an utterance, private contexts
(prior experience of the speaker) attached to this lexical expression are activated top-
down in a hierarchical order by salience. This hierarchical order works differently for
the speaker and the hearer. For the speaker, there is primarily an inter-label hierarchy,
while for the hearer intra-label hierarchy comes first.

The inter-label hierarchy operates in the first phase of production, when a speaker
looks for words to express her/his intention. As a first step, s/he has to select words or
expressions from a group of possibilities in order to express his/her communicative
intention. These words or expressions constitute a hierarchy from the best fit to those
less suited to the idea s/he is trying to express. To explain how this works we will analyze
an excerpt from a movie.

(7)
Excerpt from the movie: “Angel Eyes”.

Situation: A policewoman in uniform is driving the car, and the man sitting beside her
is starring at her.

PW: — What?

M: — I was trying to picture you without your clothes on.

PW: — Excuse me?

M: — Ohno, I did not mean like that. I am trying to picture you without your uniform.
PW: — Okaay?

M: — I'mean, on your day off, you know, in regular clothes.

Excerpt (7) demonstrates a deductively built-up dialogic sequence. Salience effect
usually result in deductive sequences where the speaker has something on his/her mind,
and this intention is formulated abruptly, rather carelessly without specific planning,
as seems to be the case in example (7). This dialogue appears to support the claim of
cognitive psychologists according to which the initial planning of utterances ignores
common ground (egocentric approach), and messages are adapted to addressees only
when adjustments are required (Barr & Keysar, 2005; Keysar 2007; Barr 2004). It looks
like salience effect generally appears in the form of a deductive process in the dialogic
sequence that may contain repairs and adjustments.

Why were the man’s attempts unsuccessful in the conversation in #7? Because,
on the one hand we have the speaker with an intention to tell the woman why he was
looking at her the way he did, and on the other hand there is subconscious salience that
affected how he formulated his intention. So the utterance was not designed by the
speaker to fit his words into the actual situational context, taking into account his
partner. As a result, the word selection was wrong. Why was word selection wrong?
Because it was not directed by recipient design but was prompted by salience. As argued
above, salience (motivated by prior experience), which operates subconsciously and
automatically, may affect word selection and utterance formation.

“I was trying to picture you without your clothes on”. Is this what the speaker
wanted to say and mean? Yes, this is exactly what he wanted to mean but not necessarily
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what he wanted to say. 1 agree with Bach (2005) that a speaker can always mean
something distinct from the semantic content of the sentence he is uttering. But even
if he speaks literally, and means precisely what his words mean, even that fact depends
on his communicative intention (Bach (2005: 27). Wording, expressing intention
in words is a tricky thing. Conceptualization is one thing, wording is another and mean-
ing is a third one. There is no one-to-one relationship between any of the three.

Now we should look at how salience works for the interlocutor when s/he is in
the role of hearer. The hearer has to cope with a different type of hierarchy than the
speaker from her/his perspective. Thus, an intra-label hierarchy is in force when the
hearer processes a lexical unit(s) in an utterance (or even an entire utterance). The label
(word) uttered by the speaker hierarchically triggers the history of that particular label
as used by the hearer (but not by the speaker). This may also be a reason for misun-
derstanding in the communicative process, both in intracultural and intercultural inter-
actions. Compare the following (source: American sitcom) interchange in (8):

®)

Bob: Are you OK?

Mary: I am fine.

Bob: I know you are fine, but are you OK?

Bob had several options to ask about Mary’s well-being: “Are you OK?”, “Are you
fine?”, “Is everything all right?”, etc. His selection of “Are you OK?” caused a slight
misunderstanding between the two because they interpreted “OK” differently.

As we have seen, salience is both an individual and a societal phenomenon. Prior
and actual situational experience is privatized/subjectivized and prioritized in the mind
of interlocutors. Their different prior experiences, their different evaluations of the ac-
tual situational context, their dynamically changing intentions and individual degrees
of salience result in a subjectivized process of production and comprehension. As a result,
there may be no single point in the recovery process at which a speaker’s utterance fully
matches a hearer’s interpretation. This is because both a speaker’s production and a hear-
er’s interpretation are “contaminated” by individualized pragmatic elements. Pragmat-
ic enrichment processes work differently for speaker- hearers depending on which
role they are in. Consequently, the match between the two sides keeps varying in the
communicative process. This is why we think that, “we almost always fail. [...] Yet we
almost always nearly succeed” (Rapaport 2003: 402). And this is why a pragmatic theory
should be interlocutor-centered that take the individual as a speaker-hearer. Speaker’s
production and hearer’s interpretation should be analyzed in their own rights.

To get a full picture of what is going on in communication we need to look at a dia-
logic sequence where the role of salience is minimal and recipient design and inten-
tion recognition comes to the forth.

)

This is an excerpt from the film “Coogan’s Bluff”.

Situation: A man and a young woman are sitting in a restaurant after meal. The woman
stands up and with a short move reaches for her purse.

W: — I have to be going.

M (seeing that she reaches for her purse): — What are you doing?
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W: — Dutch.
M: — You are a girl, aren’t you?
W: — There have been rumors to that effect.

M: — Sit back and act like one.
W: — Oh, is that the way girls act in Arizona?

When the girl wants to pay the man expresses his objection with asking “what
are you doing?”. The girl perfectly understands what the man is referring to, so she tells
him “Dutch”, which means she wishes to pay for her share of the bill. The man indicates
his dislike in a very indirect but still expressive way: “You are a girl, aren’t you?”
The girl’s response shows that she follows where the man is getting to. Then the man
hints at what he expects the girl to do “Sit back and act like one”. This means that he does
not want her to pay the bill.

This inductively developed dialogic sequence is a good example for elaborated re-
cipient design where nothing is said directly, still there is no misunderstanding because
the speaker adequately alerts the hearer to what he means. According to the recipient
design view in order to succeed speakers must correctly express intended illocutionary
acts by using appropriate words, and make their attempt in an adequate context. In this
process speakers relate propositional contents to the world (actual situational context;
audience) with the intention of establishing a correspondence between words and things
from a certain direction of fit. This is what happened in example (9).

When looking at the dialogic sequence from the speaker’s perspective it appears
that recipient design usually requires an inductive process that is carefully planned
while salience effect generally appears in the form of a deductive process that may con-
tain repairs and adjustments. The speaker has something on his/her mind, and this inten-
tion is formulated subconsciously, abruptly, rather carelessly without specific planning.
From the hearer’s perspective intention recognition can also be driven by salience that
may frequently lead to misunderstandings or misinterpretations because of the private
and cultural specific nature of salience.

The interplay of recipient design and salience demonstrates very well how coopera-
tion (social) and egocentrism (individual) are intertwined in the communicative process.
This gives strong support to the dialogic principle which claims that human beings
are dialogic individuals (social individuals) who communicate in dialogic interaction
not only by producing and understanding utterances but also by acting and reacting.

6. CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to direct attention to how a dialogue approach can lead
to better understanding of actions of interlocutors in communication. It was claimed
that utterances in pragmatics research should be analyzed from the perspective of the
interlocutor that comprises both roles: speaker and hearer. However, if we want to focus
both on the speaker’s and hearer’s perspective, and want to figure out why the speaker
said what s/he said the way s/he said it, and why the hearer opted for a given interpre-
tation, we need to use a holistic, top-down approach combined with the bottom-up,
utterance by utterance analysis. This means that we need to analyze the dialogic sequence
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or discourse segment rather than just the utterance in order to find cues that help us
identify the real intention of the speaker and better understand the options of the hearer
in interpreting the speaker’s utterance. Following Saul (2002) it was suggested that we
make a difference between utterer-implicature and audience-implicature.

In order for us to understand meaning in interaction we need to focus on the double
role of interlocutors. While fitting words into actual situational contexts speakers are
driven not only by the intent (conscious) that the hearer recognize what is meant as in-
tended by the speaker (cooperation), but also by speaker individual salience that affects
production subconsciously (egocentrism). Therefore it was proposed that speaker-hearer
rationality should include not only cooperation but egocentrism as well (see also
in Kecskes 2013).

Through some examples it was pointed out that recipient design usually requires
an inductive process in the dialogue that is carefully planned while salience effect
generally appears in the form of a deductive process that may contain repairs and ad-
justments. The speaker has something on his/her mind, and this intention is formulated
abruptly, rather carelessly without specific planning. The salience effect can lead to
unwanted ways of expressing intention and occasionally misunderstanding, which re-
quires the speaker to make repairs and adjustment in the communicative process and
work together with the hearer to come to an understanding. On the other hand, recipi-
ent design gives the chance to the speaker to manipulate speaker meaning according
to his/her needs: leave meaning conversationally open for interpretation or signal his/her
intention with cues and markers. Here the goal of the speaker is to promote his/her
own agenda by trying to manipulate the interpretation process.

A dialogic, “wide pragmatics” approach may give us the chance to better under-
stand the complexities of the communicative process.

© Istvan Kecskes, 2016
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In this article I delve into the seas of the disciplines of Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics, trying
to perform the difficult task of delimiting their scope and discussing their common and non-common
ground, in order to present a general idea of the state of the art of both disciplines in the 21* century.
Being conscious of the fact that one can learn a great deal about any field by observing what its practi-
tioners do, and precisely because these disciplines are hard to delimit, I also discuss what it is that prag-
maticians and discourse analysts actually do. The concepts of text and discourse are explored by looking
into different approaches and studies in the areas of Text Linguistics and Discourse Analysis, as well as
into how they have evolved from their beginnings to the present time. The main schools of Pragmatics,
the Anglo-American and the European Continental (Huang 2016) are also explored, in order to compare
their viewpoints and their relationship with the field of discourse analysis. As I see it, Pragmatics is not the
same as, but is an indispensable source for, discourse analysis: it would be impossible to analyze any
discourse without having a solid basic knowledge of pragmatic phenomena and the ways in which they
work and interact (Alba-Juez, 2009: 46). I also examine some concepts and issues that are crucial for the
topic of this paper, such as the concepts of context, cognition or culture, and the need to develop pragmatic
awareness.

Key words: pragmatics, discourse, discourse analysis, context, cognition, culture

1. INTRODUCTION

Delimiting a field of study or knowledge is never a simple task, and the case for
Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics is no exception, considering that they are both sub-
disciplines of Linguistics that share common ground with each other and with Text Lin-
guistics as well, the three of them having fuzzy boundaries. As I (and other authors such
as Schiffrin 1994) see it, Pragmatics is not the same as Discourse Analysis, but is an in-
dispensable source for any discourse analytic study: it would be impossible to analyze
any text or discourse without having a solid knowledge of pragmatic principles and
phenomena. In the following sections I will try to describe the scope of action of these
disciplines, pointing to their similarities and differences by looking into what their re-
spective practitioners do, as well as their evolution and the kind of studies being covered
by each one of them. First, I will discuss the scope of Text Linguistics in comparison
with Discourse Analysis (or Discourse Studies), and then I will pass on to examine what |
understand to be the common ground and differences between Discourse Analysis and
Pragmatics.
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2. TEXT LINGUISTICS AND DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Part of the fuzziness described above comes from the fact that, as I have stated in
a previous publication (Alba-Juez 2009: 6), the terms fext and discourse are used in a
variety of ways by different researchers. Furthermore, there is a considerable number
of theoretical approaches to both Text Linguistics and Discourse Analysis which in
many cases belong to very different research traditions, even when they share similar
basic tenets.

In everyday popular use the term fext is normally restricted to written language
and the term discourse is restricted to spoken language. However, modern Linguistics
has introduced a concept of text and/or discourse that includes every type of utter-
ance; written or spoken. Thus both text and discourse may refer to a political speech,
a whatsapp message, a magazine article, an oral interview, a conversation, or a cook-
ing recipe, just to give a few examples. The terms fext and discourse, therefore, are
sometimes used by linguists to mean the same and because of this one might conclude
that Text Linguistics and Discourse Analysis are the same too, but in general, the ten-
dency in Text Linguistics has been to present a more formal and experimental ap-
proach, while that of Discourse Studies can be said to be oriented towards a function-
al approach.

Formalists are apt to see language as a mental phenomenon, while functionalists
see it as a predominantly social one. But this distinction cannot be said to be so clear-
cut: many authors, like Schiffrin (1994), integrate both the formal and the functional
approaches in their analysis of texts, and under this light Discourse Analysis can be
seen as all-embracing term including Text Linguistics and other approaches such as
Critical Discourse Analysis, Conversation Analysis or Discursive Psychology, just to
name a few.

The main concern of text linguists is the structure of text; in general they do not
pay so much attention to context as discourse analysts do. Some authors, such as
Halliday, believe that text is everything that is meaningful in a particular situation:
“By text, then, we understand a continuous process of semantic choice” (1978: 137).
Schiffrin (1994: 363) points out that all approaches within Discourse Analysis view
text and context as the two kinds of information that contribute to the communicative
content of an utterance. In terms of utterances, then, zext is the linguistic content, and
context refers to the world in which people produce the utterances, which affects the
meaning finally set by the interlocutors in their interaction. Discourse Analysis includes
utterances, and consequently both text and context, as its object of study. So follow-
ing this line of thought, and as anticipated above, Text Linguistics can be considered
as one school within Discourse Studies whose concern is mainly the textual part of
the message, rather than the contextual one. Crystal’s (1997) definition of Text Lin-
guistics as “the formal account of the linguistic principles governing the structure of
texts” is in sync with this view.

On a different light, the relationship between these two approaches may be seen
as an evolution of one into the other: For many authors, what started as Text Linguistics
can be said to have evolved into what we nowadays call Discourse Analysis or Discourse
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studies. This is clearly the case of van Dijk, whose work may be said to have under-
gone a progressive “integration” of both disciplines. In his biographical article of 2002,
van Dijk explains how his research evolved from Text Grammar to Critical Discourse
Analysis: He started in the 1970s by giving an explicit description of the grammatical
structure of texts, but he realized that there were other structures beyond the structure
of the sentence (thereby introducing the notion of macrostructure), and that another
fundamental notion to analyze the meaning of texts was that of coherence. He then
took interest in the study of power and ideology, which eventually placed him within
the discourse analytic approach later known as Critical Discourse Analysis. Other im-
portant and new concepts were introduced by other text linguists, such as socio-
cultural knowledge and mental models (Johnson-Laird 1983), which inevitably made
text analysts move beyond the text into the different contexts surrounding speech, in-
cluding other aspects of human interaction having to do with social, psychological or
cognitive factors. Thus the text started to be seen as a functional unit, which led into
a “discourse processing” stage in which analysts “set about developing process models
of the activities of discourse participants in interactive settings and in ‘real time’” (de Be-
augrande, 1997: 61—62).

De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) define text as a communicative event that
must satisfy seven criteria, the first two of which (cohesion and coherence) may be de-
fined as text-internal, and the remaining five (intentionality, acceptability, informativity,
situationality, and intertextuality) as text-external (Tischer et al., 2000). The analyti-
cal approaches oriented towards ‘pure’ Text Linguistics give more importance to text-
internal criteria, while the tradition in Discourse Analysis has always been to give as
much or even more importance to the external factors, for they are believed to play
a role in communication which is as essential as that of the text-internal factors. Thus,
in spite of the fact that De Beaugrande and Dressler place their work within Text Lin-
guistics, it can also be placed within, and can be said to have evolved into the realm
of Discourse Analysis, considering they take into account aspects of both text and con-
text in their model. In fact, De Beaugrande’s (2002) definition of Text Linguistics as
“the study of real language in use” does not differ from many of the definitions of
Discourse Analysis given by different authors adopting a functional approach to the study
of language. Slembrouck is one of these authors, and he defines Discourse Analysis
as “mainly the linguistic analysis of naturally occurring connected speech or written
discourse” (2006: 1). He adds that it attempts to study the organization of larger linguis-
tic units than the sentence or the clause, such as conversational exchanges or written
texts, which therefore involves the concern with language use in social contexts. A few
other definitions supporting the functional perspective are the following:

The study of discourse is the study of any aspect of language use (Fasold, 1990: 65).

The analysis of discourse is, necessarily, the analysis of language in use. As such, it
cannot be restricted to the description of linguistic forms independent of the purposes or
functions which these forms are designed to serve in human affairs (Brown & Yule,
1983: 1).

Discourse... refers to language in use, as a process which is socially situated
(Candlin, 1997: ix).
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...I see discourse analysis as a research method that can be (and is being) used
by scholars with a variety of academic and non-academic affiliations, coming from a
variety of disciplines, to answer a variety of questions (Johnstone, 2008: xiii).

It is clear that all definitions within a functional perspective refer to language in use,
and include the idea that language is socially situated and therefore cannot be properly
analyzed if these aspects are not included in the whole picture. Furthermore, an important
characteristic of Discourse Studies, which is emphasized in Johnston’s definition above,
is that they are essentially multidisciplinary, which means that these studies cross the
Linguistics border into different and varied domains, such as semiotics, psychology,
anthropology, psychology or history. Thus, it is clear that when analyzing discourse, re-
searchers cannot only focus on form or “purely” linguistic facts; they need to pay equal
or more attention to language use in relation to social, political and cultural aspects.
As Johnstone puts it:

Discourse Analysis [...] is an open-ended heuristic, a research method consisting of a set
of topics to consider in connection with any instance of discourse. This heuristic can help
insure that discourse analysts are systematically paying attention to every possible element
of the potential meaning of a stretch of talk or writing: every kind of context, every resource
of creativity, and every source of limitation and constraint on creativity (2008: xiv).

As anticipated above, not all researchers use and believe in the same definition
of text and discourse. 1 will start the conclusion of this section by saying that my own
view is simple and very much in sync with the functionalist approach to discourse, con-
sidering that, as the above definitions by different authors reveal, Discourse Analysis
deals with the study of language in use, and it includes the observation and scrutiny of
both text and context as essential parts of utterances and of discourse as a whole. In fact,
Discourse Analysis is an outcome of the Functional approach to Linguistics, and would
make no sense without it. Even so-called ‘formal” approaches within the field have ema-
nated from a functional perspective. As for the distinction between the terms fext and
discourse, for practical purposes some authors (e.g. Schiffrin 1994, Alba-Juez 2009)
adopt a definition of the term fext that covers a narrower scope than the term discourse:
text refers only to the linguistic part of the message, while discourse refers to both text
and context, the latter including not only the linguistic context but other types, such as
the social, the cultural or the emotional context (Alba-Juez & Mackenzie, 2016).

My view is supported by the fact that all discursive approaches — without excep-
tion — believe that a good linguistic description should go beyond the sentence and
that there are certain meanings and aspects of language that cannot be properly under-
stood if their study is limited to the syntactic analysis of sentences. Hence there is no
discourse study that can be said to be devoid of the analysis of at least some aspect of
context, and that is not interdisciplinary in some way or another. By way of illustration,
I am now going to name and refer to the work done by a few discourse analysts including
myself, but any work within the field would be just as representative. Dooley and Levin-
sohn (2000: iii) state that in their analysis they “follow a functional and cognitive [my
italics] approach that seems to be a good approximation of how discourse is actually
produced and understood”. They therefore analyze numerous texts throughout their
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book, taking into account several aspects and dimensions of their respective discur-
sive situations which go beyond the mere words spoken or written, such as the means,
the manner and the medium of production, along with the genre, the people being ref-
erenced, or the conversational turns and moves (in case of the analysis of dialogues).
Also, in my own research on verbal irony (e.g. Alba-Juez [1996] 2001, Alba-Juez &
Attardo 2014, Alba-Juez 2014) I have not only looked into the ‘pure’ linguistic content
of the numerous ironic utterances I have analyzed, but also — among other things —
the politeness strategies, the cognitive mechanisms, the humorous undertones, and very
specifically, the different discourse functions fulfilled by them in different contexts.
A simple morphological or syntactic analysis of the sentences involved would have born
no fruit, and would have explained nothing regarding the final ironic meaning intended
and understood by the interlocutors involved in every example/situation analyzed.

Thus, the discursive perspective implies looking into language use as necessarily
social, and as such, as a phenomenon having common characteristics with other social
and cognitive phenomena. Hence an accurate and realistic description of language should
account for real facts occurring within actual human interaction. But human commu-
nication and cognitive phenomena, as seen from a functional perspective, form part of
dynamical systems which so far and paradoxically, are very difficult to describe in ac-
curate terms: there are many multifaceted interrelated variables to be considered, some
of which are very difficult to grasp or control, therefore making any prediction only
probabilistic. All the more so if we consider that these variables are not only linguistic
in nature: When performing discourse analysis researchers may, for instance, engage
themselves in Functional Grammar, Sociology, Pragmatics, Psychology and Cognitivism
at the same time, hence having to deal with multiple and multifarious variables which
interact with one another.

Consequently and to conclude, the current aim in DA is to describe language where
it was originally found, i.e. in the context of human interaction, and this interaction
often involves other media besides language. Examples of these other semiotic systems
may be gesture, dance, song, photography, cyberspace or clothing, and this is why nowa-
days many discourse analysts are trying to explain the connection between these sys-
tems and language. In order to achieve these aims, different researchers have taken
different approaches, and this is one of the reasons why current research in Discourse
Analysis flows from different academic fields.

3. APPROACHES TO DISCOURSE STUDIES

Z. Harris (1951, 1952), the first linguist to use the term discourse analysis, was
a formalist: he viewed discourse as the next level in a hierarchy of morphemes, clauses
and sentences. This view was later criticized due to the results shown by functional re-
searchers like Chafe (1980, 1987, 1992), who argued that the units used by people in their
speech have a semantic and an intonational closure, but not necessarily a syntactic one,
and therefore cannot always be categorized as sentences. Indeed, functionalists focus
on the purposes of language, to such an extent that some of them defend the notion
that language and society cannot be thought of as independent (Fairclough 1989, Fou-
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cault 1980). Thus they do not see discourse as a level in a hierarchy, but as an all-em-
bracing concept including not only the propositional content, but also the social, cul-
tural or cognitive contents.

As I and many other authors (e.g. Schiffrin 1994) see it, both the formal and func-
tional paradigms should be integrated in discourse studies. Discourse deals with utter-
ances, and utterances can be defined as “units of linguistic production (whether spoken
or written) which are inherently contextualized” (Schiffrin, 1994: 41). It follows, then,
that the nature of discourse studies is not only sequential or syntactic, but also and more
importantly, semantic and pragmatic. Thus within discourse analysis one should consider,
together with the ‘purely’ linguistic content, other interaction forms such as sign lan-
guage, dramatization or so-called bodily hexis (Bourdieu, 1990), which inevitably takes
us to the conclusion that discourse is multi-modal, for it uses more than one semiotic
system and performs several functions at the same time.

Wetherell et al. (2001) summarize all that has been expounded so far when they
write about four approaches to DA, namely, 1) The model that views language as a sys-
tem and therefore its researchers aim to find patterns; 2) the model that is based on
the activity of language use, and therefore language is viewed as a process and not as
a product; thus its researchers focus on interaction; 3) the model that searches for lan-
guage patterns associated with a given topic or activity (e.g. legal discourse, psycho-
therapeutic discourse, etc.); 4) the model that looks for patterns within broader con-
texts, such as “society” or “culture”. Within this last model language is viewed as part
of major processes and activities, and as such the interest goes beyond language (e.g.
the study of sexism or racism in discourse interaction).

It should be noted, however, that the above models present very general approaches;
in fact, it can be said that each discourse analyst proposes new forms of analysis that
broaden previous views on the topic, and that therefore there are as many approaches
to discourse as there are researchers devoted to the field. It is nevertheless also fair to
acknowledge that all strands of research within the field share a common ground, and
that in some cases it is difficult to distinguish among them. Some of the best-known
schools are Interactional Sociolinguistics, Conversation Analysis, Variation Analysis,
Narrative Analysis, Critical Discourse Analysis, or Mediated Discourse Analysis. In spite
of the differences in approach, all of these schools share the common characteristic
that they do not focus on language as an abstract system. Instead, they are interested
in what really happens when people engage in linguistic interaction, in how they do
things with language, i.e. in how they express their feelings, exchange ideas or entertain
other people, among infinite other possibilities.

3.1. So what do discourse analysts do?

In order to learn about a given discipline, it is useful to look at what practitioners do.
Discourse analysts may explore the language of science, face-to-face conversations,
telephone conversations, whatsapp messages, social network discourse, etc., and when
doing so they may look into power relations, the structure of turn-taking, politeness
strategies, the linguistic manifestation of racism or sexism, the structure of narrative,
the use of persuasive language and numerous other aspects of language in use. They are
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interested in the actual patterns of use in naturally-occurring texts. Once transcribed
and annotated, these texts are known as the corpus, which constitutes the basis for analy-
sis. Thus, discourse analysts necessarily take a corpus-based approach to their research
(Alba-Juez 2009: 18).

Discourse analysts have helped (and are helping) to shed light on both the produc-
tion and the interpretation phases of discourse, i.e. how speakers/writers organize their
discourse in order to indicate their intentions, and how hearers/readers interpret what
they hear, read or see. They have also contributed to answer important research questions
which have led, for instance, to the identification of the evaluative systems of language
(e.g.: Martin & White 2005, Hunston and Thompson 2000, Thompson and Alba-Juez
2014), the mechanisms for expressing emotion through language (e.g.; Foolen 2012,
2016; Dewaele 2013), or the cognitive abilities involved in the use of symbols or semiotic
systems (e.g.: Forceville & Clark 2014), just to name a few of these important contri-
butions.

4. BUT HOW DOES PRAGMATICS GET INTO THE PICTURE?

Some of the definitions of Pragmatics are almost identical to some of the definitions
of Discourse Analysis, which may lead us to think that both fields of study are the
same. Such definitions of Pragmatics can be placed within the broader approach called
Macro-Pragmatics, and they differ from those given by the narrower approach known
as Micro-Pragmatics. My view of Pragmatics is more in agreement with the latter ap-
proach, and therefore I do not see it as identical with Discourse Analysis. Pragmatics is,
however, an indispensable source for Discourse Analysis which shares some common
ground with it but differs in method and scope. Indeed, both disciplines share the
view that it is not desirable to deal with abstract idealizations of how language is struc-
tured, or prescriptive rules about how language should work, and hence what is desirable
is to deal with how, when, why, etc. speakers/writers actually use language for differ-
ent purposes. However, as was pointed out in 3, while Discourse Analysis is basically
a general term for a number of techniques and approaches (such as Conversation Analy-
sis, Critical Discourse Analysis, etc.) to analyze written, spoken or sign language,
Pragmatics does not necessarily include those approaches within its scope. A researcher
performing an analysis of discourse and engaged in any of these approaches will neces-
sarily be using pragmatic concepts and knowledge, but a researcher doing pragmatic
analysis will not necessarily form part of any discourse-analytic school of thought.

4.1. The scope of Pragmatics:
Central topics and main approaches

Pragmatics basically deals with meaning, but meaning within this discipline is of
a much broader scope than in traditional, truth-conditional Semantics. A crucial distinc-
tion is here made between the basic meaning of an expression resulting from its syn-
tactic structure (i.e. semantic meaning), and what someone means by using such an
expression in a given context (i.e. pragmatic meaning). Thus pragmatic research and
work, like discourse analytical work, is inevitably linked to a functional perspective
on language, but at the same time it usually takes into account many formal aspects that
contribute to the determination of the meaning of any utterance.
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One of the central concerns of Pragmatics is to understand the mechanisms that
allow speakers to work out the hidden, indirect or implied meanings of utterances or
whole texts. Hence the vast amount of studies on topics such as inference, implicatures
or phenomena like verbal irony or metaphor found within the field. Another important
concern is to understand the linguistic mechanisms of reference and deixis, two phe-
nomena that depend very much on contextual factors. As we know, and just to give
an example, the pronouns /, you or they may refer to different people depending on
the interactants, the situation and the context of talk. Pragmatics, then, has a lot to say
about the underdeterminacy of language, and it looks into the nature and inherent charac-
teristics of the many and various mechanisms (such as reference, deixis, conventional
and conversational implicatures, or presuppositions) that human beings set into motion
in order to encode and decode underdetermined utterances.

As far as the approach to pragmatics is concerned, it can be said that the views of
pragmaticians all over the world are divided into two main schools: a) the Anglo-Ameri-
can school, and b) the European Continental school. The Anglo-American school views
Pragmatics as one more of the core components of a linguistic theory, along with pho-
netics, phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics. Authors such as Levinson (1983),
Leech (1983), Yule (1996) or Cummings (2005) support this view, whose central top-
ics of inquiry include implicature, presupposition, speech acts, deixis and reference.
(Huang 2016). The European Continental school of Pragmatics advocates a broader
perspective, and is supported by linguists such as Jef Verschueren, who defines Prag-
matics as “the cognitive, social, and cultural science of language and communication”
(2009: 1). Bublitz and Norrick (2011: 4) point out that within this broader point of
view Pragmatics is seen as “the scientific study of all aspects of linguistic behaviour”,
and as an area of research that is “fundamentally concerned with communicative ac-
tion in any kind of context”. From the Continental perspective, therefore, “Pragmatics
is not confined within the boundaries of just one linguistic component, but is ‘omni-
present’ in all components and every aspect of linguistic behaviour” (Alba-Juez & Mac-
kenzie, 2016: 13). Furthermore, the tendency of this extensive view has been to con-
sider pragmalinguistic data as phenomena that necessarily have to be studied in relation
to other domains, which has given rise to new sub-areas of research such as computa-
tional, historical, anthropological or experimental Pragmatics.

In spite of the above, and as Huang (2015) points out, a reconciliation of the com-
ponent and the perspective views can be observed in the work of some pragmaticians
(e.g. Mey [1993] 2008, Ariel 2010), joining the knowledge and strengths of both per-
spectives. Mey refers to this convergence of view in the following way:

Thus, we could have a pragmatic component, understood as the set of whatever prag-
matic functions can be assigned to language, along with a pragmatic perspective, i.e., the
way these functions operate. We could either ask how users ‘mean what they say’, that is,
how they communicate, using language, or how they ‘say what they mean’, employing the
linguistic devices at their disposal to express themselves ([1993] 2008: 9).

The Anglo-American school could therefore be identified with what has been called
micro-pragmatics, whereas the Continental European School, with so-called macro-
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pragmatics. Micro-pragmatics is mainly concerned with specific theoretical discussions
about topics such as implicature, reference or deixis, while macro-pragmatics places
the emphasis more on the perspective taken than on any theoretical point in particular,
“which would simply entail taking a functional perspective (in a very broad sense) on
the study of language in all its aspects” (Alba-Juez & Mackenzie, 2016: 14).

As the reader may have noticed by now, the European Continental definition of
Pragmatics does not seem to differ in essence from the definition of Discourse Analysis
advocated by the functional view referred to in 2 and 3 above. Both claim that the analy-
sis of language in use and in context constitutes their scope of research, which makes
it inevitable for us to ask the following question: If Pragmatics is about ‘the study of
communicative action in all contexts’, how does it differ from Discourse Analysis, and
why would it be necessary in the first place? I will respond by reproducing the view
already expressed in that respect in Alba-Juez & Mackenzie (2016), for it summarizes
what I consider to be the fundamental distinction between these two disciplines, and
the point I want to make to conclude this section:

“It is very likely that, if we define Pragmatics as a discipline that ‘studies lan-
guage in all its aspects’, we shall immediately start to wonder if there is any use in dis-
tinguishing it from Discourse Analysis or even Linguistics (if taken in a broader sense).
Thus, while a convergence of both approaches seems desirable, the all-embracing charac-
ter of macro-pragmatics seems too broad to make Pragmatics a necessary sub-field of
Linguistics, distinct from any other.

Along this line of thought, then, we feel more prone to think that both the find-
ings and objectives of micro and macro-pragmatics are of great use for linguists and
discourse analysts, but that, whereas pragmatics is an indispensable source for the
analysis of discourse (Alba-Juez, 2009: 46), it is, however, not the same thing. Pragmatics
provides discourse analysts with important tools and basic concepts without which
their work would be impossible to carry out, but discourse analysis is a broader, more
empirically-oriented discipline that is not particularly interested in theorizing about,
for instance, inferences or deixis (Pragmatics already does that!). Among other things,
Discourse Analysis includes many schools and traditions (e.g. Critical Discourse Analy-
sis, Ethnography of Communication, etc.) which in our view do not form part of Prag-
matics, although they do draw on its findings.” (2016: 15).

5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this article I have mainly tried to elucidate the scope and interests of two very
important sub-disciplines of Linguistics: Discourse Analysis and Pragmatics. In addition,
when discussing the scope of Discourse Analysis, some remarks have been made regard-
ing both its common and non-shared ground with Text Linguistics. The main points
I have made are the following:

¢ There are two main approaches to Discourse Analysis: the formal and the

functional. Formalists focus more on the text-internal characteristics of language,
while functionalists concentrate on the analysis of language in use, giving as
much as, or even more importance to the context than to the text of utterances.
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¢ Text Linguistics is a kind of discourse analysis that tends more towards a for-
malist perspective, for it focuses on the structure of the text and the text alone,
rather than on the external aspects of context. The rise of Discourse Analysis
in the second half of the 20™ century brought about a consideration not only
for text but also for context, therefore giving the text-external factors an im-
portance that had not been given to them by grammarians or text linguists be-
fore. And this was how for many authors (such as van Dijk), what started as
text linguistics ended up turning into discourse analysis. This is the reason why,
in the view of many researchers, Text Linguistics has evolved into Discourse
Analysis in the 21 century, where it is difficult to deny the great influence
that contextual factors exert over the meaning that is finally agreed by the in-
terlocutors in any linguistic exchange.

¢ There are two main schools of Pragmatics: the Anglo-American and the Euro-
pean Continental. The former can be identified with micro-pragmatics and the
latter with macro-pragmatics. If we looked at Pragmatics exclusively through
the European Continental school prism, it would be difficult to see any difference
between Pragmatics and Discourse Analysis, and in such a case the existence
of one of them would make no sense. However, the view I advocate herein sees
the two disciplines as related but apart, for it is a fact that the research traditions
of Pragmatics and Discourse Analysis have been different in spite of their several
points of convergence.

Pragmatic studies are generally oriented towards the discussion of theoretical
issues having to do with the underdeterminacy of language, thus dealing with
implied, non-literal meanings, or what Grice (1975) called meaning-nn (i.e.
non-natural meaning), as opposed to semantic, literal or timeless meaning
(i.e. Grice’s natural meaning), the latter being the concern of Semantics. And
here I refer to Semantics in its narrow sense (i.e. the kind of Semantics that
deals with truth-conditional meaning) because in a broader sense, and consider-
ing that Pragmatics deals mainly with meaning, it can be said that Pragmatics
belongs in the realm of Semantics as well.

¢ Discourse Analysis, like Pragmatics, is concerned with language in use and
in context. Pragmatics is an indispensable source for, but is not the same as Dis-
course Analysis. Discourse Analysis draws on the concepts and tools of Prag-
matics, but the former is a broader, more empirically-oriented discipline than
the latter, because it includes many schools and traditions which are not neces-
sarily found within the scope of Pragmatics. Pragmatics, on the other hand, is
a more theoretically-oriented discipline, which has traditionally been concerned
with topics (such as speech acts, implicatures or reference) which are used by,
but are not necessarily central topics within, discourse studies.

© Laura Alba-Juez, 2016
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AUCKYPC-AHAJIN3 U NMPATMATUKA:
OBJIACTb UCCJIEAOBAHNA U BSAUMOCBSA3b

Jlaypa Aanda-Xyac

HarmonanbHbli yHUBEPCUTET IUCTAHIIMOHHOTO 00pa30BaHUS
28040, Maopuo, Ucnanus, 7 Passeo Senda del Rey

B naHHOI cTaThe aBTOp JAETAJIBHO ONMUCHIBAET TAaKKe HayYHbIe HAIlPaBJICHUs, KaK JUCKypC-aHAIN3
U [parMaTyKa, MbITasCh PELUIUTh CIOXKHYIO 3a[ady — OIPENEIUTh 00IaCTh UCCIIENOBAHUs, a TAKKE Bbl-
SIBUTh UX CXOJICTBA U pa3jIMuys, ¢ TeM YTOOBI JaTh oOliee Npe/cTaBleHue 00 ypOBHE Pa3BUTUS 00EUX
JquctcuIuiH B 21 Beke. BBuay TOro, 4To M3yueHHe TPYIOB UCCIeOBaTeNeH B TF000# HAyYHO OTpaciu
SIBJIIETCS. OYEHb BaXKHBIM, B OCOOCHHOCTH, B TOM CJIy4ae, KOIJd Hay4HbIE HAIpPaBICHUs TPYJHO pasrpaHu-
YUTh, ABTOP TAKXKE PACCMATPUBAET KOHKPETHBIE PaOOTHI YUEHBIX B cepe NMparMaTuky U JUCKypc-aHaIu3a.
B crarbe onmcaHbl pa3iMyHbIE TOIXOIB! K ONPENENICHUI0 KOHIIETITOB «TEKCT» M «IUCKYpC» depe3 aHa-
JIM3 UCCIIeI0OBaHUM B 001aCTU JTMHIBUCTUKYU TEKCTa U JUCKypc-aHanu3a. Kpome Toro, aBTop mpencras-
JISIET PETPOCIEKTUBY Pa3BUTHS JAHHBIX IOHATHH ¢ MOMEHTA UX BO3HMKHOBEHHUS U J0 HACTOSIIErO Bpe-
MeHH. Taroke OIHMCHIBAIOTCS OCHOBHBIE IIKOJIBI IIParMaTHKU — AHIIIO-aMepruKaHCcKast 1 KOHTHHEHTaIbHO-
eBpomneiickas mkoiasl (Huang 2016) — u comocTaBiroTcss UX UAEU B 00JIaCTH IUCKypc-aHanu3a. B mo-
HUMaHHMHU aBTOpA IIparMaTuka OTIMYACTCS OT AUCKYPC-aHaM3a, HO B TO )K€ BPEMS SBJIAETCS IS HETO
HEOOXOAMMBIM MCTOYHUKOM: HE MMesl JOCTaTOYHBIX 3HAHUH MPAarMaTHKH M €€ B3aUMOCBS3H C JHUCKYPC-
aHaJIM30M, HEBO3MOXKHO aHAIU3UpoBaTh Juckypc (Alba-Juez, 2009:46). B craThe Taxke paccMarpua-
IOTCSl HEKOTOpPbIE 3HAYMMBIC VISl MCCIIENOBAHUS TOHATUS M BOIPOCHI, HAIIPUMED KOHIMEKCHI, CO3HAHUE
U Kyasmypa, a Takxke 0003HauYeHa HEOOXOANMOCTh Pa3BUTHS IPAarMaTHYECKOH KOMIETCHIIUH.
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ANCKYPCUBHOE NPOSABJIEHUE JINHHOCTU

B.U. Kapacuk

Bonrorpaackuil rocy1apcTBEHHBII
COLIMATIBHO-TIEJArOTMYECKUN YHUBEPCUTET
400066, Boneoepao, Poccus, npocnekm Jlenuna, 0. 27

B cratbe 00CyKIar0TCs TOAXO0/bI K U3YUCHHIO U OIMCAHUIO AUCKYPCa, 00YCIIOBICHHBIC (OyHKIMSIME
peur U pa3pabOTaHHBIMU B JIMHTBUCTUKE K APYTHX OOJNACTSAX TYMAHUTAPHOTO 3HAHUSI MOICISIMA KOMMYHH-
karuBHOU curyarmu (M.M. Baxtun, FO. Jlorman, J. Habermas, M. Halliday). Onu xapakrepusyroT conep-
JKaHue OOILICHMS, €r0 THUIIOBBIX YYaCTHHUKOB, TOHAIBHOCTD, KAHAT U aKIMOHAJIBHYO [IPHPOALY. JTH IIOAXOMIBI
B3aUMOJIOIOTHATEIBHBI M IAFOT BO3MOKHOCTh CHHTE3UPOBATH JOCTIKCHUSI IMHIBUCTUKH TEKCTA, COLHO-
JIMHTBUCTHUKH, MPArMATHHTBUCTUKA ¥ COOCTBEHHO TEOPUH AUCKypca. X 00beANHSIIONINM [IEHTPOM SIB-
JIICTCS IMCKYPCUBHASI JINYHOCTh — YEJIOBEK KaK YYaCTHUK OOLICHHS, MPOSIBIISIOIINI ce0sl B Pa3HBIX THITAX
KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX CHTyallii. BMecTe ¢ TeM KaXAblii U3 9THX MOAXOIOB IIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO COPHCHTHPO-
BaH Ha OIIPE/ICICHHBIN THIT JIMYHOCTH U THUI CUTyanuil. B paMkax TeMaTH4ecKoro moaxoa K JUCKypCy
B (poKyce OKa3bIBaeTCs CoiepyKaHme OOIICHHS U OCHOBHBIC (hOPMATHI IIPEICTABIICHIS CONCPXKAHIS B TEKCTE
u noarekcte. CyObeKTHBIN MOIXO K MOJICTUPOBAHUIO JIUCKYPCa COPUCHTUPOBAH HA YCTAHOBJICHUE U OIH-
CaHHE XapaKTePHCTHK JUYHOCTHO-O0YCIOBICHHOTO U CTaTyCHO-00YCIOBICHHOTO JUCKYpCa, B MEPBOM
Cllydae B II0JIC 3PCHHS MCCIIC0BATENCH OKa3bIBacTCsl OBITOBOE M OBITHIIHOE OOILICHKE, BO BTOPOM — HH-
CTUTYLHOHATBHOE OOIIeHue. MICHoNb3ys HHCTPYMEHTANBHBIN MOAX0/ K WHTEPIPETAl[MU TUCKYpCa, UC-
CJICIOBATENH TIOJyYalOT BO3MOXKHOCTh BBINETUTh M OMHCATh JOMHHHUPYIOIIYIO TOHAJBHOCTh OOIICHUS.
PexxuMHBINA TOIXO/ K JUCKYpPCY HANPABIICH Ha BBISIBJICHUE XapaKTEPUCTHK KaHajla U CPEICTB OCYLIECTB-
JIeHHs1 OOIICHHUS. AKIIMOHAIBHOE MIOHUMaHUE JUCKYpCa TaeT BO3MOXKHOCTh OXapaKTePHU30BaTh MMOBEICHUE
JIMYHOCTH B Pa3HbIX KOMMYHUKATHBHBIX CHTYaIHsIX, THKOPIIOPUPOBAHHOE B CHCTEMY COLUATIBLHOTO B3aH-
MOJCHCTBHUSI YYAaCTHUKOB OOLICHHS B COOTBETCTBHHU C NMPHHATHIMH B 3TOi CHCTEME KyJIBTYPHBIMH IIpe-
CKPUILUSIMU.

KiioueBble cjioBa: AUCKypc, JIUYHOCTh, TEMAaTHKa OOIICHHS, YYACTHUKH OOLICHHS, KOMMYHHKa-
TUBHAs TOHAJIHHOCTh, KOMMYHUKATHBHBINA KaHall, KOMMYHHKAaTUBHOE JEHCTBHE

1. BBEOEHUE

JIMCKypC — TEKCT, OTPY>KEHHbIN B KU3Hb (ApyTioHOBa, 1990), — nopoxaaercs
YYaCTHUKAMHU OOIICHUS M XapaKTepHU3yeT UX. B 3TOM cMmbIciie Teopus TUCKypca, WU
JIMCKYPCOJIOTHS, Ta€T BO3MOKHOCTh PACCMOTPETh JIMUHOCTh KOMMYHHUKAHTA C Pa3HbIX
Touek 3peHus1. Teopusi TUCKypca MpeACTaBIsIeT co00i 0HO 13 Hanbosiee aKTUBHO pa3-
BUBAIOIIMXCS HATIPABJICHU KOMMYHUKATUBHOM JTHHTBUCTHKHU (BopOoThko, 1998; BaH
Heiik, 2010; dembsrakoB, 2005; Kapacuk, 2002; Kamkun, 2010; Kubpuk, 1994; Jlapuna,
2009; Manaenko, 2003; Omnsauy, 2004; [Tmotaukora, 2000; CaBunkuii, 2013; Cenos,
1999; Crenanos, 1995; Troma, 2010; Yepnssckast, 2009; Fairclough, 2003; Hymes, 1986;
Pearson, de Villiers, 2006; Slembrouck, 2002; Trappex-Lomax, 2004).

Cy1iecTByOIIHME MOAXO0bI K KJIaCCU(PUKALUU THIIOB AUCKYpCa MOXHO YCJIOBHO
pa3ouTh Ha MATH THITOB: TEMAaTHYECKUH (O YeM HIET peyb), CYOBEKTHBIN (KTO IPUHIMAET
y4acTue), HHCTPYMEHTAIBHBIA (KaK BBIpa)XaeTCs COACPIKaHWUE TUAIIOTA), PeKUMHBIN
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(KaKuM KaHaJIOM OOIIEHUsI MOJIb3YIOTC KOMMYHUKAHTHI), aKIIMOHAJIBHBIN (Kakoe co-
uanpHoe JieiicTBrue coBepiaercs). Boaenenne 3Tux 1mojaxoa0B 00ycloBIeHO (PyHK-
IIUSIMU PEYU U pa3pabOTaHHBIMU B JIMHIBUCTHKE U JPYTHX 00JIACTAX TyMaHUTapHOIO
3HaHMA MOJEISIMA KOMMYHUKAaTUBHON CUTYyallMH. ba3oBbIMU 11 JaHHOH paboTHI sB-
JSIFOTCSL IMAIOTUYHOCTD Kak 0a30Basi XapakTepucTHKa s3blka, o M.M. baxtuny (bax-
THH, 1986), THTIONOTHS COITMAIbHOTO AeicTBus, To M. Bebepy u H0. Xabepmacy (Haber-
mas, 1984), cemuorndeckas mojens kommyHukarmn, mo M.A.K. Xammaeto (Halliday,
1978) n npoTHBONIOCTaBICHHE KOMMYHHKAIIMK 1 aBTOKOMMYyHuKanuy, 1o M.1O. Jlotma-
Hy (Jlorman, 1973).

2. nogxoAabl K USYYEHUIO
ANCKYPCUBHOIO NPOABJIEHNA INYHOCTH

2.1. TemaTnyeckum nopgxon K AUCKYpPCY

Temaruueckuii, wim pedepeHInanbHbIN, TOIX0/] K AUCKYPCY MO3BOJISIET BHIACIUTD
OECKOHEYHOE MHOKECTBO €r0 THIIOB — JKOJOTUUECKUH, SKOHOMUUECKUHA, raCTPOHOMH-
YecKHH, (punarenucTuueckuii u T.4. JJOCTOMHCTBO 3TOTO MOAX0/a — JETATBHBIA aHAIU3
MPEIMETHOM CTOPOHBI OOIIEHHUS, BBIJIETICHHE €T0 SANHHIL K CUTYaTUBHO 00YCIIOBICHHBIX
CMBICJIOB, KOTOpBIE CTIEIM(DUYHBI 1Tl KAXKJI0r0 JUcKypca. IMEHHO 3TH CMBICIIBI UIMEIOT
JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPHYIO 3HAYMMOCTb.

OTOT MOAXOJ COOTBETCTBYET CYTH KOIHUTHBHO-IUCKYPCHUBHBIX MCCIIEJOBAHUI.
Taxk, HanpuMep, aHaIU3 PyCCKOr0 S3KOHOMUYECKOT0 CO3HAHMs, IPOBEIECHHBII ¢ OIOPOil
Ha UCTOPHYECKOE Pa3BUTHE CIIOB, 0003HAYAIONINX OTHOIIECHHE K TPYAY, MO3BOJIII BbI-
SIBUTh YETHIPE OCHOBHBIX KOHILIENTA, KOTOPBIE OOBACHIIOT UCTOPUYECKHU CIIOKUBILIEECS
MIOHUMaHKE TPYAOBOM JiesATeNbHOCTH B Poccuu: camoil mpecTHKHOM SBISIETCS c1yorcoa
KHS310, Jlajiee ciaeayeT mpyo (IPOTOTUIHBIM SBISIETCS TPy 3eMIIeIeNbla) KaKk yCIOBUE
BbDKHBAHUS, TPEThE — 3TO JIOMAIIHUE XJI0N0Mbl KaK KEHCKOE 3aHATHE, U Ha MOCIIEIHEM
MecTe HaXOJUTCS NMPUHYAUTENbHAs padoma, He TPeyCMaTPUBAIOIIasi BO3HATPAXKICHUS
(Apouxkas, 2013, c. 200).

OcMbIcrieHne U 00Cy>K/IeHHE ITUX KOHIIENTOB Pa3BOPAUYMBACTCS B KOMMYHHUKATHB-
HBIX CUTYyallUsAX, KOTOPbIE OPOXKIAIOT TUCKYPC O TPYHE.

Haubonee 3naunmMble 1711 HapoJa BBIBOJBI O BUJIAX TPYy1a U YTHIUTAPHBIX U MO-
paIbHBIX €ro XapakTepUCTHKAX 3a(UKCUPOBAaHBI B MAPEMHOIOTHYECKOM (POHJIE U BKITIO-
YaloT, KaK MOKa3aHO B LIUTHPYEMOM HCCIIEIOBAaHHUH, CIEAYIOIIME YaCTHbIE TEMBL: 1) OT-
HOILICHHE K TPY.Y, 2) Pa3HOBUJHOCTH TPYAOBOU NEATENIBHOCTH, 3) paclpeaeieHue Tpy-
JIOBBIX 00513aHHOCTEN U MPUJIOKEHHBIX YCUITU, 4) BO3HArpakJaeHue 3a TpyA, 5) puT™M
TPYIOBOH NESTEIBHOCTH, 6) CIIOCOOBI YKIIOHEHHUS OT TPY/Ia, 7) KOJJIEKTUBHBIN JINOO WH-
TMBHTyAIbHBIA XapaKTep TPYAOBOU AEATENBHOCTH. LIUTHpyEMBIil aBTOP BBIAENSET ITO-
JSIPHBIE TIO3UIIUH CYOBEKTOB, OLIEHUBAIOMINX TPY: 3TO MOPAIHCT-NPABEAHUK H IIparMa-
TUK (cp. Tpydamu e xeanucws, a copoucs. — J{ypaxos paboma mobum). TemaTundaeckuit
MOJIXOJ K IUCKYPCY MO3BOJISET BBIICIUTh 3HAUUMBbIE JIJIs1 TOW UM MHOW JTMHTBOKYJIb-
TYpBbl TUIAXH, KOTOPBIE SBJSIFOTCS ACHCTBYIOIMMHU JIMLIAMH B PEATBHOCTH U XYI0KECT-
BEHHBIX IMPOU3BEICHUSX.

TemaTudeckuil moaxon K IUCKYpCy COCPEIOTOUYEH Ha aHAIU3€ TEKCTa KaK TaHHO-
CTU (HUIIOTOTUYECKOTO HCCIIEAOBAHNS, CUTYaTUBHBIE XapAKTEPUCTUKU OOIICHUS B TOM
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Cllydae PeKOHCTPYHPYIOTCS Ha OCHOBE COOTBETCTBYIOLIEro TekcTa. OTciozia jke BBITeKa-
IOT ¥ JTUCKYPCHUBHO 3HAYMMBIC MPABUIIA WHTEPIIPETALUH MMOATEKCTa B TOM WA MHOM
YKaHpE OOIIEHUSI.

B nuHTrBHCTHYECKOW THUTEpaType BHICKa3aHO 00OCHOBAHHOE CYXK/ICHHE O TOM, YTO
KYJIBTYpbl MOTYT OBITh IPOTHBOINOCTABJICHBI 110 PU3HAKY Pa3BEPHYTOCTH JAUCKYPCHB-
HOTO 0003HAUEHHsI PEATbHOCTH B uaiiore. Takoe pasnuune GopMyTUpYyeTCs B TEPMHU-
HAaX «CEMaHTHYECKHH CTUIIBY — «CEMHOTHUUYECKUI CTUIbY, TIEPBBII TATOTEET K BepOasv-
3aI[M1 MBICIIEH U MTepeKMBAHUMN, BTOPOH — K COYETAHUIO BEpOATBLHOTO U HEBEPOATIBLHOTO
CIOCO0OB KOMMYHHUKAIUH. [IepBbIii SKCIUIMIIUTEH, €r0 MPUMEPOM MOXKET OBITh aHTJIO-
S3BIYHOE OOIICHHE, BTOPOH MMIUIMIKUTEH, €r0 MIUTIOCTPAlUel SBIsIeTCs OOIIeHHe
Ha ypay (Hasan, 1984, p. 106—108). /Iy11 ceMHOTHUYECKOrO CTHIISI OOILIEHUS XapaKTEPHO
UCIIOJIb30BaHHE BHEIIHUX (9K30(OPHBIX) CIIOCOOOB CBA3U MEXKAY NpEeIMETaMHU peuH,
JUTSl CEMaHTHIECKOTO — BHYTPEHHUX (3HAO(DOPHBIX), K IMOCICIHUM OTHOCATCS aHadopa
u karadopa, T.€. yKa3aHUe Ha HEUTO MPE/IIECTBYOIIECE U nocienytomee. K THuHbIM
9K30()OpPHBIM 3HAKaM B PEYH OTHOCATCS (hpasbl, MPEANOIaraloniie CUTyaTUBHYIO OIl-
peneneHHoCTh ipeamMeTa peun: 1) I'll need to get a bit higher (higher than what?) — Mne
HYJ#CHO NOOHAMbCA nosviule (nogviute, wem umo?), 2) Don’t touch the books (what
books?) — He mpoeaii knueu (Kaxue knueu?), 3) Has she already left? (Who?) — Ona
yvoce yexana? (Kmo?), 4) What was John on about? — Tell you later. — O uem cosopun
Licon? — Iomom cxadxcy (Tam xe, ¢. 111—120).

Cornamasicb ¢ aBTOPOM OTHOCHUTEIBHO IMPAaBOMEPHOCTH MPOTHUBOIIOCTABICHUS
CEMaHTUYECKOTO M CEMHOTHUYECKOTO CTWIICH OOIIEHHs, 3aMedy, YTO CEMaHTHYCCKUI
CTWIb SIBIISICTCS HEOTHEMJICMBIM TPU3HAKOM MUCHMEHHOW PEYH, & CEMHOTHUYCCKUIM
OTHOCHUTCA K peud yCTHOW. DaKkTHUeCKH NMPU CPAaBHEHUM AHTIUKCKOTO U YpIy B HX
(YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUY aBTOP HESIBHO MPOBOAUT B JKU3Hb MBICIH O TOM, YTO YPIy CYIIe-
CTBYET MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO B YCTHO-Pa3rOBOPHOM (popmarte s3b1ka. Kpome Toro, Takoe
POTUBOMIOCTABIICHHE B 3HAYUTEILHONW Mepe 00YCIOBICHO THUIIOM JINYHOCTH, HCTIOJb-
3YIOLLEH TOT WM UHON (popMaT peyuH.

[TpuHSATO CYMTATH, YTO PKCTPABEpTaAM CBOHNCTBEHHO B OOJIBIICH MEpEe MCIIONIB30-
BaTh YCTHYIO Pa3HOBUIHOCTb SI3bIKA, B TO BPEMsI KAK MHTPOBEPTHI CKIIOHHBI B OOJIBIICH
Mepe pacKphIBaTh CBOW BHYTPEHHUI MUD B THCBMEHHOM (OpPMATE PEYH.

Hakomner, B JaHHOM ClTy4yae CyIIECTBEHHYIO pOJIb UTPAeT 00pa3oBaTeNbHBINA CTATyC
U BUJI IPO(EeCCUOHANBHON JIEITETFHOCTH JIMYHOCTH. EcTh npodeccuu, He npearnona-
rarlue BepOoaIbHOro OOIIEHHS ISl OCYIIECTBICHUS JICATEIIbHOCTH, MPOdeccuu, st
KOTOPBIX TaKO€ OOIIEHNE U €CTh CYTh JEATEIBHOCTH, a TAKXKE CYIIECTBYET MHOKECTBO
MPOMEKYTOYHBIX BUJIOB POPECCUOHATBHON aKTUBHOCTH.

2.2. CyOGbeKTHbIN Noaxon K AUCKYpPCY

Bropoii momxo/ K U3y4eHHIO AUCKYypca MOXKHO ONPENETIUTh KaK CyObeKTHBIH, B (o-
KyCe HaXOJSTCS TUIIM3UPYEMbIE CUTYaTHBHO-JIMYHOCTHBIE XapaKTEPUCTUKH YYaCTHUKOB
obmenus. [Ipemiaraercs BbLAEIUTH JIMYHOCTHO-O0YCIIOBJIEHHOE M CTaTyCHO-00YCIIOB-
nennoe obmenue (Kapacuk, 2002). B mepBoM ciydae y4acTHUKH OOIEHHUS XOPOIIIO
3HAIOT JPYT Apyra Ju00 BeAyT ceds Tak, OyITO XOpPOIIO 3HAKOMbL. MOYKHO BBIJICIIUTH
JIBa OCHOBHBIX THIIA TAKOTO KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO B3aUMOAEHUCTBHS — OBITOBOE U OBI-
THITHOE.
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BeITOBOI TMCKYpC pa3BOpauMBaeTCst MEXKY JTIOJbMHU, TECHO OOBEIMHEHHBIMU 00-
ieii 6a3oi MPEeCcyINo3UIMK 1 PeIAIONIMMUA O0UXOIHBIE BOMPOCKHL. ITO OJIM3KHE JIFO/IH,
YJICHbI CEMbH, POJICTBEHHUKHU, KOTOPBbIE YacTO BHIAT APYT IPYyTa, APYy3bs U XOPOIINE
3HaKOMbIE. Pa3roBop Mexxay HUMHU UIET Ha COKPAIEHHOM aucTaHimu (o O. Xomty),
BKJIFOYACT KAProHHBIC CJI0OBA, HECAOTOBOPCHHOCTH, NPUHIHUIINAJIBHO HE CBA3aH C OT-
BJICUCHHOH TEMAaTHUKOM, He MpeanonaraeT OObICHEHHH M YETKOTO MPOTOBAapPHUBAHUS
MBICJIA U B LIEJIOM SIBJISIETCSl IIYHKTHPHBIM. B CBOEM TpeienbHOM BBIPOKEHUU TaKOM
JIAJIOT CBOJUTCA K OOMEHY KecTaMH U MexxaoMmeTusiMu. M, pazymeercs, ObIToBOE 00-
IIEHUE HOCHUT YCTHBIN XapakTep, XOTS MOXKET BKJIOYATh 3aIMCKU WM OOMEH CMC-CO00-
HICHUSIMH.

BeITuiiHbIi AUCKYpe TeMaTHdecKu OECKOHEUEH U KacaeTCsl BOIPOCOB CMbICTIOKHU3-
HEHHOTO TopsiAKa. B xozme Takoro oO1eHus ero y4acTHUKHA CTPEMSITCS MaKCUMaIbHO
PacKphITh CBOE BHYTpEeHHee SI, HaleneHsl Ha B3aMMOIIOHMMAaHHUE, HO OCO3HAIOT, YTO
B TAKOM OOIIIEHUH MOHATH APYT JIPpyra BPsi JIM MOYKHO C MCUEPIIBIBAIOLIEH MOTHOTOM.
3T0 pa3roBop IO AylIaM, UCTIOBE/b, IPOU3BEICHUS XYy I0KECTBEHHOW JTUTEPATYphI, PU-
J0CO()CKUE U TICHXOJIOTHICCKUE Oece/Ibl.

OOpaTuM BHUMaHKE Ha TO, YTO B OBITOBOM JIMCKYpPCE B3aMMOITIOHUMAaHNE ObIBAET
A0CTATOYHO IIOJIHBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY OPUCHTAIUA B IIPEAMCTHOM MHUPE HOCUT JKUBOH YKa-
3aTeNbHBINA XapakTep. B OBITHITHOM IUCKypCe Takas OpHEHTAIMs HEBO3MOYKHA, MEKITY
€ro y4aCTHHKAMHU BCETJa OCTACTCS HEKOTOPBIA CMBICIIOBOM 3a30p, U MOITOMY YacTO
HMEET MECTO PACCOIIACOBAHHOCTh CMBICIIOB, KOTOpYIo ®@.U. TroTUEB KaTeropuuecku
OXapaKTepu30Ball B XpECTOMaTUHHO U3BECTHBIX CTPOKax: «Mbicib uspeuennas ecmo
J1024cby. B 3TOM 11aHe OBITHIHBINA TUCKYpC COMMKAETCs ¢ OBITOBBIM: B CTPEMJICHHN MaK-
CHMaJIbHO TIOHATH JIpyroro Mbl 0Ope4YeHbI MPUHTH K MOJTYaHUIO. B3anMomoHnMaHue
B OBITUIHOM JIMCKYpPCE €CTh HJicall, a B OBITOBOM JUCKypce — HopMa. beITHitHOE 001iie-
HHE B 3HAYUTEIHHON MEpe TATOTEEeT K MUCbMEHHOMY BBIPaKEHHIO UyBCTB M MBICIIEH,
OHO TpeOyeT COCPEeIOTOYCHHOCTH M He 00YCIIOBIICHO 3aJayaMi CUIOMUHYTHOM TpaKTH-
Ku. BeITHitHOE 00IIICHNE BTOPUYHO MO OTHOIICHHIO K OBITOBOMY, OHO BO3HHKAET B KOM-
MYHHMKaTHBHOH MPAKTHKE HA ONpeeTICHHOM 3Talle CO3PEBaHMsI JIMIHOCTU U, 0 3aMeda-
uuto [.I1. llleapoBurikoro, noctynHo He BceM: « OTOpaBIeHUs YEIOBEUYECKON rOJI0OBBI —
9TO elle He MBIIUICHHE. MBIIIIEHHEM OTIPABICHHUS YEIOBEYECKOM TOJIOBBI CTAHOBSITCS
TOJIBKO TOT/Ia, KOT/Ia OHH, 3TH OTHPABJICHHS, COOTBETCTBYIOT ONPEACICHHON KyJIbTYPHOM
Hopmey (Illempournkuii, 1997). Bipodem, Te, ko 00XomuTcs 6e3 OBITHITHOTO MBIIIIIE-
HUSI, TUCKOM(OPTA HE UCIIBITHIBAIOT.

BerTriiHoe o0lIeHNEe HACBIIICHO CUMBOJIAMH, U €r0 TJIaBHAs Pa3HOBHIHOCTh —
MMOATUYECKUI TUCKYPC, B KOTOPOM, 1o M. bpoackomy, 3aKIIF04aeTcsi BUIOBOE OTIMYNE
yejoBeuecTBa. VHTEppeTanus Mo3THYECKOro TeKCTa MPEeACTaBIsieT CO00M HE TOIBKO
JIMAJIOT YUTATEIIsl C aBTOPOM, HO M C CaMUM COOOHM M CBOMMH COBPEMEHHHUKaMHU. B kaue-
cTBe npumepa npuseay Teket ['ennanus Jleonnnosrya KaneBckoro, coBpeMeHHOro poc-
CHICKOTO TI09Ta, MPOU3BENICHNS] KOTOPOTO HACHIIIIEHBI SK3UCTEHIINATBHBIMI CUMBOJIAMH.

sl eosopum CcAajinvlKoe6 u;edpuH
36epob obnuyumens 31a

Xo4eulb npopeanmvCil 360HU 00UH
366300UKA MPECK HOb 08d
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COMHU MOMO8 BOCKOBbIX HENPABO
npaoeo ceKyHo-matiop

paoyiicst ums meoé eUHOEPAO
Ha sA3bIKe MOEM

5 NPOOOIdNCAE MYTTY3 IOMPEK
cpeoHreil pyku 2opoyH

51 MONLKO 8 MU XOICHbL 00€m

8 2Mu WMpuxu 0oym

KOO MOU MAZHUM MOUl HA Kapme Kpan
wLynepcKuLl Mou npuém

paoytics ums meoé 8UHOSPaAo
Ha A3bIKe MOEM

2pP030bi0 KOpMU ONlemu 10301
umoobl ensdems 8 3pauKu

He ompbleasiCh U N0 OOHOU

CMPOUKU MOU 3a4mu

HUCAHO OUWYNbIO HAY2a0

CYHYMbCSL POLIOM 6 KALAWHbIU PSIO
KPUKHYNb 8 O8EPHOU NPOEM
CLIUUULD TU NACMBIPb 08EUbUX CTNAO
CABIUUUUD CAO0BHUK UOYUWULL 8 CAO

paoytics ums meoé

DTO IUaNor, B KOTOPOM MPUHUMAOT y4acTHe HECKOJIbKO nepcoHaxeil. Ha nepsbiit
B3[JISAJ], TAKUMH NIEPCOHAKAMU SIBJISIFOTCS U3BECTHBIE T€POU MUPOBOM KYJIBTYpBI, aBTOP
u TBopen mupo3nanusi. Peub umer 00 aBTOpax, 0 Te€X, KTO CO3JAeT MPOHM3BEICHHS
KYJbTYpBI.

M.E. CantsikoB-1llenpuH, pycckuil nucaTeib, I3BUTENBHBIA KPUTUK-PEAIACT, —
nepBasi MacKka, NepPBbI aKTep, BBIXOAIINI Ha CIEHY W 0OpaIaroIIUiCs K YATATENIO
win Kk bory. ABToXapakTepucTHKa BKIIOYaeT CIeAYIOLIIe IPU3HAKKU: 00IMUeHHeE 3714,
CypoBasi MaHepa TaKoro oOJauueHus (3Bepb), 3aTeM CleqyeT MPUIJIAIIEHUE BCTYIUTh
B KOHTAKT, JIoMycKaroriee psia uarepnpetarnuit. Hampumep, Homep 02 B Poccuu — 30
Bb130B MITHIMA. Ne 102 mpu niepekomupoBKe B OYKBBI Ha aHTIIMACKOM SI3bIKE TIpeBpa-
nraercs B andaBUTHBIN pAaf a, b, ¢. BriosiHe BO3MOXKHO, YTO Mepe HaMU — TICEBI0a-
JFO3Ms1, OTCHUIKA K HECYIIECTBYIOIIEMY NPELEeICHTHOMY ()eHOMEHY. DTOT CMBICIOBOM
PSA OTKPBIT, ¥ TIOHATHO, YTO HOMEp SIBJISIETCS KIIIOYOM K 6a30Boii nHpopmarmu. [To-
npoOyeM OTBETUTh Ha BOIIPOC: 3aUeM HYKHO IIPOphIBaThCs K 00auumTento 31a? Ckopee
BCEro, 4TOOBI M3JIUTh kKajlo0y M BOCCTAHOBUTH CIPABEUIMBOCTh. JTO OOBSICHEHUE
MOAJEP’KAHO BBIPA3UTEIILHBIM 00pa3oM «COmHU MOMO8 80CKO8bIX Henpasdy. Ha Bocko-
BBIX JIOIIEYKAX paHbLIE YYWINCh NUCATh, 3HAYUT, IPOOHBINA BapUaHT — 3TO HENpaBJa.
Bropast Bo3MoxxHast HHTepIIpeTalysi — My3el BOCKOBBIX (UIyp, HOIMBITKA BEPHYTh MEpPT-
BBIX, T.€. HETIPaBAa B MHOM IIPOSIBIICHUHU. 3aTeM CIIEAyeT UHTepecHas Ouorpaduaeckas
netanb o npageae. CekyHa-maiop rBapAuu — 3TO YHMH mecToro kiacca [lerpoBckoit
TabeIN O paHrax, COOTHOCUMBINA ¢ apMEMCKUM TOJKOBHUKOM (IIpeMbep-Maiiop reapauu
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cooTHOcHICA ¢ Opuraaupom). 1ot uuH cymiectsoBas B X VIII B. u 3atem 6bu1 yripaz -
HeH. Bo3MokHO, peds uier 00 yHaciieZJoBaHHOM 0J1aropo/icTBe.

[TepBblii OTBET, KOTOPBIN MOTyYaeT OOJMYHUTENb, ITO — MPU3HAHUE U OJIarocioBe-
Hue: «Paodytica!y». Y nanee ciemayer yAUBUTEIBHBIA TEKCT, KOTOPBIA TPYOKIBI TIOBTOPSIET-
Csl U SIBJISICTCS CTEPIKHEBBIM JUIsl BCETO CTUXOTBOPEHUS «Ms meoe 8UHO2paA0 HA A3blKe
Mmoémy. CrnenoBaTenbHO, CYIIECTBYET OOKECTBEHHBIN SI3bIK, B KOTOPOM €CTh CIIOBA,
BHEIIIHE COBITAIAOIINE CO CJIOBaMH OOBIIGHHOTO 3€MHOTO SI3bIKa, HO MMEIOIINE UHBIE
3Ha4yeHus. BUHOrpas B 5TOM KOHTEKCTE — HE BBIOIIEECS PACTEHHUE C TPO3JIbSIMH COU-
HBIX SITO/, @ HEYTO MHOE, BEPOSITHO, CIAJ0CTh. 3HAYUT, TOT, KTO O0JIMYAET 3710 U TEM
CaMbIM BOCCTAHABJIMBAET CIIPABEAJIUBOCTD, YIOCTOEH BBICIIEN MUJIOCTH MOATA.

Bropoit akTep, BBIXOIAIINN Ha CLEHY, 3adBiisieT, uTo oH — Tymys-Jlorpek. U3-
BECTHO, YTO 3TOT (PPaHILy3CKHI MOCTUMIIPECCHOHUCT ObLI KaJeKOMH, [ociIe NepernoMoB
HOT TIepecTaj PacTy U MEPEIBUTANICS C TIOMOIIBI0 KocThlIeH. Ha ero monoTHax n3o0pa-
’KEHbI TAaHIIOBIIUIIBI, KCHIIIMHBI JIETKOTO MOBEAEHHS, M3BECTHBIE MOHMAPTPCKUE Kabape.
On xapakTepusyeT ce0si UPOHUYECKU-YHUUIKUTEIBHO — «CpeoHell pyKu 20pOyH»,
HO J1aJiee TOBOPUT O ce0e, U4TO BCS €T0 )KU3Hb — B UCKYCCTBE: <1 MOJIbKO 8 MU XOJICbl
odem, 6 amu wmpuxu ooym». Aupu ne Tymys-JloTpek pucoBai KU3Hb TAPHKCKOTO
NOJTycBeTa ¥ CpoAHmICcs ¢ Hel. OH NpU3HAeTCsl Ha MUCIOBE/IU, YTO HE UIpal YECTHO —
OH cuuTaeT ceds mryjaepoM. Bo3MokHO, OH JKIET OCYXKIeHHUS 3a TO, YTO BCE MPUHEC
B )KEPTBY HCKYCCTBY, B 9TOM — €r0 KOJ, ero nmpouyreHue. Ho B oTBeT OH momydaer Oma-
rOCJIOBEHHE, KaK U €ro MpeAlIeCTBeHHUK. 3HaUUT, TOT, KTO CrOpaeT B TBOPUECKOM OTHE,
TaKXe yJI0CTOEH MUJIOCTH.

Crenyromum MepCcoHaKEM SIBISETCS] YUTATENh, K KOTOPOMY MPSIMO OOpaIaeTcs
1oa3T. TBopuecTBO TpeOyeT caMoro NpsMOro KOHTaKTa — «4moobl 2a0emy 8 3pauKuy.
®paza «cmpouku mou 3aumuy AOIYCKAET JBOSKOE IIOHUMAaHUE B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT OCMBIC-
JIEHUsI UMIIEPATUBA «3aumuy: 3a4UTaTh BCIyX WIN 3adecTb. Ha Mo# B3Iuisa, nepBblid
BapuaHT 0o0Jiee BEPOSTEH, IOCKOJIbKY CTUXOTBOPEHHUE JKUBET B IIPOCTPAHCTBE 3BYYaHMSI.
ITo3T roBopUT, YTO CTPOKM MPUIUIA K HEMY CBBIILE, 110 HAUTHIO: «NUCAHO OUWYNbIO,
Hay2ao, ¥ IOHUMAeT, YTO He MOXKeT TOBOpHUTH ¢ Co3aTenieM Ha PaBHBIX: «CYHYMbCS
DPbLIOM 6 KalauiHblll psd» (3TOT CHIDKEHHBIN (pa3eosioTH3M «CO C8UHbIM PblIOM —
6 Kanauihwvlll psi0» UCHOJb3YEeTCsl, KOT/la XOTAT CKa3aTh, UTO KTO-TO BEET ceOs He 110
crarycy). CTpoka «KpukHyms 6 08epHOll npoem» IOIYCKaeT JIBOSKOE TOJIKOBAHHUE: CTO-
SIIAN TIepe]] OTKPHITOHN JBEPHI0 HAXOIUTCS B JOME MO0 Ha yiuile. MHe mpecTaBiis-
€TCsl, UTO MEPBbI BapuaHT MPEANOUYTHTEIbHEE, MTOCKOJIbKY Jajiee Mo3T oOpaliaercs
K OZJTHOMY U TOMY k€ MEPCOHaXy B JIByX €ro TPaJUIHUOHHBIX MIIOCTACIX — MaCThIPh
U CaJIOBHUK, T.e. K bory, HaxozsmeMycs CHapy>ki. B 0TBeT OH ciblmmT O1arocioBeHue,
KOTOpoe noiay4eHo ot camoro Cozfaress, IpuueM, 3T0 0JarocIOBEHUE 3aBEpLIACTCS
HEOKOHUYCHHOU (ppazoii, MbI €€ MOKEM JIETKO BOCCTAHOBUTH 10 JIBYM IPEAIICCTBYIOIINM
OTBETAM.

Brieuatnsier yekaHHBI PUTM 3TOTO CTUXOTBOPEHUS, B OCHOBE ATOT0 pUTMa — Ye-
TBIPEXCTOIMHBIN TAKTUIIb C MY>KCKON pU(MOii, O4eHb peAKUI pa3Mep B PYCCKOM MOI3HH.
OTka3 aBTOpa OT 3HAKOB NPENHUHAHMUA U MPONHCHBIX OYKB MOXKHO, BEPOSITHO, UCTOJI-
KOBaTh KaK BBIXOJl Ha OCOOBI YPOBEHb OPraHU3ALMH TEKCTa, B YEM-TO MOXOXKHIA Ha I10-
TOK CO3HaHMA. Tema 3TOro IMpOU3BEAEHUS — TBOPYECTBO, 3TOT KOHLENT MOJIy4aeT
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pa3u4HbIe CIOCOOBI BRIPAKEHHS, TIPUYEM KOHIIEHTPAIIMS CMbICTIA TOCTUTAETCS, TJ1aB-
HBIM 00pa3zoM, 3a C4eT MHOTOMEPHBIX AJTIO3UH, Pa3phIXJICHUs] CEMAHTUKHU CJIOB, CMBI-
CIIOBBIX Pa3pbIBOB MEXIy (pazamMu U (POHETUKO-PUTMUYECKON TKAHH CTUXOTBOPEHHUSI.
Ota TemMa pa3BUBACTCS B HECKOJIBKUX HAIIPABICHHUIX: TBOPYECTBO KAK BOCCTAHOBJICHHE
NPaBJIbl, KaK OTKa3 OT OBITOBBIX OJIar ¥ YCIOBHOCTEH, KAK MyUYHTEIILHBII ITOUCK HJIeala
U Kak Onarogars. Pazymeercs, 3Ta HHTEpIIpeTaIys BISETCS OJHON M3 BOZMOXKHBIX.

Brituitnoe ob1ieHne BOIIonaeTcs B Xy0KeCTBEHHOM TEKCTE, Pa3IMYHbIe aCTIeKThI
U3y4YEHUs] KOTOPOTO COCTABIISIOT TPAJAUIIMOHHBIN MPEIMET (PUIIOIOTHYECKUX UCCIIe0-
Banwmii (3y6oBa, 2010; Mcaesa, 1996; Tromna, 2010).

CratycHO-00yCIOBICHHOE OOIICHHE TPENICTaBIIsAET COOOM HANIOT IO, BOCTIPH-
HMMAIOIIUX JPYT Apyra Kak IIPeACTaBUTENIEH ONpeAeIeHHON Ipymibl. Takoi TUcKype HO-
CHT Cyry00 (yHKIMOHAIBHBINA XapakTep U 00yCIOBICH MPAaKTUYECKUMH MOTPEeOHO-
CTSIMU 00I1IeCTBa.

DTOT THI OOIIEHHUS, BBIICISIEMOrO HA OCHOBAaHUU CYOBEKTHOTO KPUTEPHSL, MOXKET
OBITh MHCTUTYIIHOHAJILHBIM U HCMHCTHTYIIMOHAJIBHBIM. B miepBoM citydyae Takoit auc-
Kypc OOYCIJIOBIJIEH LIEIBIO U 33/1a4aMH TOTO MJIM WHOTO COIMAIbHOTO MHCTHUTYTA, T.C.
opranmzaiyu, GyHKIIMOHUPYIOIIEH I YAOBICTBOPEHHS ONPEIEICHHON COIMaNIbHOMN
NOTPeOHOCTH — YCTAHOBIICHHE U TMOJACP)KaHUE 3aKOHA (IOPUCIPYACHIIHS), 3aIIUTa
OT BHEIITHETO HaraaeHus (BOOPY>KEHHBIE CHIIBI), COLMAIM3AIINS HOBBIX WIEHOB COLMYMa
(memaroruka), yTBep:KIeHHE BepoydeHUs (penurus), 6opbda 3a BiIacTh (MOJIUTHKA),
pacrnpocTpaHeHue uHpopMaluK (Macc-Menna), JedeHnue Oose3Hel (MenuIrHa), o3Ha-
HHe Mupa (Hayka) U Ap. Bo BTopom citydae 310 00IIeHne He3HAKOMBIX JIFOJICH, HAIpH-
Mep, OOMEH PeIIMKaMH O TOM, KaK MPOUTH K TOMY HJIM HHOMY MECTY.

CHucoK COLMAIBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB OIPaHUYCH, UICTOPUYECKU U3MEHUYUB M LIUBH-
m3aoHHo 00ycnoBneH. OOIIeHne B paMKax COMAIBHOTO MHCTUTYTA TIPEACTaBISIET
cO0OW MHCTUTYIIMOHANBHBIA TUCKYpPC. DTOT THIT OOLICHUS OTHOCUTEIIBHO JKECTKO JIe-
TEPMUHHUPOBAH B TEMATHYECKOM ILIAHE, XOTS 3[I€Ch MOYKHO YCTAHOBUTD KTy TEMAaTH-
YECKOU 3aKPEIICHHOCTH JUCKYpPCa: CaMbIMH JKECTKUMH BHIAMU WHCTUTYLIMOHAILHOTO
JIMCKYypca SBISIOTCS IOPUAMYECKHIA U PETTMTHO3HBINA UCKYPC B MX OIPEIENICHHBIX JKaH-
pax, OTHOCHTENILHO CBOOOTHBIM TIPHHSTO CUUTATh NIEJarOrHUeCKUil U HAYYHBIN JTUCKYPC.
HccnenoBanust TUIIOB MHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHOTO JUCKypca aKTUBHO BEAYTCS B COBPEMEH-
Hoit nunreuctuke (betinuacon, 2009; boowipeBa, 2007; Bypsikosckas, 2014; Jlyopos-
ckas, 2010; Kenrtyxuna, 2004; Konrynona, 2006; Konskos, 1996; Kouerona, 2013;
Onemkos, 2012; [Tanamesckas, 2012; Pakutuna, 2006; [letiran, 2004).

WHCTUTYIIMOHATIBHBIA TUCKYPC yYOOHO OMKCHIBATh, UCTIOJB3YSI MOJEIb KOMMYHH-
KaTUBHOM CHTYaIlUH, B YaCTHOCTH, U3BECTHYIO Mozielb J]. Xaiimca, 0003HaueHHYIO B BU-
ne akpornma SPEAKING — Situation (curyars), Participants (yaactauku), Ends (11e-
), Act Sequences (IOCie10BaTENLHOCTh KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX JAeiicTBui), Keys (ToHab-
HocTh), Instrumentalities (cpenctsa), Genres (xanpsr) (Hymes, 1977).

OTa COLMOIMHTBUCTUYECKAs! MOJETb MOKET ObITh YTOUHEHA B CIEIYIOLICH cxeme:
1) cucremooOpa3yromias 1eb AMCKypca (COOTBETCTBYET eI COIMAILHOTO MHCTHUTYTA,
B YaCTHOCTH, TIOJIMTHKAa — Ooph0a 3a BIACTh), 2) YUACTHHUKH (BBIIEISAETCS Mapa cyob-
€KTOB, OJIMH U3 KOTOPBIX MPEACTABIIAET ITOT TUCKYPC, & APYTOW SIBJISCTCS BHEITHUM
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M0 OTHOILICHUIO K HEMY, HallpuMep, Bpad U MaueHT), 3) xpoHoron (tepmud M.M. bax-
THHA, TUIIMYHOE BPEMsI U MECTO OCYIICCTBJICHUS TaKOTO OOIICHHS, HAIPUMEp, YPOK
MIPOXOJUT B KJIACCE U JUTCS OTpeieieHHOe BpeMsi), 4) IIEHHOCTH (IPHOPUTETHI B Op-
TaHU3alUN COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO MHCTUTYTA, BBIPAXKAIOLIUECS B MPUCYIICH €My CHCTEME
NpeANUCaHNA, 3aIPETOB U OOBIKHOBEHHH, HATIPUMED, B apTHCTHYECKOH Cpelie MIPUHSTO
CONPOBOK/IATh AIIOAMCMEHTAMHU BBIHOC TEJIa BO BPEMs TIOXOPOH apTUCTA), 5) KOMMY-
HUKATUBHBIE CTPAaTeruu (LerecooOpa3Hble MOCIIeA0BATEILHOCTH PEUCBBIX JICHCTBUIA,
HAIpaBJICHHbBIC HA JIOCTH)KECHHE ONPEICIICHHBIX IISIICH, COCTOSIINE U3 KOMMYHUKATHB-
HBIX TaKTUK W TPETyCMaTPUBAIOIINE UCTIOIh30BAHHE ONPEIEIECHHBIX CPECTB (HAIpu-
Mep, B paMKax IearoruyecKoro JUCKypca BBIICISIOTCS CTPATErni OOBSCHEHHUS, KOHT-
pOJIsi, OIIEHKH U JIp.), 6) KOMMYHHKATHBHBIE KaHPBI (ICTOPHYECKH CIIOKHBIIINECS CUTYa-
TUBHO 3aKPEIUICHHBIC PA3HOBUIHOCTH JTUCKYpca C MPUCYIIMMH UM TEKCTOTHUIIAMHU,
HaTpUMep, KaHpP WHAYTYPAMOHHON peud B MOJMTHYECKOM IHCKypce), 7) KOMMYHH-
KaTuBHBIE (hOpMYJIBI (BepOaTTbHBIE U HEBEPOAIbHBIE 3HAKH, ITO3BOJISIOIINE ONPEIEIUTh
THIT TUCKypCa, HalpUMeEp, BhIpakeHne «OTCTaBUTHY, UCTIONB3yEeMOE BOSHHOCITYKAIIUMH
B WX MMpo(ecCHOHATLHOM OOIIEHNH ).

[TpuBeay mpuMep MCCICI0BaHUS HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOTO JIUCKYpCca Ha MaTepualie
*aHpa noautrndeckoro uaTrepsbio (ITomosa, 1995).

[MonuTryeckuii TUCKypc 0OBEKTUBHO BBIIEISAETCS HA OCHOBAHUH CIIEYIOIIUX KOH-
CTUTYTUBHBIX IPU3HAKOB.

1. Tematu4yecku STOT THIT OOIICHUS ONPEICIIACTCS MOJISIMH (PYHKITMOHUPOBAHUS
MOJIUTHYECKOTO S3bIKA M IEJICBBIMH YCTAHOBKaMH MapTHEPOB MO KOMMYyHHKauuu. Ero
OCHOBHBIM TEMAaTUYECKUM OIPECITUTEIIEM SBISIETCSI KOHIIENT «00ph0a 3a BIACTHY.

2. B monuTHuecKOM AMCKYpCE MBI HIMEEM JIeJIO C OJHOW IENIbI0: CO3HATENILHOE
M3MEHEHHE WM cTa0um3aiws BiacT. Jlaxke eciu 3Ta 1ellb 94eTKO He IPOCMaTpPHBACTCS
WM CKPBITA, OHA OKA3bIBACT CBOE BIMSHME HA Mpe3eHTaruo uHpopmanun. s goctu-
KEHHS 11T JTF0OBIM MOJTMTUKOM BBIOMPAETCS ONpeeNICHHAs: CTpaTerus OOIeHus.

3. CBoeoOpazue pedeBoro OOIIEHHS IMOJTUTHKOB COCTOUT B OTOOPE W OpraHU3aIiu
JIEKCUKO-(hPa3e0JIOrMIeCKUX €AMHUIL B COOTBETCTBUH C MPArMaTHYECKUMHU yCTaHOBKA-
MU, TEJISIMU U YCIIOBUSIMU OOIICHHUS, CIIOKUBIIUMUCS B TIpoIiecce MpohecCHOHaTbHON
JIeATELHOCTH TOJIMTUKA. B peuu MOJMTHKOB MOYYarOT S3bIKOBOE BBIPAXKEHHE OTHOIIIC-
HUS BacTu. Takne XapakTepUCTUKH SA3bIKA, KaK MOJIBIPKHOCTh CEMaHTHUECKOM CTPYK-
TYpBI CIIOBa, TPYAHOCTh OTTPAHUYCHUSI KOHHOTAIMN OT MPSMBIX T€HOTATHBHBIX 3HAUe-
HUIA, BAPUATUBHOCTH JICHOTATUBHBIX U KOHHOTATHBHBIX 3HAUYECHUH OJHUX U TEX Ke
SI3BIKOBBIX 3HAKOB TOJ BIMSHHEM COLMAIBHBIX (PAKTOPOB, MHOTOKOMIIETEHTHOCTh KaK
JICKCUYECKOTO, TaK ¥ MPArMaTHYECKOro 3HAYCHUS, HAJTMYHE OOBbEKTUBHOTO U CYObEK-
TUBHOTO B 3HAYE€HUH, CHHOHUMHUYECKHE U aCCOLMATHBHBIE CBS3U CJIOB, MOJIAIBHOCTh
BBICKa3bIBAaHUH, OLIEHOYHOCTh CEMAHTUKU U Jp., IPETHAMEPEHHO U IIeJICHANIPABICHHO
UCTIOJB3YIOTCS TTOJIUTHKAMH.

4. Jluckypc CTpOUTCS HE TOJNBKO TI0 JIMHUHU COACPKATEIIbHON CBSI3H. Peanmm3ys equH-
cTBO (YHKIMN OOIIEHHS U TIO3HAHUS, JUCKYPC BKJIIOYAET B c€0S CTPYKTYpbI, OTHOCS-
IIMECS K aKTy OOIIEHUSI, METATCKCTOBBIC 3JIEMEHTBI (CTPYKTYPHO-CMBICIIOBbIC KOHHEK-
Topbl). K cpeicTBaM METaTEKCTOBOTO XapakTepa OTHOCATCS, HApUMep, oOpalieHus,
KITUIIIE, IPUBETCTBUS, IPOILAHHS.
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5. JlocTmxeHue onpeieseHHBIX 1eJiei B 00IeHUH 000CHOBBIBAET UCIIOIH30BAHNE
apryMEHTAaTUBHBIX CXeM. APryMEHTAII0 MOXKHO 0XapaKTepH30BaTh KaKk 0COObIN BUA
KOMMYHHKAIIUH, CyTh KOTOPOH 3aKJII0YaeTcs B CEHU(PUIECCKOM BO3ICHCTBIM HA CO3HA-
HHE aj[pecaTta MOCPEICTBOM S3bIKOBBIX BBIPAKEHH, OPraHM30BaHHBIX B COOTBETCTBUHU
C IPUHATBHIMH B IAHHOH KyJbType NMpUHIMIaMU yoexxaeHus. [lomuruyeckoi aprymeH-
Talliy B II€JIOM TIPHCYIA HEKOTOPast arpeCCUBHOCTD, CUUTAIOMIASICS PU3HAKOM 00b-
€KTUBHOCTH U 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTH.

6. Ilpu nccnenoBaHNM MOJMTHYECKOTO JUCKYpCa L1eJIecO00pa3HO coYeTaTh METO (b
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHOTO aHAJIN3a U COLMOIMHTBUCTUYECKOTO aHaN3a (B YaCTHOCTH, IPHEM
MPOTOKOJIBHBIX MPEIOKEHHIA).

Mertoaurka onpezaeneHus: MPOTOKOJIBHBIX MPETI0KEHNH MOINTUYECKOTO AUCKYpCa,
BBICTYIIAIOMICTO B BUAC I'a3€THOI'O MHTCPBbIO, TO3BOJIACT NOIYIUTH 00BLEKTHUBHEIE Kpu-
TEpUH ISl BBIJICIICHUS M KJIACCH(DUKALIMU €T0 TUTIOB MPUMEHHUTEIBHO K Ta3€THBIM HH-
TEPBBIO U COCTOUT B CIEAYIOLIEM: a) ONPEACTUTh TEMY U MOATEMBI HHTEPBbIO, 0) CO-
CTaBUTH IUIAH TEKCTa, B) COOTHECTU IMyHKTHI IUIAHA U MOJATEMBI, T') cHOPMYIHPOBATH
MOJTEMBI B BHJIE TIPOTOKOJIBHBIX MPEUIOKECHUN TI0 o0Opasity: Hexkmo Odenaem/Oenan
YMo-mo ¢ MaKou-mo yeivlo MaKumM-mo oopazom no maxou-mo npuduHe 8 onpeoeeH-
HOM Mecme 6 OnpeoeneHHOe 8PEMs.

BHecs B 3T0 mpeanioxkeHHEe MOAATBHYIO PaMKY: ¢ TOUKH 3PEHHUSI WHTEPBBIOHMPY-
IOIETO ATO XOPOIIO/TUI0X0, U3BECTHO/HOBO, (hakT/HehaKT, — MBI ToirydaeM (hopmyiy
MPOTOKOJBHBIX MPEAJIOKEHUH:

Sa (onenka, HoBU3HA, pakTyanbHOCTh) ([Iponosunus: Sp + V (nefictBue
M coctosinue) + O (0ayLIeBICHHbIN / HEOTyIIEBIECHHBIN
00BekT) + D (11e51b, MpUIrHa, MOTHB, CITIOCO0, MECTO, BPEeMs)),

rie: Sa — aKCHOJIOTHUECKHIA CYOBEeKT, Sp — cyOheKT nporo3unmu, ¥ — npeaukar, O — o0b-
ekT, D — neTepMuHarT.

JlaHHas METOAMKA pealn3yeTcs Ha MpUMepax aHaJIM3a ra3eTHbIX MHTEPBBIO C I10-
JUTHKaMH. AHAJIOTHYHBIM 00pa3oM pacCMaTpUBAIOTCS APYTUE THIIbl MHCTUTYIMOHAIb-
HOI'O JUCKypCa B paMKax MPEeIIOKEHHON KOHLEIIUH.

2.3. lHcTpyMeHTaNbHbIN NOAX0A K AUCKYPCY

C uHBIX HO3I/IHI/H>’I MOKHO BBIACJIUTH THIIbI AUCKYpPCa, MPUACPKUBAACH UHCTPYMCH-
TaJBHOTO MOJIXO0/Ia K €ro MHTePIIPETALIUH, T.€. aHATU3UPYsI COCOOBI BEIPAXKEHHUS COJECP-
YKaHUs OOLICHUS, €ro cpe/cTBa U CTHIIb. CTUIIMCTHKA AUCKYPCa COOTBETCTBYET €T0 OC-
HOBHOHM TOHAJIbHOCTH, T.€. SMOLMOHAILHO-CTHIEBOMY MOIyCy oOmeHus. CooTBeTCT-
BEHHO, B K&)KJIOM W3 3TUX THUIIOB OOIICHHS MPOSBIISACTCS JTUYHOCTh, BEAyIIas ceOs
ompeAeeHHBIM 00pa3oM. MOXKHO BBIJICTHUTh CICAYIOIIUE THITBI KOMMYHHKATUBHOM
toHansHOCTH (Kapacuk, 2009):

1) uadopMaTHBHAS TOHABHOCTh — CEPbE3HOE HEUTPATBHO-IMOIMOHATIBHOE 00-
IIEHUE, [IETbI0 KOTOPOTO SBIISETCS B3aMMHOE JIMOO OJHOCTOpOHHEE WH(POPMHUPOBA-
HHUEC U PCAKIUA HA HETO,

2) (atuyeckasi TOHAJIBHOCTh — BapUATUBHOE TMHAMUYHOE OOILICHUE, [ETBI0 KO-
TOPOTO SABJsIETCS 0becrneyeHrne KoM(MOPTHOTO TUAIOTa;
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3) crarycHasi TOHATBHOCTh — BapHaTUBHOE OOIIEHHUE, IIETBI0 KOTOPOTO SBIISETCS
B3aMMHOC MMO3NIIMOHUPOBAHNEC KOMMYHUKAHTOB;

4) mIyTINBasi TOHATLHOCTh — HECEPhE3HOE CHIKEHHOE IMOLIMOHAIBLHOE O0IIeHHE,
LEJIBI0 KOTOPOTO SIBISIETCS] COKPAIIEHHE AUCTAHIIUU MEXTy KOMMYHUKAHTAMU;

5) TopKecTBEHHAasI TOHAJIBHOCTh — PUTYaJIbHO-BO3BBIIIEHHOE OOILICHHUE, IIEIBI0
KOTOPOTO SIBIISICTCS MOATBEPKICHHE KOJUIEKTUBHOW UIEHTHYHOCTH;

6) UaeosoTHYecKas TOHAIbHOCTh — CEPhEe3HOE OOIIEHUE C )KECTKO 33aHHBIMU
YCTAaHOBKaMH, II€TbI0 KOTOPOTO SIBJISIETCS ONpeJeNieHne PHUHAIISKHOCTH apTHEpa
K CBOMM JINOO 4y>KUM;

7) bacumHaTHBHAS TOHAIHLHOCTH — (fascination — JaT. o4apoBaHKE) CEPhE3HOE
ACTETUYECKOE OOIIeHNEe, COPHEHTHPOBAHHOE Ha (JOPMY PEYEBOTO MOBEICHHUS, IEIIBIO
KOTOPOTO ABJIACTCA MOJYUYCHUC YAOBOJILCTBUA,

8) rumoTeTHyYecKas TOHAIBHOCTh — CEepbe3HOe OOIIeHHEe, COPUEHTHPOBAHHOE
Ha 00CYKJICHHE OTBJIICYCHHBIX TEM, IIEJIbI0O KOTOPOTO SIBISICTCS TOUCK UCTUHBL;

9) arpeccuBHas TOHAIFHOCTh — CHIDKEHHOE 3MOLMOHATIBHOE OOIICHHUE, [EeNbIO
KOTOPOTO SIBIISICTCS MTOJIaBJIEHUE MTApTHEPa;

10) 330Tepudeckasi TOHATBHOCTh — HK3IBTHPOBAHHOE OOIIEHHE, HATPABICHHOE
Ha IIOMCK TalHBIX 3HAKOB, LECJIBKO KOTOPOI'O ABJIACTCA NOIYUCHHUC CAKPAJIbHOI'O 3HAHUA

11) MeHTOpCKasi TOHAIBHOCTh — CEPhE3HOE OOIIEHNE, HANIPABICHHOE HA JKECT-
KWW KOHTPOJIb MMOBEACHUS MAPTHEPA C OMIOPOM HA aBTOPUTET 3HAHUM U TPAIULIANA, €TO
LEJIBIO SBIISIETCS IEMOHCTPALIUS CBOETO MPEBOCXOCTBA.

Crnucok MOXKHO TIPOI0KUTh. CIofia OTHOCHUTCSI, HAalIpUMeEP, IPOBOKATUBHBIHN JTHC-
kype (Cremanos, 2003). Kaxaplii THIT TOHATFHOCTH UMEET NMPUCYIIYIO €My CHCTEMY
CPEICTB KOMMYHHUKATUBHOTO BBIPAKCHUSI — KECTOMUMHYECKYI0, UHTOHAITMOHHYIO, JICK-
CHKO-(pa3eoJIOTHIECKYI0, CHHTAKCHUYECKYI0 U TEKCTOBO-CTHIIMCTHUYECKYIO B TUIAHE BbI-
6opa orpeaeNeHHbIX TEKCTOTUIIOB KaK OPUEHTUPOB ISl MaHeps! obmeHus. OnucaTh
Ty WM HHYIO MaHEpy PeYd MBI MOXEM, UCTIONBb3Ysl OOCTOSITENLCTBO 00pa3a ACHCTBUS:
OH CKa3all 3TO UIYTJIUBO, C CEPhE3HBIM BUIOM, €XUIHO, KaK MPUTOBOPEHHBIN K CMEp-
TH H T.JI.

[Tomo6GHO TOMY, Kak HE MOXKET OBITh YEJIOBEKa, KOTOPBI 00IIaeTCst TOIBKO B paM-
KaxX MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOTO AUCKYPCa B TOM HJIM MHOW €ro Pa3sHOBHIHOCTHU (9TO ObLT ObI
po0oT), Tak W HE MOKET OBITh KOMMYHHKAHTA, CIIOCOOHOTO BECTH JTHAJIOT B JIFOOOM
CUTyalluu TOJBKO B OJHOW TOHAJILHOCTH. BMmecTe ¢ TeM ecTh JI0/u, KOTOphIE Yalle
JPYTHX MPUOETAIOT K ONPEACTICHHOMY CTHIIIO MOBEACHUSI — CKETITHKH, IITyThI, 3aHYIbI,
CBETCKHE OOJITYHBI, CIUICTHUKHU U T.1. VX MOBEEHNE B 3TOM CMBICIIE COOTBETCTBYET
TUNAKHOW XapaKTEPUCTUKE M BBHIPAXKAETCS B CPAaBHEHUHU: OH BeJET ceOsl KakK KIIOYH,
3a3Haiika, 3aaupa u 1p. MHGOpMaTUBHEIA TUCKYPC B 9TOM IUIaHE MPEICTABISIET COOO0M
HEKH YCIOBHBIM CTaHAAPT KOMMYHUKATUBHOTO MOBEICHHs, Oy Iy4H MPOTUBOIMOCTAB-
JICHHBIM JIPYTUM THIIaM OOIICHHUS.

daciHATUBHBINA TUCKYPC MPEACTABISIET COO0H OOIIeHNe, CUCTEMHBIMH TIPU3HA-
KaM# KOTOPOTO SIBIISTFOTCSI SMOLMOHANTbHASL TMYHOCTHAS PUBS3aHHOCTD K COJICPIKAHHIO
NoJTy4aeMoi MH(OPMAIH, BO3pACTaHHE 3HAYUMOCTH 3TO MH(OPMALUH MPH KAKIOM
MIOCIIEAYIOIIEM €€ BOCIIPHATHH, 3aBUCUMOCTD COZIepKaHus nH(popMarmu ot Gopmbl ee
BeIpakeHUs. Tak, peOCHOK MPOCHT paccKa3aTh eMy Iepel CHOM CKa3Ky, COIepIKaHUe
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KOTOPO# OH Y€ 3HaeT Hau3yCTh. M3 3TOr0O BBITEKAET, YTO XYA0XKECTBEHHAS JIUTEPa-
Typa AOJbKHA OBITH 1O ompeneneHuto (GacuuHaTuBHOHN. [loamiHHOE TpoN3BeAEeHHE HC-
KyCCTBa BOJIHYET HacC MPH BTOPUYHOM OOpAIICHUWH K HEMYy HE MEHee, YeM B IEepBBIi
pa3. Ho u3 storo He cnemyert, yTo (acCMHATHBHOCTH 3aKPEIUICHa TOJBKO 33 TEKCTAMH,
OTHOCSIIIIMMUCS K MTPOU3BEACHUSM UCKYCCTBA, STOT THIT OOIIICHUSI CUTYaTUBHO M JIHY-
HOCTHO MapKupoBaH. Hampumep, HOBoMCTIEUeHHBIH 001aaaTens JUmioMa 00 OKOHYa-
HUY YHUBEPCUTETA YUTAET CBOU JOKYMEHT, U C KQKIBIM MOCIEIYIOUINM NPOYTEHUEM
9TOT TEKCT HPABUTCsI eMy Bce Oobiiie. CkazaHHOE CIIPaBEIIMBO U ISl WHIUBHUyallb-
HOH crier(pUKy BOCTIPUATHS XyA0KECTBEHHOTO TEeKCTa. ECTh JIt0aM, KOTOPBIM HE Hpa-
BUTCS 11033U5, €CTh T€, KTO HE MOJIy4aeT ICTETUIECKOTO YIOBOIBCTBUS OT MPOU3BE/Ie-
HHIA, KOTOPBIC JIPYTHM HPABSTCSI.

B ormiunume ot paciiiHaTHBHOTO BOCHIPHUSITHS ONIPEACIICHHOTO COJIEPXKAHUS €r0 Cy-
ry060 nH(pOPMAaTHBHOE BOCIIPUATHE OTINYACTCS TEM, YTO IIEHHOCTh COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO
TEKCTa CTAHOBUTCS BCE MEHBIIIE JIsl €ro nojiy4dartelis. MTHPOpMaTUBHBINA TEKCT HE SIB-
JISIETCS TAYHOCTHO MApKUPOBAHHBIM M TIPETHA3HAYCH JIJIS OJJHOPA30BOTO YIOTPEOICHHMSI.
Ora criennprka HTHPOPMATHBHOTO OOIIECHUS MPOCICKUBACTCS M TIPU PACCKA3bIBAHUT
IIyTOK ¥ aHeKI0ToB. He ciywaifHo B pycckoMm (ppazeosormdeckoM GoHe OBITYeT BbI-
paXkeHue «OOpOAATHIA aHEKAOT» — CTapblid aHEKAOT, KOTOPBIA BCEM U3BECTEH U yKE
HHUKOTO HE BECEJIHT.

[TpoTrBONIOCTaBNIEHHE MEX Ty (haCIIMHATHBHOW ¥ HH()POPMATHBHOIN TOHATLHOCTHIO
BOCTIPHSATHS JIUCKYpCa SIPKO MPOSIBISIETCS. B 3aBUCHMOCTH TaKOTO BOCTIPHUATHS OT (POPMBI
BBIP)KEHUS COAEPKAHM: MH(POPMATUBHBIN TEKCT MOAIACTCS CKATHUIO, TIEpecKasy U Iie-
peBoy, B TO BpeMs Kak (haCIMHATHBHBIM TEKCT TEPSET CBOIO IIEHHOCTh B pe3yJbTaTe
TakuX Moauukanuid. J[almpKecTsl XyJI0KECTBCHHBIX POM3BEICHHI HE OTHOCSTCS
K cepe XyA0KECTBEHHOH JIUTEPaTyphl, U TIPH TEPEBOJIE Xy I0KECTBEHHOTO TEKCTa He-
n30€XKHBI TOTEpH (M3BECTHOE MPOHUYECKOE YETBEPOCTHUININE OTHOTO M3 TIEPEBOTINKOB:
JIyna é3ouwina na neboceo0 u ompasuiace 6 nyice, Kak CMuxomeopHbulil Nepeeoo —
noxooice, HO NOXYJice).

Crnemyer moquepKHYTh, YTO OJMH U TOT K€ TEKCT MOXKET OBITh OCMBICIICH HH(OP-
MaTUBHO JHO00 (paciMHATHBHO, BMECTE C TEM 3JI€Ch YMECTHA Mapaieib ¢ IPOTHBOIO-
CTaBJICHUEM MTOHMMAHUS U IOHATHOCTH TekcTa ([lembsiakoB, 1983). [lono6HO 00bEKTHB-
HO YCTaHABIMBAEMOM CTENEHH MOHATHOCTH TEKCTA MOXET OBITh OIpeJiesieHa CTETICHb
ero (pacIMHAaTHBHOCTH, TIOCKOJIBKY €CTh KOMMYHHKATHBHBIC CHTYAIMH U TIOPOKIaeMble
B HUX THIIbI TUCKYpCa, MPEIHA3HAYCHHbIC TPEUMYIIIECTBEHHO JJIsl 3CTETUYECKOTrO BOC-
OpUSTHS TUOO0 JUTS yTUIIMTAPHOTO UCTIOIH30BAHUS.

2.4. PeXXMHbIV NOAX0oA4, K ANCKYPCY

DTOT CUTYaTHBHBIN OJIX0/] K AUCKYPCY MpeAnoiaracT y4eT crielupuky oOIeHus,
00YCIIOBJICHHOH €ro KaHajioM. JIucKypc MOXKeT ObITh YCTHBIM M IMCbMEHHBIM, KOHTAKT-
HBIM M AMCTaHTHBIM, CBOOOJHBIM U NMPOTOKOJBHO (GUKCUPYEMBIM, TPaJAULMOHHBIM
U 3JIEKTPOHHO OIOCPEIOBAHHBIM, CTAHAAPTHBIM U UHCKPUIITUBHBIM (MHCKPUIILIUN —
Ha/IIIUCH Ha CTEHaX, OfIeXkK/IE, IeBU3bl HA MOHETaxX U T.1.).

Taxoll pakypc paccMOTpEHHs TUCKypca MO3BOJIAET CHOKYyCHPOBATH BHUMAaHUE
Ha €r0 XapaKTEPUCTHKAX, CBS3aHHBIX ¢ HAJIMYMEM WIN OTCYTCTBUEM BPEMEHH Ha Je-
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TaJIbHOE O0JYMBIBAHHE BBICKA3bIBaHUS, C OCO3HAHMEM MOPAJIBHON U FOPUANICCKON
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 CKa3aHHOE, C BO3MOKHOCTBIO MOJTy4aTh HEBEPOATHLHO BBIPAKCHHYIO
nH(OPMALIHI0 0 KOMMYHHKATUBHOM MapTHEpPE, C OCMBICICHUEM BHPTYaJIbHOCTH COOe-
CEIIHUKA, KOTOPBIiA, BO3MOXKHO, BBITAeT ceds 3a KOTO-TO IPYroro, ¢ TOHUMAaHHEM YCIIOB-
HOCTH TOPOJCKUX HHCKPUIIIIUH.

Baxxneiinieil xapakTepuCTUKON peXMMHOTO MOJICITUPOBAHUS TUCKYpCa SIBIISCTCS
y4eT KOMMYHUKATHBHOMN JAUCTAHIIMH, TI0 D. XOJUTy. YUEeHBIN BBIJIECIUI U OMUCAT YEThIPE
0a30Bble KOMMYHUKAaTUBHbIE JUCTAaHIIUU — WHTUMHYIO (00BATHS, peOCHOK Ha pyKax
y MaTepu), ApyKecKyro (KOMMYHHKAHTBI BeIyT Oecey Ha pacCTOSHUM IPUMEPHO IBYX
METPOB, 3TO OOBIYHAS TUCTAHIINS TSI OOMXOJHOTO JPY>KECKOTO OOIICHHS), COIUATBHYIO
(oOmIeHHe ¢ MOTY3HAKOMBIMH MM HE3HAKOMBIMU JIFOJIbMH B O(DUIIHATIEHOM PEXHME),
myOauuHyto (BBICTYIIEHHE opaTopa nepex ayauropueit) (Hall, 1969).

Hapsiny ¢ 0coOeHHOCTSIMU TUCTaHINN PEKUMHBII MOJXO0 K AUCKYPCY (POKYCHpYET
BHHMAHHUE UCCIIEIOBaTEIe Ha KOMMYHHUKAIIMOHHO-TEXHIYECKUX BO3MOXKHOCTSIX OOIIIe-
HUS. DTO SPKO BBIPAXKAECTCS B KOMITBIOTEPHO-OMIOCPEIOBAHHOM AMCKypce. B mocnennue
rO/Ibl M3yYEHHE ITOTO THUIA OOIICHHS MIPUBJIEKAET K cebe OOJIbIIoe KOJTHMYECTBO UCCTIe-
nosateneit (cM. 0030pel B padotax: [JIyroBunosa, 2009; INammukuna, 2012; [umm-
upiaa, 2011]).

3acmyxxvBaeT BHUMaHus koHnenus E.H. ['annukuno#, KoTOpas CyMMUpYET CBOU
HAOJFONICHUS CIISIYIONIMM 00pa3oM: «AHAN3 HAYYHBIX MyOMKAIMA O KOMITBIOTEPHOM
OOILIEHNH J]ae€T BO3MOXKHOCTh IIPOTHBOIMIOCTABUTh €0 KOHCTUTYTUBHBIE U aJTATUBHBIC
npusHaku. K nepBeM oTHOCATCS 1) OMMOJATBHOCTh — BO3MOXKHOCTH JBYX PEXKHUMOB
o0mIeHHs (aKTyaJIbHOTO W CETEBOTO0), 2) METATHHEAPHOCTh — HAJMYHE THIIEPTEKCTA
KaK CHCTEMBbI Pa3HOPOIHBIX CBSI3CH JAHHOTO TEKCTa C JPYTMMH TEKCTaMH, THIIAMH JIUC-
Kypca 1 Crioco0aMH peJaKTUPOBAHUS TEKCTa, 3) KPEOIU3yeMOCTh — BO3MOXHOCTH BKITFO-
YeHUs] MYJIbTUMEIUNHBIX UKOHHYECKUX 3HAKOB B IMOCIIEJOBATEILHOCTh BEPOATBHBIX
CUTHAJIbHBIX 3HAKOB.

AJJTUTHBHBIC TTPU3HAKH KOMITBIOTEPHOTO OOIIEHUSI 00YCIOBICHBI COBPEMEHHOM
[UBIIN3AIMENH U CBOAATCS K CIEAYIOIUM: 1) aMepuKaHU3aus — BHEJPEHHE HOPM
KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO TTOBE/ICHUS] aMEPHKAHCKON KYJIbTYPbl KAK OCHOBHOTO HCTOYHHKA
KYJIBTYpbI TJI00ATU3AIIMOHHOM, 2) FOBEHWIIN3AIHsl — OPHUEHTALIUS Ha HOPMBI UTPOBOTO
MOJIO/ISKHOTO MOBEJICHNS KaK JOMUHHUPYIOIIETO 00pa3iia COBPEMEHHON MacCOBOM KYJTb-
Typbl, 3) BUpTyaJm3aIus — oOpaTHOE BIUSHHUE CETEBOTO OOIICHUS Ha OOIICHNE aKTy-
aTbHOE B €r0 Pa3IMYHBIX JKaHpax (BOCTIPHATHE Pa3MBITOrO BPEMEHH, COMKEHHE MPO-
CTPaHCTBA, MHOXKECTBEHHAs1 CaMOUICHTU(UKaIus), 4) MPE3eHTAIIMOHHOCTh — aKIICHTH-
POBaHHE CBOETO MMHJDKA JUIS TPOJIBIKEHUS CBOETO KOHTEHTA KaK TOBapa WM MPOIYKTa,
yIoJ00JI1€MOT0 TOBapy, 5) (eTuim3aiums — OIeHOYHast TpaHc(hopMaIys KapTUHBI MU-
pa moj BIMSHUEM NPEJCTABICHUI 00 yromo0IeHHH MUPa KOMITBIOTEPY, 00YCIIOBIICH-
Hasl IEpEHECEHNEM XapaKTEPUCTHK WHCTPYMEHTA Ha CYOBEKTOB, HCHOIb3YIOUINX WH-
ctpyMeHT (['anmukuna, 2012: 18—19). OOpaTtiM BHUMaHUE HAa BUPTYyaIM3alHio o01ie-
HHS KaK pa3MbIBaHUE JIMYHOCTH YYaCTHHKA KOMIIBIOTEPHOTO JTHAJIOTA.

OnHOI U3 XapaKTepUCTUK PEKUMHOTO MOJIX0Aa K JUCKYPCY SBISIETCS €ro opra-
HU3ALMOHHAs COCTABJIIONIAs], KOTOPAsi MO3BOJIAET BBIIEIUTh YIACTHUKOB CIOHTAHHOTO
Y TIOATOTOBJICHHOTO OOIICHHSI.
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CHOHTaHHBIN JUCKYpC OpraHMYECKH BCTPOCH B KOMMYHHKATUBHYIO CHUTYallHIO
Y BBICTYIA€T B KaueCTBE OJHOTO W3 MPOSBICHUN MOBEIECHUYECKOTO B3aUMOJCHCTBHS
moneit. Mel obmaemcst ¢ OJIM3KUMHU JJOMa WITH TIe-TO €IIle, BCTpeYaeMcs ¢ KOJIeTaMu
Ha paboTe 1 0OMEHMBaeMCs C HUMH (hpazaMH, CIpaliiBaeM B HE3HAKOMOM TOpOJIe TIPO-
XOXHUX, KaK MPOUTH B TO UJIM MHOE MECTO. MBI BBINIOJIIHAEM T€ WJIH HHbIE JEHCTBUS
Y TIPY 3TOM, KOT/Ia CUTYaIlUs 3TOTO TpeOyeT, 0OMEHHBAEMCsI PETUTMKAMH.

[ToaroToBNEeHHBIN NUCKYPC UMEET MPUHIUIIMAIBHO WHYIO TPUPOJY, Mbl B3aUMO-
JEMCTBYEeM MCXO/IS U3 1eNIel TaKoro AMcKypca. TakoBa MpUpoja MHCTUTYIIMOHATILHOTO
OOIIIeHNs: MBI pelIaeM MPOU3BOJICTBEHHBIC BOMPOCHI, KOTOPBhIe 00YCIIOBJICHBI 3a/1a4a-
MU (QYHKITHOHUPOBAHUS COIIMAILHOTO HHCTUTYTA, T.€. TH BOIIPOCKHI IPOTPAMMHPYIOT
Hallle TIOBEJICHHE, MPEXKIIE BCET0O KOMMYHHUKATUBHOE, U JIENAI0T JUCKYPC MOATOTOBIICH-
HbIM. ECTh pa3Hbie MOYChI MTOJITOTOBJICHHOCTH OOIICHHUS, KOTOPOE MOXKET OBITh Mpe/-
CTaBJICHO B 3TOM IIJIaHE B BUJIC YCIOBHOM IIIKAJIbI, HA OJTHOM TOJIFOCE KOTOPOU JKECTKO
MporpaMMHUPyeMOe KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOE MOBEJICHUE, HAIPUMEpP, BO BpeMsi Cy/1eOHOro 3a-
Ce/laHusl, a Ha JPYyroM — MaKCUMAJIbHO CBOOOIHOE, HE PETYIUPYEMOE TEMATUKOMN HITH
XapaKTePUCTHKaMHU MECTa ¥ BpEMEHH OOIIEHUE, 3TO Pa3roBOpP ¢ OJIM3KUMHU JIFOIbMHU.

Mexay 3TUMU TIOJTFOCaMU pacTioyiaraeTcsi 0ECKOHEYHOE MHOYKECTBO KOMMYHHKA-
TUBHBIX CUTYyallUi, MPEANOIaraloluX Ty WK UHYIO CTENeHb IUNIAHUPYEMOCTH MOBEIe-
HUSI, CAMOKOHTPOJISI €T0 YYaCTHUKOB, UCTIOJIL30BAHMS IIPUHSATOTO B JAHHOMN JTMHTBOKYJTh-
Type KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOT'O CTHUJISI.

[ToaroToBaeHHBIN AUCKYPC MOXKET BKIIIOYATH 3apaHee 3ar0TOBJIEHHBIC TEKCThI KaK
€/IMHUIIBI OOIICHHS, HATIPUMED, BO BpEMsI TIEPETOBOPOB, HO MOXKET OBITH COPUEHTHUPOBAH
Ha TIOPOXKJIEHUE W BOCHPHUATHE TEKCTOB, KOTOPHIC BepOAIbHO HE OBUIM IMPOTyMaHBI
1 OTPEeIaKTUPOBAHBI 3apaHee, HO 00YCIOBIIEHBI 3a1auaMu OOIIEHYS U TIO3TOMY HE MO-
TYT BBIXOJIUTh 32 PaMKH OIPEACICHHON TeMaTHKH (JUaOT 3K3aMeHaTopa M 3K3aMe-
HYEMOrO0).

2.5. AKUMOHAaNbHbIN NOAXO0A K ANCKYPCY

Takoe monnmanue AUCKYypCa SABJIACTCA NPArMaJIMHIBUCTUICCKUM I10 CBOEH CyTH,
MIOCKOJIBKY OOIIIEHHE pacCMaTpUBACTCSl B HEPA3PHIBHOW CBSI3H C MOBEICHUEM CyObEKTOB
U COBEPIIAEMBIMU UMH JICHCTBUAMU. B M3yd4eHUH COIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHK
KOMMYHUKATUBHOT'O HeﬁCTBHH 3HAYMMbIMH OKa3bIBAOTCA €0 CJICAYIOINEC TapaMETPhI:
1) nomMuHaHTa LeNW, EHHOCTH, TPAJAWIMH WM SMOLWH KaK MHTCHIHMOHAJIbHAS IpPO-
rpaMma AeHCTBHS, 2) palliOHAIbHOCT/CIIOHTAHHOCTh KaK PeaKTHBHAsI OCHOBA JACHCTBH,
3) OpUEHTHPOBAHHOCTh HA COIVIACOBAHME, WIJIOKYLUIO WM MEPIOKYLMIO KaK KOOpIU-
HAIlMOHHAsI XapaKTepUCTHKa, 4) rnephopMaTUBHOCTH/HETIEP(HOPMATUBHOCTh KaK (haKTo-
JIOTUYHOCTH JIEUCTBUS, 5) JMYHAs/CTAaTyCHAas MapKUPOBAHHOCTh KaK ITOKa3aTeNb Juara-
30Ha MHJMBU/A B PaMKax COBEPIIAEMOIo ACHCTBUs, 6) BepOaIN30BaHHOCTL/HEBEpOa-
JM30BaHHOCTH KaK ceMUOTHYecKas XapakTepuctuka (Mutsruna, 2007).

HHTepecHbI MOIX0I K U3YYEHUIO TUCKYpCa C MO3UIMI €r0 aKIHOHAIBHOW MpH-
poxs! ipeioxked E.H. T'opOaueBoii, paccmarpuBarorieil o0IieHne Kak B3auMoICHCTBHE
€ro y4aCTHHUKOB, B X07Ie¢ KOTOPOT'O IPOUCXOAUT (haKTyalu3aLust siBIeHUNA. DTO Ka4eCTBO
OOIIIEHUsT OCMBICTIMBACTCS KaK JUCKYpCHBHAs Nep(opMaTHBHOCTh, U €0 KOHCTHTYTHB-
HBIE TIPU3HAKU TAKOBBI: a) CUTYAIHsl JIMYHOCTHO 00YCJIOBJICHHOTO BOJIEBOTO MPUHSATHS
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penieHuii, 0) ocymecTBiIeHHe CBOOOHOTO BbIOOpA, B) OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 32 COBEPIIICH-
HOE JICUCTBHE, T') MPEoOpa3yoNInil XapakTep ACATEILHOCTH, /1) IIEHHOCTHAs JeTePMHU-
Halus JeUCTBHSA, €) MPEeBpalleHHe SIBJICHUS JEUCTBUTEIILHOCTU B (DaKT SI3BIKOBOTO CO-
3HAHUSA U KYJIBTYPHI ((PaKTOTEeHHOCTD), ) CUCTEMA CIOCOOOB KOMMYHHUKATUBHOTO OCY-
IIECTBJICHUS MOCTyIKa (cTpaTternyHocth) (I'opbauena, 2016).

TUNUYHON pa3HOBUIHOCTHIO AKIIMOHAJIBHOIO OHUMAHUA JUCKYpca SBISETCS Ma-
HUITYJISITUBHOE O0IIeHHe. MaHUIy ISIIUsl — JBYIUIAHOBBINA MOCTYIIOK C IEMOHCTPHPY-
€MOM MHTEHIMEN NpuHeCTH 0Jaro KoMy-i1ubo M CKpbIBA€MOM MHTEHLUEH MOIy4YUTh
BBITO/Iy — SIBJISIETCS OHUM M3 OCHOBHBIX MOJIYCOB BO3/ICHCTBHUS Ha ajpecarta U Mpo-
TUBOIIOCTABJISIETCS MPSIMOMY CHJIOBOMY BO3/EHCTBHIO B BUJE 3alPETOB, MPEANMCAHUN
1 yrpo3 ((pu3ndecKoe WIN ICUXUYECKOE NMPUHYKICHHUE), aleUILUN K aBTOpUTETY (MO-
pajbHOE NPUHYXJEHHE) U apryMeHTanuu (jJorudeckoe npunysxkaeHue) (Kramarae,
Schulz, O’Barr, 1984).

ManunyISTUBHOE BO3/IEHCTBUE TPAHUYHT C SMOIMOHAJIBHBIM 3apaKEHHEM U BHY-
LIEHUEM, HO OTJIMYAeTCs OT MOCJIEIHUX TE€M, 4TO B OOjbllIell Mepe COPUEHTUPOBAHO
Ha CO3HaHUE, B TO BPEMs KaK Ha3BaHHbIC MOJYCHI BIUSHUS Ha JINYHOCTh B KaueCTBE
00BEKTa COPHEHTHPOBAHBI HA MTOJICO3HAHUE.

Spkuii npuMep nparMaTUYECKy OpraHU30BaHHON MaHUNYJIATUBHOW MOJayu UH-
(dbopmMaryy mpeACTaBlIeH B aHAIUTHYECKOM CTaThe 3aMeCcTHTels qupekropa MucTuTyTa
MOJIMTUYECKOTO M BOEHHOI0 aHaim3a Asiekcanipa XpamuuxuHa «KoHen nuBuin3zanumn
HAYHETCs ¢ OOEBBIX POOOTOBY:

Tlepcnexmushbim HanpasieHuem S6Iemcs Co30anue De3dIKUNANCHBIX cucmem, uiu boe-

8b1x po6omog. OHU 0CODEHHO YeHHbl OIS 3aNAOHbIX apMull, KOmopule NAMoI0cU4ecKu 60o-

AMCA HeloeedeCKUux nomepeo. Yorce cetiuac WUPOKO UCNONIL3YIOMCA p060mbl-CCln€pbl, npae-

0a, 8 ocHosHom cneycayarcoamu (Www.lenta.ru, 07.02.2015).

ABTOp CTaTh HCIOIB3YET 3HAUNMOE YTOYHEHHE MIPU XapaKTEPUCTUKE TIePCIIeK-
THUBBI BOCHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHIA: 3aIaJHbIe CTPATET! «IAaTOJIOTHYECKU OOSTCS YETIOBEUECKUX
norepr». Hapeune «matonornyeckny B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE SIBISCTCS MHTEHCU(DUKATOPOM,
HO OHO COXPAaHSIET CBOE MCXOJIHOE 3HAYECHHUE: NAaTOJIOTUS IPOTUBOIOCTABICHA HOPME.
Ortcrona cieyeT, 4To ¢ MO3UIMHA aHATUTHKA (MM TOrO IUHUYHOTO MEPCOHAXKA, KOTOPO-
0 TOT AHAIUTHK UMHUTHPYET) YETIOBEYECKHE MOTEPH HE JJOJDKHBI CUUTATHCS Yepecdyp
BR)XHBIM apryMEHTOM IIPU OIICHKE BOEHHBIX TEXHOJOTHH. MOXHO INPEIIIOJIOKHTH,
YTO aBTOP MAHUITYJSITHBHO MBITACTCS BHEAPUTH B CO3HAHME HAIIMX YUTATEICH HICIO
0 HECYIIECTBEHHOCTH JIIOJICKHX TOTEPh U OTEYECTBEHHBIX CTPATETOB U TEM CaMbIM
JHMCKPETUTUPOBATh ATUX TEOPETHKOB. BMecTe ¢ TeM BOEHHO-CTpaTernieckas akcuoma-
THKa Oazupyercs Ha HEM30EKHOCTH MOTEPh KUBOW CHIIBI U TEXHUKU, U BBIUTPHIBAET
TOT, KTO JJOCTUTAET ycIiexa IPpU MUHHUMAJIbHBIX MOTEPSIX.

Omnpenenenue s3pIKa KaK CPeICTBA OOLICHMsT OCHOBAHO HAa MPHUHIIMIE KOOMepa-
TUBHOCTH B KOMMYHHKAIIMHM: YYaCTHUKHU OOIIEHHS, KaK MPEINoaraeTcs, CTpeMsTCs
K B3auMmonoHumanuto (I'paiic, 1985). Ho B onpezneneHHbIX cuTyalusx KOMMYHHKAHTbBI
BeIyT ceOs Tak, Kak OyaTO HE TIOHUMAIOT HHTSHIIMHK ApyT Apyra. [TomoOHas umurarms
HETIOHMMAaHUS OCYIIECTBIISIETCS B PA3HbIX KyJIbTypax MO CTaHAAPTHBIM MOJEISIM JIBY-
IUTAHOBOTO KOMMYHHMKATHBHOTO MoBeieHus. st 0003HaueHUsI TOJJOOHOTO MOJI0KEHUS
nen C. [Muakep npennoxwt norsitue innuendo — ckpeIThiid Hamek (Pinker, 2008).
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WnmocTparieit 3Toro TUna CUTyaluu sIBJISICTCS CEO’KET M3BECTHOM CKazku AHuep-
CEHa O IUIaThe TOJIOr0 KOpoysl. XapaKTepUCTUKU U TUIIbl UMUTHPYEMOI'O HEITOHMMAaHUS,
IO HAaIlllUM JJaHHBIM, €llle He ObUIM MPeIMETOM U3y4YeHHs B KOMMYHUKATHBHOM JIMHIBHC-
THKe. MIMHUTaLus HEMOHUMAaHKs KaK KOMMYHUKaTUBHOE JIEHCTBHE CONMKAETCS ¢ MaHH-
IyJISILKUEN, HO HE TOKIECTBEHHO €.

Mmutanus HEMOHMMaHMS MPH BOCIPUATHH HEKOTOPOTO MPEAMETa Peanu3yeTcs
B JIBYX HaIpaBJICHUAX: 3aTPyJHEHHE B MICHTU(HKAMU O0bEKTa U B UHCTPYMEHTAIIb-
HOM JIN00 CHMBOJIMYECKOM ero ocBoeHun. Hanpumep, cutyanys Ha TaMOXKHe:

A.: Yo 310?
B.: [ToHsTHS HEe MMEI0, HE 3HAI0, KAK 9Ta IITYKa OKa3alach B MOEM 4eMO/IaHe.

TamoXeHHUK TIOKa3bIBACT HA MPEAMET, KOTOPBIN 3amperieH JUTsl IepeBO3KU. Anpe-
caT JIelaeT BUJ, YTO HE 3HAET, YTO 3TO 3a BElllb, U TYT XK€ 3asBJICT O CBOEH HENPUYACT-
HOCTH K ee oOyaanmto. OTMETHM, YTO TAMOXKEHHHUK, 33/1aBasi BOIPOC, HE BBIPAKACT TO-
3HABaTEIILHYI0 MHTCHITNIO, a TPEOYeT AaTh MOSCHCHUE OT MacCaKupa, KOTOPBIA Hapy-
[IaeT IIPaBUIa.

[TpuMepom UMHUTAIIUN MHCTPYMEHTAIFHOTO HEMOHUMAHUS MIPEIMETA MOXKET CIIy-
JKUTh CUTYyallls, B KOTOPOW OJIMH U3 €€ YYACTHUKOB JEJaeT B[, YTO HE TIOHUMAET SI3bl-
Ka, Ha KOTOPOM K HeMy oOpaImiaroTcs. Ta CUTyalus JoBeleHa 10 adCypaa B Cleay-
IOIIEeM cKeTue U3 IoMopuctudeckoit nmporpamMmmel BBC “Big Train”. [leBymika crout
Yy AOPOTrd U OCTAHABJIMBACT IIPOC3KAIOMICTO BEJIOCUIICANUCTA:

A.: Excuse me, do you speak English? — [Ipocmume, Bvi 2co6opume no-auneauticku?
B.: No, I don’t, sorry. — Hem, uzsunume.
A.: My car has broken down, and I want to have a key where to find a garage. — Mos

MAWUHA CLOMANACH, MHEe HYJICHO, YMOoObl MHe NOOCKA3aNU, 20e 51 MO2Y HAUMU 2apaoic.

B.: It’s waste on me, I don’t understand what you are saying. — Dmo nomepsi pemenu,

5 He nonumaro, umo Buvl cosopume.

A.: You don’t speak English at all? — Buvl coscem He 2osopume no-aneauticku?
B.: No, not a word. — Hu crosa.

Benocumnemuct oTBeyaeT JeByIIKe Ha OCTJIOM aHTJIMKACKOM, U 3TO TPOU3BOIUT KO-
MHUUYECKUH 3P PeKT.
Nmuraiiyss HemoHUMaHUs HEKOTOPOro TEOPETUUECKOTO PACCYKIEHHS B CIEIUAb-
HOM cepe 3HAHUS MOpa3yMEBaCT HEMPHUSATHE COOTBETCTBYIOIICH TCOPHH:
A.: Konyenmul, 0y0yuu MEHMAaibHbIMU 00pA308aHUAMU, He 8Ce20d HAX0OAM 0OHOCI06-
HOe blpadiceHue.
b.: Huueeo ne nonumaro! O uem Bvi cosopume? 3auem 6600umos mepmur «KOHYenm»,
K020a ecmb XOpOWUll mepMur « LOHAmue»?

B 370l Hay4HOI NTOJIEMUKE OJUH U3 €€ YYACTHUKOB CTaBUT I10J COMHEHHE KOH-
LETIHIO CBOErO OMNnoHeHTa. OTMETHM, YTO 3TOT TUI MMUTALUY HENOHMMAaHHs BEChbMa
YacTO COOTBETCTBYET IOJI0XKEHHUIO /€I, KOI/la HEOHUMaHUE 00YyCIIOBIEHO HEXKEJIaHHEM
IIOHUMATh.

PasbIrpeiBaHre HEOHUMAHUS MOATEKCTa (JIMOO MMILIMKAUK BBICKA3bIBAaHUS) OT-
HOCHUTCSI K YaCTOTHBIM TUIIAM KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOTO ITOBE/ICHHUS:

A.: A cnvrwan, coced, umo moui 8 B0CKpeceHvbe cooupaeubes 8 20poo Ha Apmapry?
b.: Jla, xouy noexamo.
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A.: Ay meHs mawuna HeKcmamu CloMAnach.
b.: Jla mot ymo! Kax ocanw!

["oBopsiiwMii gemaeT npsMOi HAMEK O TOM, YTO XOTeJ ObI MOTACTh Ha SPMAPKY, a €To
MMapTHEP pearupyeT Ha MPsIMOMl CMBICH yCIbIIaHHOTO. HenmoHnMaHue HaMeka CBHIE-
TEJBCTBYET JIMOO O HEXKEJIaHUH ajjpecara BBIMOJHUTH OOPAIICHHYIO K HEMY KOCBEHHYIO
MPOCKOY, MO0 O CTPEMJICHHH YCIBIMIATh 3Ty MPOCKOY B MPSIMOM BBIPAKEHUU B TEM
CaMbIM TIOCTAaBUTh TIAPTHEPA B 3aBUCUMOCThH OT ceOsl.

WmuTanusi HEMOHUMaHUS Yy>KUX 00bIYaeB M TPATUIIHMA, OTPaKEHHBIX B OIpe/ie-
JICHHBIX CTEPEOTHIIAX, CBHICTEILCTBYET O HU3KOW KYJIbTYpe CYOBEKTa U €r0 HeXKEJIaHHN
MIPUHUMATh UHBIC ()OPMBI ITOBEACHUSI, OTIIMYAIOIINECS OT €0 COOCTBEHHBIX:

A.: Umo sma sicenwuna emy 2ogopum?
b.: B 6yxeanviom nepegooe «Ilycmo mue 6yoem nioxo 3a meosy.
A.: Umo 3a enynocms!

CTepeoTI/IHHaﬂ HWHOKYJIbTYpHasA pCaKlnA BbIPpAKCHUA COYYBCTBHA BOCIIPHUHHUMACTCA
B IIPUBCACHHOM IIPHUMEPE KaK HEJICTIOC BBLICKA3bIBAHHEC. B JaHHOM CJIyda€ MBI TAaK¥XKC
CTaJIKUBacMCs C chyauHeﬁ, B KOTOpOfI HCIIOHUMaHHC OﬁyCHOBJ’IeHO HCXKCIIAaHUEM I10-
HUMAThb.

3AKJTIOYEHUE

Pa3nnuHble NOAX0/1bI K HOHUMAHHUIO JUCKYpCa MOTYT OBITh CTPYNIIMPOBAHBI B OI-
pelerieHHbIe TUITbl HA OCHOBAaHMHM 0A30BBIX NMApaMeTPOB AUCKYpPCa, K KOTOPBIM OTHOCST-
Csl €ro TEMaTHKa, XapaKTePUCTUKH Y4aCTHUKOB, KOMMYHHMKATHBHAs TOHAIBHOCTb, KOM-
MYHHMKaTHBHBII PE&XKUM U aKLMOHAIbHAS NPUPOAA. DTH MOAXOAbI B3aMMOJOIIOIHUTEb-
HBI U HE MCKJIIOYAIOT ApYyT JIpyra. PaccMoTpeHne TUCcKypca Kak MHOTOMEPHOTO SIBJICHUS
JaeT BO3MOKHOCTb CHCTEMHO OXapaKTePH30BaTh €T0 JIUATOTHUYECKYIO CYIHOCTH, IIOKa-
3aTh €r0 BCTPOEHHOCTh B KYJIBTYPY 1 KOMMYHUKAaTHBHOE ITOBEJICHUE, BBIABUTH U OIICATh
COOTHOILICHUE CUTYaTUBHBIX, TMYHOCTHBIX U COOCTBEHHO TEKCTOBBIX XapPAKTEPUCTHUKAX
OOIIEeHNUS, PACKPbITh CENU(PUKY JTUIHOCTHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHOTO U MHCTUTYIMOHAIBHO-
ro IUCKypca 1 000CHOBATh IPeAMET U3yUeHHs AaHTPOIOJIOTNYECKON JIMHTBUCTHKY —
SA3BIKOBYIO JIMYHOCTh B IPOCTPAHCTBE KYJIbTYPhl U KOMMYHHUKATUBHON IPAKTUKH.

© Kapacuk B.H., 2016
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DISCOURSE MANIFESTATION OF PERSONALITY

V.I. Karasik

Volgograd State Socio-Pedagogical University
Lenin Ave., 27, 400066, Russia

The paper deals with approaches to discourse studies. The approaches may be regarded as discourse
dimensions associated with models presented and substantiated by M.M. Bakhtin, J. Habermas, Yu.M. Lot-
man and M.A.K. Halliday. They comprise contents, participants, tonality, channel and communicative
actions. The approaches described complement each other and make it possible to synthesize the results
achieved in Text Linguistics, Pragmatics, Social Linguistics, and Discourse Studies. They are joined by
and oriented towards the concept of Language Personality, i.e. persons who manifest themselves in various
kinds of communicative situations. However, each discourse dimension corresponds to a certain type of
discourse. A Topic Approach to discourse focuses upon its contents (its referential substance) and specifies
the correlation between explicit and implicit meaning expression. A Subject Approach to discourse makes
it possible to single out and describe two basic types of communication as presented in Personality bound
and Status bound discourse, the former diverges into two subtypes — Habitual and Existential communi-
cation, whereas the latter is manifested in various kinds of Institutional discourse. A Tonality Approach
to discourse highlights different types of stylistic and emotional modes of communication and corresponding-
ly characterizes personality types who are engaged in such situations. A Regime Approach is concentrated
on communication channel and technical peculiarities of behavior determined by those restrictions. An
Action Approach to discourse gives us a broader understanding of a performative act, i.e. an action incor-
porated in culture and a situational behavioral interaction.

Key words: discourse, personality, communication topic, communication participants, communication
tonality, communication channel, communicative action
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AONCKYPCOJ10rna u CTUJIMCTUKA:
MHTErPATUBHbIE METOAbl UCCJIEAOBAHUA
MEAWA KOMMYHUKALUU

H.!. Knymuna

MockoBCKui Tocy1apCTBEHHbIN YHUBEpcUTET MeHU M.B. JlomoHOCOBa
125009, Poccus, ya. Moxosas, 0. 9

Ha npoctpaHcTBe poccHiickolf HAyKH O TEKCTE «CTOJKHYIINCEY TPaIUIHOHHAs OTEUECTBEHHAs CTH-
JIMCTHKA U 3aUMCTBOBAHHAS 3aIla/iHasl JUCKYPCOJIOTHS, YTO MPHUBEINIO K HKJIEKTHKE B TEPMHHOJIOTUUECKOM
anmapare CTWINCTUKH, CMEIIEHHIO U Hepa3rpaHWIeHHI0 TEPMHHOB U METOJOB AUCKypc-aHanmu3a. axe
TEePMHHBI CTHJIb H JICKYPC YacTO He pasnuyarorcs. Llenb TaHHOTO MCCIeTOoBaHUs — BBUIBHTH Hay4YHbIE
MpoOJIEMBI, CBSI3aHHBIE C KOHKYPEHLHEH» IBYX KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIX JUCLHIUIMH (CTHIMCTHKU U AUCKYP-
COJIOTHH), 1 HAMETHTB ITyTH KOOPAMHALIMN 1 MHTETPAIUH MX METOJOB U IIOIXOA0B, YTOOBI MOHATH ITepPCIIeK-
TUBBI UX JAITHHEUIIETO COCYIIECTBOBAHUS B pOCCHIICKON Hayke. Ha MaTepuane mMeana KOMMYHUKAIIUN
B CTaTh€ PAcCCMATPHUBAIOTCS JIBE TEOPETHUYECKUE KOHIETIIMN U3YUYEHHs TeKCTa — CTHIMCTHYECKas U JIUC-
KypCHBHAsI, KOTOPBIE UMEIOT OOIIMI IpeaMeT nccaeqoBaHus (TEKCT), OO BEKTOP €ro M3y4eHus —
KOMMYHHKAaTHBHBIH, HO Pa3HbIC METO/IbI aHAIN3a M PA3HbIA TEPMUHOJIOTUYCCKHUI arnapar. B crarbe audde-
PEHLMPYIOTCS TIOHATHSI CTHIIb M JUCKYPC, KOTOPBIE B COBPEMEHHOW HAayKe YacTO HE pa3lIMyaroTcs, MoCTy-
JMpyeTcs, YTO JNaHHble (JeHOMEHBI HEe HCKIIOYAloT, He AyONHpPYIOT, a B3aUMOJIOIOIHSIIOT APYT JApyTa.
IomoOHbI MOAX0 MO3BOJISIET PA3BUBATH CIABSHCKYIO CTUIIMCTHKY B KOMMYHHKATHBHOM acIekTe, a Juc-
KypCOJIOTHS TOJIy4aeT JOMOJHUTENbHBIA UMITYJIbC K U3YUYEHHIO CTHIIMCTUYECKOW OpraHu3aluy Menua-
JHCKypca.

KimoueBble cj10Ba: CTHIMCTHKA, AUCKYPC, TAKCOHOMHUS TUCKYPCOB, (DYHKIIMOHAIBHBIC CTUITH, Me-
JMaJUCKypC, UHTCHIIMOHAIBHBIA METO/I, HappaTUBHAs OpraHu3alls MeUaJuCcCKypca

1. CTWJINCTUKA VS ANCKYPCOJIOIrnd
B COBPEMEHHOW POCCUNCKOW HAYKE

KommyHukarust sBisieTcst MpeaMeToM U3yueHHsi MHOTUX TyMaHUTapHbIX Hayk. Ce-
TojHsA HanboJiee 3HAYMTEIbHBIC YCIIEXH B M3YyYCHHH COBPEMEHHON KOMMYHHUKAITUU
JIOCTUTHYTHI B JIBYX TMapajUIeIbHO pa3BUBatONIMXCs B Poccuu o0nacTsx: B TpaJUIMOH-
HOW OTEUECTBEHHOW CTHJIMCTUKE M 3aMMCTBOBAHHOW 3alaHON AUCKYpCONOTuu. B Kax-
JIOM M3 3TUX HAayK BbIpaOOTaH COOCTBEHHBIM HAYYHBIH ammapar, Co3IaHbl M OIPOOOBaHbI
CaMOCTOSITENIbHbIE METO/IbI U MOAXO0/Ibl aHAJIM3a PEUEBOr0 MaTepUaa, MoCTaBIECHbl OpU-
THHAJbHBIE U pa3Hble 3a1aun. Ho o0muii mpenmMeT uccinenoBanus — TeKCT — U o01Iee
HAyYHOE MTPOCTPAHCTBO — PYyCCKasl JIMHTBUCTUKA — TMIPEIOTPEACIIAIN HEN30€KHOCTh
B3aUMOJICMCTBUS ITUX W3HAYAILHO HE3ABUCUMBIX JIPYT OT JIpyTra JUCIUIUIMH.

Crunuctuka u3yvaeTcsi B paMKax BY30BCKMX KYPCOB PYCCKOTO JINTEPATYpPHOTO
si3pIKa Ha (DUIIOJIOTHYECKUX (PaKyJIbTeTax U (PaKydbTETaX KYpPHAIUCTUKU. JITUCKypCo-
JIOTHS pa3BUBaeTCs Ha (DaKyIbTETax MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB B Kypcax TEOPHH KOMMY-
HUKAIMK 1 iepeBoioBeaeHust. CTHIMCTHKA Ha 3TUX (haKyJIbTeTaX MPENoIaeTCsl B JPYTHX
o0bemMax u Mo APYyTruM yuyeOHHKaM.
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CaMOOBITHOCTD CTUJIMCTHKH OTYETIIMBO MPOCTYIAET B TPY/AaX COBPEMEHHBIX OTeye-
ctBeHHbIX JIUHrBUCTOB — A . 'opiikosa, M.H. Koxxunoit, B.1. Konwkosa, B.I'. Kocro-
mapoBa, H.A. Kynunoii, K.A. Porosoii, O.b. Cuporununoi, I'.5l. Conranuka u 1pyrux
YYEHBIX, yHacnenaoBaBnmx Tpaauiuuu M.M. baxtuna, B.B. Bunorpamosa, I'.O. Bunoky-
pa, JL.B. lllepOsbI u 11p., BepBble MOCTAaBUBIIMX U Pa3pabOTABLIMX MPOOIEMbI PyCCKOM
CTHJIMCTHKHU.

Jluckypconorusi B CBOEM pa3BUTHU HA PYCCKOM MOYBE OMUPAETCS HA TEOPUU 3arla-
HBIX HcclieoBaTelnel KOMMyHUKaluu, Takux kak P. Bonak, T. Ban [eiik, H. Jlyman,
I'. MakkmosH, JI. Matucos, I1. Cepro u apyrux 3apy0eXHbIX KOMMYHUKATHBUCTOB. XOTS
CEerOJIHS MBI )K€ MOXEM TOBOPHUTH O PYCCKOW AMCKYpPCOJIOTHH, KOTOpasi chopMupo-
BaHa HayuHbIMHU KoHUenuuaMmu B.M. Kapacuka, B.b. Kamkuna, E.A. KoxxemsikuHa,
E.T'. Mansnuesoi, I'.H. Manaenko, A.A. Herpoiiea, A.B. [Tononckoro, JI.H. Cunens-
nukoBol, B.E. Uepnsasckoii, A.Il. UynnHOBa 1 MHOTUX JPYTUX OTEYECTBEHHBIX JHC-
KyPCOJIOTOB.

KoMMyHMKaTHBHBII TOBOPOT B PYyCCKOM CTUIIMCTHKE 0003Haumics B KoHLEe XX B.,
KOT/Ia CTaJI0 OYEBHUAHBIM, YTO CHCTEMOIIEHTPUYECKOE ONMCAHUE S3bIKa ceOs Mcuepriaso.
[TosTOMy CTMIHCTHKA 3aKOHOMEPHO CTajla MOHUMATHCS Kak Hayka O (DyHKIIMOHHUPO-
BaHUU 5i3bIKa, 10 onpeaenenuto Ct. [Maifnpl, T.e. Kak KOMMYHHKATHUBHAS TUCIUILIMHA.
KomMMmyHHMKaTHBHAS CTHIUCTHKA BBIpOCa U3 (GYHKIMOHAIBHOW CTHIIMCTUKH U CTHIIU-
CTHKHM TEKCTa, pacCMaTPUBAIOLIUX TEKCThl KAaK PEUEBbIE NPOU3BEIEHUS, CO3AAHHBIC
B OTMpeieNieHHON cepe coIMalbHOM KU3HU CPEeICTBAMU JIMTEPATYPHOTO S3bIKA, T.C.
MOJKHO CKa3aTh, YTO CTWJIMCTHKA M3y4aeT TEKCTOBble (hOpMallMu, pacIlpeesieHHbIE
10 (pyHKIIMOHATBFHBIM CTHIISIM JIMTEPATYPHOTO sI3bIKA. TaKuX CTUJIEH B KIIACCHYECKOM
BY30BCKOM KypC€ CTHJIMCTUKH TSATh: HAYYHBIH, MyOIUIMCTUYECKUH, OpULInaibHO-/1e-
JIOBOM, JIUTEPATYPHO-XYI0’KECTBEHHBIA M Pa3roBOpHBIA. [0 cHX Mop JUCKYCCHOHHBIM
B PYCCKOH CTHMJIMCTUKE OCTAETCS BOIIPOC O CTATyCE PEIUTHO3HOI0, PEKIAMHOIO U I0-
JUTHYECKOTO CTHUJICH.

JlucKkypcoiorusi TakKe M3ydaeT TEKCThl KaK (PMKCHPOBAHHYIO CPEACTBAMU S3bIKa
pENpe3eHTAUI0 JUCKYPCUBHON EATEIBHOCTH YEJIOBEKA U TOXKE 3TU TEKCTHI IIBITACTCS
CHCTEeMaTH3HPOBaTh, HO B OTJINYKE OT (PYHKIMOHAIBHON CTUIMCTHKH, JUCKYPCOJIOTHS
HE UMeeT OOLIETPUHATON TAKCOHOMUU TUCKYPCOB.

Takum 00pa3om, B pOCCHICKON TYMaHUTApHOW HayKe BO3HUKIIA «KOHKYPECHITHSDY
TIBYX KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX JUCIMIUTUH (CTHJIMCTUKU U JAUCKYPCOJIOTHH), KOTOPBIE UMEIOT
o0t mpeaMeT ucciaeoBanus (TeKCT), 00K BEKTOp €ro U3y4eHUs — KOMMYHHUKa-
TUBHBIH, HO pa3HbIe METO/IbI AHAJIU3a U Pa3HbIil TEPMUHOJIOTUUECKHUIA ammapaT, KOTOpble
9KJIEKTHYECKH CMEIMBAKOTCS U HE Pa3rpPaHUYMBAIOTCS, YTO PA3MbIBAET I'PAHMILIbI JAaH-
HBIX JTUCUUIUIHH.

U B 3TOM 3aKITIO4AETCSl OCHOBHAS MPOOJIEMa COCYILIECTBOBAHUS CTHIMCTHKU M JTUC-
KypCOJIOTHH B OJTHOM HAy4YHOM II0JI€ PYCCKOM U — IIUPE — CIABSIHCKOM JTMHIBUCTHKH.
Ota npobieMa J0CTaTOuHO JOJIT0e BpeMsl OCTaBaJIaCh JIATEHTHOW M OOHAXUJIACH TOJIBKO
TOT/A, KOIJa U CTUJIMCTBI, U JUCKYPCOJIOTH a0COJIIOTHO 3aIyTalliCh, YTO TAKOE CMILTb,
a YTO TaKoe OUCKYPC, YeM OHH OTIIMYAIOTCS JIPYT OT JPYyra U B KAKUX OTHOILICHHUSIX MEX-
Ty cOo0OI HaxOAATCS: B3aMMOJIOTIOHEHHSI, B3aUMOHCKITIOUEHHSI, B3aUMO3aMEHIEeMOCTH
WK UHAUPPEPEHTHOCTH U HEPAZTUYCHUS.
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OtcyTCTBHE CTPOTOM, MOCTPOCHHON HAa €IMHOM OCHOBAaHMHU KJIACCHU(PUKAIMU JTUC-
KypCOB TPUBOAMUT K TOMY, YTO CETOJHSI CYIECTBYET HE3aMKHYTOE, IOCTOSIHHO TOMOJ-
HSIEMOE MHO)KECTBO THIIOJIOTHHA JTUCKYPCOB, BBIIEISIEMBIX Pa3IMYHBIMHU YYECHBIMH
M0 CBOEMY BKYCYy M Ha cBoe ycMoTpeHue. OO0Ienpru3HaHHbIM, HaBEPHOE, MOXKHO CUH-
TaTh TOJBKO JEJCHHUE JAUCKYPCOB HAa MHCTHUTYIIMOHAJIBHBIE U HEMHCTUTYIIHOHAIHHBIE
(MEXITMYHOCTHBIE, TIEPCOHATIBHBIE WK ObITOBBIE U ObITHIIHBIC, IO B.W. Kapacuky [Ka-
pacuk, 2002]).

[TapameTpamu, 00bETUHSIOIIUME TEKCTHI B KAKOU-JTUOO TUCKYPC, SBIISIOTCS mema
(Hamp., meampanvuwlii Ouckypc), coovimue (KpbLMCKUtl OUCKypc), scanp (HOBOCMHO
ouckypc), eospacm (cmyoenyecKuii OUCKYPC), MOHATbHOCMb (a2peccusHblli OUCKYPC),
nepcona (Ouckypc Yepromvipouna) u T.1. Cmuiib TaKke CTAHOBUTCS JUCKYPCOPOPMU-
PYIOIINM IapaMeTpoM, KOTOPBIN TPYIIIUPYET TEKCThI: HAYUHbLL OUCKYPC, NYOTUYUCTU-
yecKul OUCKYPC, 0PuYUaIbHO-0e10601 U T.11.

Takum 00pa3oM, (YHKIMOHATIBHBIC CTHIIM, IEPSUMECHOBAHHBIC B JUCKYPCHI, Mepe-
HOCSTCS U3 00JIACTH CTUIIMCTHKU B 00JIACTh JJUCKYPCOJIOTUH JOBOJILHO-TAKH OPTaHUYHO,
TaK Kak MapaMeTpu3alIys JUCKYpCOB HE MMEET CTPOTUX OrpaHMYCHHUI M Jajeka OT 3a-
BEPIICHHSL.

Ho obpatHoe 3auMcTBOBaHHE ITUCKYpPCHBHBIX TAKCOHOB B 00JIACTh CTHIIUCTUKU
NPUBOJUT K Pa3pyLICHUIO (PYHKIIMOHAIBHBIX CTHJICH U K JKJICKTUKE B HAYYHBIX CTH-
JUCTUYECKUX MITYIUSAX MOCIEAHUX JIeT. IMEHHO CTHIMCTHKA ABISAETCS CTpajaromeit
CTOPOHOM OT AKCIAHCHU MOJIHOTO CJIOBA JIUCKYPC, B TO BPEMSI KaK JJUCKYPCOJIOTHUSI TOJb-
KO 000raTmiiach, BKJIFOYHMB B 00J1aCTh CBOMX MHTEPECOB CTHIIU-TUCKYPCHI.

2. HAYYHAY AUCKYCCUsa
O NPEAMETE KOMMYHUKATUBHbIX UCCNEQOBAHUN

Mojia Ha TUCKYPC U JUCKYPCHBHBIE UCCIIEOBAHUS B POCCUHCKON CTHIIUCTUKE MTPU-
BeJla K TOMY, YTO TEPMUH OUCKYPC TIPAKTUIECKU BBITECHIII TEPMUH CHUIb, TEM CAMBIM
JIMIIMB CTUJIMCTUKY €€ OCHOBHOM KaTeropuu — kareropuu ctuiis. [lo HabmoaeHusm
ToMckoro npogeccopa O.B. OpioBoii, MHOTHE POCCHIICKHE CTUITUCTHI B Hayae X XI B.
OTKAa3aJIUCh OT CJIOBA «CTUJIb» B TOJB3Y clioBa «auckype» [17]. Hobasmro, 4To momo0-
HBIE 3aMEHBI POUCXOANIN HEOCO3HAHHO M MPAKTUYECKN HE3aMETHO, MOKa HE JOCTHUIIIN
KPUTHYECKON MaCCBhI.

Takum 00pa3oM, HEHTPaIbHBIM MIPEIMETOM U3YUYEHHUS B CTUIMCTUKE CTAHOBUJIICS
JIMCKYpPC, a caMa CTUJIMCTHKA Ha (poHe OYpHO pa3BUBAIOLIECHCS AUCKYPCOJIOTMU Havaia
BOCIIPUHUMATHCS KaK aTaBU3M.

YToOBI MPOSICHUTH CIIOKUBIIYIOCS cUTyaIuio, mpod. Ct. ['aiina B Onosisckom yHH-
Bepcurete (Ilonpima) B Mapre 2011 r. mHUIMMpOBa Kpyribliid cton «CTUIb U AUCKYPC»,
Ha KoTopoM cnaBsiHckue cticets (Ct. [atiga, E. ManunoBcka, M. Boiirak, 1. bxo3oB-
cka, H.W. Kitymmna u ap.) u cnaBsiuckue quckypceosnoru (B.b. Kamkun, U.®. YxBanosa-
[IIMpIrOBa ¥ Jp.) TOMBITAIACH OMPEACTUTHCS ¢ TEPMHUHAMU U 0003HAYUTH CBOE ITOHH-
MaHHUE MPOUCXOIALIETO.

Pe3ynbpraTom 3TOH TUCKYCCHH MOKHO CUUTATh CaMy TIOCTAaHOBKY MPOOJIEMBI U TIPH-
BJIEYCHUE K HEWl BHUMaHUA BEIYLIMX CTUIMCTOB U AUCKypcosioroB B Poccuu, [lomnbie,
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Asctpun, benopyccun n Ha Ykpaune. [locinenoBasmas HayuHas pediekcus Ha 3a/1aH-
HYIO TeMy Halllla OTpa’keHHe B KOJUIEKTMBHOW MOHOrpapuu «JlucKkypc u CTUIIbY, BbI-
memmei B 2014 1. B cepun «Hayunsie guckyccumn» (dnunra: Hayka, M.), B TemaTu-
YEeCKOM HOMEpEe aBTOPUTETHOTO IMOJIbCKOTo exeroanuka «Stylistykay (Omnone, 2014)
u B coopruke La Table Ronde. Beim. 2 (Munck, 2013).

Kpurnueckoe ocMbIcieHre TpoOIeMbl BBISBUIO PA3IHYHS BO B3IJISIIaX U IMOIXO-
Jlax BEAYLIUX YYEHBIX-CTUIHCTOB!

1. Ctunb ¥ IUCKYpPC HY’KHO Pa3rpaHUUYMTh U yOpaTh U3 CTUIIMCTHKH BCE HECTUIIU-
cruueckoe (b. Tomosuy «CTUIMCTUKA — AHTUCTWIMCTUKA — KOHTPCTUIMCTHKA —
HEOCTUJIMCTUKAY).

2. CTwiib ¥ JUCKYpPC MOKHO M HYKHO COJNM3UTH U CO31aTh MHTEPAMCLUILIMHAP-
Hyto auckypcuBHyto ctuiuctuky (I'.I'. Xasarepos, B.E. Uepnssckas, E.A. baxxeHosa,
T.A. BopoHiiosa).

3. CTWIMCTHKA MOXET U JOJDKHA CTaTh MHTETPATUBHOM, TPAHCIUCIHUILIMHAPHON
HAyKOM, OTKPBITOM U1 HOBBIX TEOPH U CBs3yrolIel ux Ha cBoel ocHoBe (Crt. ['aiina
«Dutocopus cTUIIR).

Ho, kak BUIUM, 5TH pa3iuyusi COBHANAIOT C 3TAalaMU Pa3BUTHUSA OO0 HayKH:
BHAuaJle OHa OTIPAHUYMBAETCS] OT CMEKHBIX WM KOHKYPUPYIOILUX C Hell AUCIUIUIMH,
9YTOOBI COXPAaHHUTH CBOIO CAMOOBITHOCTh M CAMOCTOSITEIILHOCTD, @ 3aT€M MHTETPUPYET
B ce0s1 He0OXOIMMBbIe VISl JaIbHEHIIIEro pa3BUTHsL HOBbIE UMITYJIbChI U3 JPYTHX obiac-
Tel 3HaHui. Tak IPOUCXOAUT TO, YTO IBOIIOLMOHUCTHI Ha3bIBAIOT «POXKIECHUEM CIIOXK-
HocTh» (Mapkos, 2010), MapKUpPYIOIIIUM HCTOPUUYECKUH Iy Th JIF000H (hyHIaMEHTAIb-
HOW HayKH.

3. CTUNb U AUCKYPC: PA3rPAHUYEHUE NOHATUIA

O0603Hauy cBO€ BUJEHHE TPOOJIEMBI.

PeueByro npakTUKy MOXKHO ONHUCATh YEPE3 CTHIIM, MOXKHO 4epe3 JUCKYPChI, HO 3TO
pa3Hble METO/Ibl U pa3Hble M0aX0/1bl. CTUINCTHKA U JJUCKYPCOJIOTHS BCE-TaKU pa3Hble
Hayku. Ho oHu MOTyT 060raTHTh ApYT ApYyra, IpU COXpaHEHUH CBOEH yHUKAJIbHOCTH.
Crunuctudeckre METObl PeJIeBaHTHBI JUIsl KpUTHUECKOTO AucKypc-aHanusza (KIA)
¥ MOTYT BOMTHU B HETO Kak COCTaBHas U HEOOXOAMMas 4acTh, HAPABHE C COLIMOJIOTHYE-
CKMMH METOAaMH (Harp., KOHTEHT-aHaJIN3), IParMaTHYeCKUMU METOJIaMH (TEOpHs pede-
BBIX aKTOB), (PMIIOJIOTHYECKUMH METOIaMH KOHTEKCTHOTO CJIOBOYIOTPEOICHHUS U CeMaH-
THUYECKOTO aHalu3a U T.1. J{MCKypc-aHanu3 U €CTh NIPUMEHEHHE PAa3INUHBIX METOA0B
K U3y4YEHHIO ONPEAEICHHOrO AUCKypCa.

Teopust TucKypca Takke MOXKET 000TaTHTh CTHIIMCTUKY — 3a CUET BKJIFOUEHHUS Tep-
MHHA «IUCKYpC» B HAYUHBI anmnapar CTUIMCTHKU, HO C OTJIMYHBIM OT TEPMHUHA «CTUJIb»
3HayeHueM. VX B3aMMOHE3aMEeHsSeMOCTh JIy4llle BCEr0 BHJ/HA B OIIMO3MLUAX CHIUILL
9n0XU | OUCKYPC INOXU U CIUNL MbIUUTEHUL | ...

JlaTb TOYHBIE M MAaKCUMAaJILHO TOJIHBIE Te(DUHHULIMU TUCKYpCa M CTHIIS HE Mpef-
CTaBIISIETCSI BO3MOXKHBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY 3TH CIIOKHBIE, MHOTOTpaHHbIE ()eHOMEHBI TPYIHO
YJIOBHMBI JUIsSl CTPOTOTO HAyYHOTO MPEMapHUpOBAHUS U NP MOMBITKE UX OOBSICHEHUS
HEU30€KHO pelylupyroTcs U ynpoatorcs. [1oaToMy cymecTByeT MHOXKECTBO PeayK-
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IIMOHHUCTCKHX, HO OTIEPAIIMOHATILHBIX U HEOOXOIUMBIX JUIS JUIAKTUYECKUX LIeJIel Orl-
pelleNIeHu Kak CTHIIA, TaK U AUCKYpPCa, B KOTOPBIX MPOQMINPYETCs TOJIBKO OJIUH ac-
NEKT UX KATerOpHabHOU CYIIHOCTH.

Hanum cobcTBeHHOE paboyee ompezeneHne UCCaeayeMbIX (PeHOMEHOB B HX COIO-
CTaBJICHUM.

JIMCKypC — 3TO COBOKYITHOCTB/CHCTEMA TEKCTOB. CTHUIIb — 3TO U COBOKYITHOCTb
TEKCTOB (cucTemMa (PYHKIIMOHANBHBIX CTHIICH), U UX OTIMYUTENbHAs yepTa. To ecTh
CTWJIb MOXKET PAcCMaTPUBATHCS KaK CHCTeMa M KaK MMMaHEHTHBIH MPU3HAK/XapakTe-
puctuka cucteMbl. CTUIb OPraHU3yeT CTPYKTYPHYIO CBS3HOCTh CUCTEMBI M HECET Iie-
JIOCTHYIO HH(POPMAIIHIO O HEH.

JIMcKypce OKa3bIBaeT aBJICHUE HA JIUYHOCTb, OAYUHSET aBTOPCKOE 51 JOMUHHPY-
IOIIUM JTUCKYPCUBHBIM IPAaKTHUKaM, OH OPUEHTHPOBAH Ha THUIHUYHOE, 00bEUHAIOLIEE
pas3JIn4HbIe TEKCTHI B OIPE/IETICHHBIE TUIIbI JUCKYPCOB.

Crune (MOHMMaeMbIi mupe, YeM (PyHKIIMOHAIBHBIN CTHIIB), HAIPOTUB, HE MPH-
eMJIeT I1a0JIOHHOCTH, OPUEHTUPOBAH HAa KPEaTUBHOCTH, HA COMPOTHBIICHUE CTAHIIAPTY.
Cruiie — nu0o0 3TanoH, MO0 AeBHaLus, HO HE CTaHAapT U He pyTuHa. CTWIb HE Io-
JIaBIIsIET aBTOpa, A, HAPOTHUB, BEICBOOOKAAET €r0 MHTYHUIHIO, 00OCTPSIET YyBCTBO Ipe-
KpacHOTr0, HalpasJisieT TBOPYECKUI OPBIB. ABTOPCKOE 51 BEIPA)KAETCSl UMEHHO B CTHJIE.
[To Tounomy onpenenenuto Ct. I"alipl, CTUIIb — 3TO «TyMaHUTapHAasi CTPYKTypa TeK-
cta» (Taitna, 2015).

W cTune, n AUCKype 04€Hb BaXKHBI JJ1s1 COBPEMEHHOM JIMHIBUCTHKH — KaK TOYKH
nepeceyeHyst U Kak TOUKU OTTAJIKMUBAHUS: JUCKYpPC MPUBHOCUT B TEKCT COLMATIbHOE
U3MepeHue, CTUIb — QuiIocodckoe U screTuueckoe. JIucKype BIMseT Ha YesloBeKa,
€ro s3bIK, MblieHne. CTuiib, 0 U3BECTHOMY BbIpakeHuto brog¢ona, u ects veno-
BEK — UEJIOBEK, CIIOCOOHBIH MEHATh AUCKYpC. [lUCKypc — 3TO MoJie NMPaKTHUYECKON
JeSITeIbHOCTH, CTUJIb — TEOPETUUYECKHM, 3CTETUYECKHUM, MBICIIUTEIbHBIN KOHCTPYKT.

Kak BuauM, CTHIb TPUHAAIEKUT MEHTAIBHOMY U 3CTETUYECKOMY, TUCKYpC — pe-
QIBHOMY U IParMaTH4eCKOMY.

Mo>xHO TPeaNOI0KUTh, YTO TEPMUH OUCKYPC B COBPEMEHHON POCCUNCKOM JIMH-
IBUCTHKE, HECMOTPSI Ha MHOXECTBO HAy4YHBIX ONPENEICHUN U TEOpHil, Ha MIPAKTHKE
UCIIOJIB3YETCSI B 3HAYEHNU «COBOKYMHOCTH TEKCTOB), T.€. JUCKYpPC — 3TO TEKCTHI,
00BEIMHEHHBIE 110 OIIPE/IEJICHHOMY NapaMeTpy, KOTOPBIA SKCIITUIMPOBAH Mpuiara-
TEJIbHBIM-OIIPEAEICHUEM (KpbIMCKULl OUCKYpC) WIN YIPABISEMbIM CYLIECTBUTEIILHBIM
B TB. 1. (Quckypc o Kpvime).

Msoroo0pasue TUIIOB IUCKYPCOB, BO3MOXHO, U HE CTOUT YKJIabIBaTh B IIPOKPY-
CTOBO JIOXKE €IMHOW M €IMHCTBEHHOW CHUCTEMBI, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO OTPa)KaeT HEeyHops-
JOYEHHYI0, PEaJIbHYIO AEHCTBUTEIBHOCTD, OMUCHIBAEMYIO PAa3HBIMU TEKCTaMHU, C pa3-
HBIX CTOPOH, C pa3HbIX TOUYEK 3peHMdA. T.e. Xouy MOJYEPKHYTh, UTO OTIMUYUTEIBHON
YEepTOil IUCKYPCOJIOTHH SBJIIETCSI €€ NMPUCTATIBbHOE BHUMAHUE K PA3IMYHBIM JUCKYPCHB-
HBIM MPAKTUKaM, 3TH MPAKTUKH U3Y4YalOTCs U OMUCBIBAIOTCS Y€pe3 MHOKECTBEHHOCTh
Pa3IUYHBIX AUCKYPCOB, KOTOPBIE MOJIEIUPYIOT, (GOpMATUPYIOT M OOBSCHSIOT CYIIECT-
ByIOIye GparMeHThl JEHCTBUTEIHHOCTH. B MHCKypce — XaOTHYHOCTH, CITy4aifHOCTb,
HE3a/JaHHOCTh, HECTAaH/IAPTHOCTh, HO U )KU3HEHHOCTb, NParMaTHKa 1 BHUMAaHUE KO BCEM
MeJIbYalIIM HOAPOOHOCTSIM OKPYKAIOIIEH JeHCTBUTELHOCTH.
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Jluckypc ToMaeT xKaHpOBbIE IEPETOPOJKH, TaK KaK OH OOBEAUHSIET TEKCTHI BHE
YKAHPOB WJIM TIOBEPX >KaHPOB, B TO BPEMsI Kak B CTHJIUCTUKE TEKCThI 3aCTETHYTHI B dKaHPbI
Y yNakoBaHbl B CTWIK. VIMEHHO OTCIOAa €€, CTUIIMCTHKH, CTPOMHOCTD, JIOTUYHOCTD, aJl-
reOpanyeckasl KpacoTa M 3CTeTHUECKasi 3aKOHOMEPHOCTb.

4. ANCKYPC B KOHTEKCTE CTUWINCTUKH

A BWIXKY INOATBEPKACHUC CBO€EH THIIOTE3bI O BAXKHOCTH JUISL CTUJIIMCTUKU ITOHATHUSA
OucKypc, He COBMAJIAIONIETO C TIOHATHEM CTHJIb, B TOM, YTO MHOTHE COBPEMEHHBIE CTH-
JIMCTHI B CBOMX HOBEHIINX pabOTax CTallM pa3indaTh Crmulb U OUCKYPC Y BKIIIOYATh UX
B CBOHM HCCIIEIOBaHMA. BOT UMb HEKOTOpPBIE IUTATHL: «MeCTO CTaOMIBHON CTUIEBOM
CHUCTCMBbI C YCTKUMHU BHYTPCHHUMH I'PaAHULIAMU CCIOAHSA 3aHUMACT JTUHAMUYHOC JUCKYP-
cuBHOE ipocTpancTBoy» (I"aitma, 2015: 18); «Ha peusb, HaxoasmIytocs B chepe 3HaHUH,
Yare BCEro CMOTPSAT Yepe3 nMpu3My (pyHKITMOHAIBHOH cTHHCTHKY. Ha akTyanbHyIo peds
YaIe CMOTPAT Yepe3 KaTeropuaibHblil amnmnapar Teopuu quckypea» (Konskos, 2015: 38);
«BONBIIMHCTBO YENICKUX M CJIOBAIIKUX aBTOPOB, T10 BCEW BEPOSTHOCTH, B OimKaiiiiee
BpeMsl He OTKaXeTcsi oT HuX (cTmieobOpasyrommx (akropoB — H.K.), He macT Bo3mMoxk-
HOCTHU pacTBOPUTh UX B KOMMYHUKAaTUBHBIX (PAKTOpaX, yUUTIBasi COBPEMEHHOE HAIpaB-
JICHUC OT CTUWIMCTHUKU CKOPEC K COLIUOJIMHIBUCTHUKE, STHOJIMHIBUCTHUKE, aHTPOIIOJINH-
TBUCTHKE, KOTHUTHBHOM JMHTBUCTHKEY (["ohdmanoBa, 2015: 54); «B uenickom s3bike
COBPCMCHHAsA KOMMYHUKAIHA XapaKTECPU3yeTCd OUYC€Hb JUHAMUYHBIMU OTHOIICHUSAMUA
MCXKAY CTWIEM U S3bIKOBBIMH PA3HOBUIHOCTAMMI», T.€. JUCKYPCHBHbBIMU O6paSOBaHI/ISIMI/I
(Maperr, 2015: 69) u T.1.

Kak BUUM, JUCKYPC B CTWIMCTHKE CTAJl IOHUMATHCA HE KaK SKBUBAJICHT WJIN )1y6-
JIET CTHJISL, @ KaK KaTeropusi, yTOUHSIOIAS U OTTEHSIOIAS YCKOJIb3ak0IEee OHITHE CTH-
JIs1, KaK PaBHOMPABHBIN MpeIMeT UCCIeI0BaHus, Hapsay co cTuieM. 1o Bceil BeposiTHO-
CTH, MOKHO TOBOPHUTB O TOM, YTO U1 COBPEMEHHOW CTHIIMCTUKHU, KOTOpasi IOHUMAETCst
KaK CTWJIMCTHKA KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHAsI, MaTEPUAJIOM UCCIIEIOBAHUS CTAHOBATCS MHOIO-
YHCJICHHBIE TUIIBI PA3IMYHBIX TUCKYPCOB, KOTOpPBIE OHA MPO(UINPYET B COOTBETCTBUU
C YK€ 3a/laHHbIMU ATAJIOHAMU CTWJIEH, a TAKXKe CO CIOKUBLIMMUCS CTUJIEBBIMU KaHOHA-
Mu. To ecTb TeKcThl, COOpaHHBIE B TUCKYPCHI MO0 KAKOMY-THOO MapaMeTpy, B HAyYHOM
MPOCTPAHCTBE CTHJIMCTHKHU MOIYYaroT €1e OAHO — CTUIMCTUYECKOE — U3MEPEHHUE,
YTO ¥ MPUAAET MHOTOMEPHOCTH COBPEMEHHBIM JIMHTBUCTHYECKUM HCCIIEIOBAHMSIM.

5. CTUJ1b W AUCKYPC B MEOUACTUINCTUKE

HeoOxoaumocTs auddepeHmanny KaTeropuii CTUIIsA U AUCKypca Jerde BCero mnpo-
WILUTIOCTPUPOBATh HA CTUIIC U JAUCKYpPCE MacCMeHa, BOJIEI0 Cy1e0 U yCHIHSIMHU COBpE-
MCHHBIX JIMHI'BUCTOB 3aHABHICTO YYTh JIM HE HCHTPAJIBHOC MECTO B HAYUYHBIX UCCIICA0-
BaHMSX MOCTIEIHUX JIET.

Ctwip MaccMeia B TPaJIUIMOHHONW CTHIIMCTUKE UMEHYETCSl Ta3eTHO-ITy OJIUIUCTH-
YECKUM WU MyOIUIUCTHYeCKUM cTiiieM. OH UMeeT JBa MOJCTHIIS: HH(POPMAITMOHHBIT
1 COOCTBEHHO ITyOJIMIIMCTHYECKUN U Pa3BETBICHHYIO CUCTEMY >KaHPOB. DTOT CTHIIb JIe-
TaJIbHO ONMHUCAH B (DYHKIMOHAJIBHON CTHIIMCTHUKE KaK 0COOBI BApUAHT PYCCKOTO JIUTEpa-
TYPHOTI'O sA3bIKa, B KOTOPOM HCIIOJIB3YIOTCA CHCHI/I(I)I/IIICCKI/IC SA3BIKOBBIC DJICMCHTBI BCEX
YPOBHEM, XapaKTepPHbIE UMEHHO IS 3TOTO CTHIIS.
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HoBblii KOMMYHHKaTUBHO-UHTEHIIMOHAIBHBIN MOJXO/I K OIMCAHUIO TEKCTOB IMy0-
JUIMACTHUYECKOTO CTUJISL OBLI MPEANPUHAT HAMU B aBTOPCKOW MoHorpadum «Ctumm-
cTuka myomurctuaeckoro Tekctay (Kmymmuna, 2015), rie B OCHOBY HCCieI0BaTeIb-
CKOTo MeTojia Oblia mojoxeHa He GYyHKIMS (Kak B (yHKIIMOHATHHOW CTHIIMCTHUKE),
a MHTEHLUs, J1aBlIasi Ha3BaHHE ONMPOOOBAHHOMY B MOHOTpa(uH U pa3paboTaHHOMY
B JAJTBHEHIINX CTAThSIX MHTCHIIMOHATLHOMY METO/Y.

Teopust aAuCKypca Jlajna HaM TOMYOK K (POPMYJIMPOBAHHIO U Pa3pabOTKe emle O HOM
KOHILIEIIIMY CTUJI MacCMelna, pa3BUBAIOIIEH UHMEHYUOHANbHYIO KOHYENYUI0, — 3TO
KOHYenyusi HappamueHoul opeanuzayuu meouacmusis. B 5TO KOHIENIINU CTUIIb pac-
cMaTtpuBaeTcs Kak auddepeHiupyomnas (0T Ipyrux CTuieil) U B TO jK€ BpeMsi MHTer-
pUpYIOIIast TEKCTHI B €IUHBIA KOHTHHYYM KaTE€rOpHsl, a MeOUuaoucKypc — Kak COBOKYII-
HOCTh MEIMATEeKCTOB, KOTOPhIE UMEIOT OCOOYIO HapPPATHBHYIO CTPYKTYPY, HE 3aBUCSIITYIO
OT JKaHPOB U TMOACTHJICH MeIUaIuCKypca. B HeM MOXXHO BBIIENUTL A8MOPCKULl Happa-
mue (MHTEPIIPETAINIO KYPHAIUCTOM PACKPHIBAEMBIX UM TEM M ONHCHIBAEMBIX COOBI-
TUi1), B KOTOPBIN BIUIETEHBI HAPPAMUE 04eauoyes cobblmuii, TaKk Ha3bIBAEMbIH CUHXPOH
(cBUIeTenhCcTBa OOBIYHBIX JIFOJCH O TIPOMCXOMISINEM BOKPYT HHX), HAPPAMUE dKCNep-
mo6 (CIEeLUAIMCTOB, OLIEHUBAIOIINX CJIOKUBIIYIOCS CUTYALUIO) U HAPPAMUE (2epOoesy
(IeHCTBYIOIINX JIAIT, IEPCOHAXKEH, O KOM HUIET pedb B CroxkeTe). 1 TompKo aBTOpCKuMit
HAppaTUB TCHJICHIIMO3CH.

[TpuBenem nprmMep, BHIOPAHHBI HAMH METOJIOM CITy9aifHOUM BHIOOPKH M TEM HE Me-
HEe OKa3aBIIUICS BEChMa TIOKA3aTEIbHBIM.

B craree [Imutpus JlememeBckoro «C Ilopomenko OyaeT HE MPOCTO JOTOBO-
putbes» ((Metro. 27 mast 2014 1.) aBTOPCKHI HappaTUB Pa3BOPAYMBAETCS MOAYEPKHYTO
HelTpaneHO. XXypHanmucT onepupyeT nudpaMu U He TMO3BOJISIET ce0e JaBaTh OLEHKH:
«llo npedsapumenvuvim OaHHbIM C pe3yabmamom 8 4% ua evlbopax npesudenma
Vrpaunvr nobescoaem e2nasa xonoumepckou xomnanuu Roshen Ilemp [lopowenko.
FOnus Tumowenko nabpana oxono 13%, nosmomy ¢ 6oavbuL0lU D0a€ll BEPOIMHOCU
MOJACHO CKA3AMb, YMO 6MOPO20 Mypa He Oyoem... ».

Bcest crates mocTpoeHa Ha yepe1oBaHUM HAPPATUBOB HKCIIEPTOB — YKPAUHCKOTO
nonmrosiora Aunpest Okapbl («— YHukaibHoCms 5mux 6b100p0o8 8 mom, Ymo KaHouod-
Mbl NPAKMUYECKYU He 8ellu aKMUGHYIO acUmayuoHHyI0 Kamnanuio, — pacckasan Metro
noaumonoe Anopeti Oxapa. — Omo OvLiu He 8b1O0pbL yuwe2o u3 xyowux. Ilopouenko
Ccman 60 MHO2OM KOMAPOMUCCHOU (ucypoil...») U JUPEKTOpa poccHiickoro MexmyHa-
POIHOTO MHCTUTYTA MOJMTUYECKOM KcTiepTH3bl EBrennss Munuenko («— Imo nonwvim-
KA coXpanumv MOOelb YNPpasienus Cmpanol, Komopas ciodxicuiacy euje npu Kyume,
Ko20a y éracmu Ovliu onueapxudeckue Kianvl, — 208opum Munuenko. — Dkonomuue-
CK020 bazuca O coxpaneHus 3moti mooenu He cywecmgyem. Taxkou pedicum ne modxcem
Obime yemouuus. A ne oymaro, umo Ilopowenko 0oneo npocuoum 6 ceoem Kpecie, Cmpa-
HY dicO0em ewje He 00ur MatioaH...»).

[TomoOHast HappaTHBHAsE OPTaHU3AIMS CTAThH MO3BOJISIET aBTOPY MPETEHIOBATH
Ha 00BbEKTUBHOCTH, TIOCKOJIBKY OH TPECTABIISET pa3HbIe, MOPOW MPOTHUBOPEUUBBIE TIPO-
THO3BI 3aMHTEPeCcOBaHHBIX cTOpoH (Poccuu u Yipanns). Y TONbKO 3arojloBOK OTpakaeT
ABTOPCKYIO HJICI0 U aBTOPCKYIO TIO3UIIUIO.
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Ho xakum Obl HEUTpaJIbHBIM U OOBEKTHBHBIM HU XOTEJ IMPEJICTaTh aBTOP-XKyp-
HAJIUCT, OH CKOpPEE BCEro OTPA3UT HATMOHAIBHYIO CHIEIU(UKY HCTOPHH.

B Teopun moctmonepamusma (P. bapr, XK. [lenes, XK. [deppuna, FO. Kpucresa, M. ®dy-
KO U JIp.) €CTh MOJOKEHHE O «CMEPTH aBTOpa» U ACKOHCTPYKIHMH TEKCTa. ITO OYEHb
LEHHbIC WU I OObICHEHHSI HAPPATUBHON OpraHU3aluy MEIUACTUIIA.

OTaenbHBIN KYypHATUCTCKUI TEKCT UIMEET KOHKPETHOTO aBTOPA. ABTOp, pealin3ys
CBOH 3aMbIce, MOAYMHACT ce0e He0OX0IUMBbIE CTHINCTUIECKHE PECYPCHI (T.€. «IIpH-
cBauBaeT» A3bIK). 1 uepe3 BBIOOp «MIEOIOTUI», HOMUHAIMN, TOHAILHOCTH, OLIEHOYHO-
CTU U MHTEpIIpeTalUK (IOHMMaeMON KaK CTUJIMCTUYECKUN BapuaHT oNnucaHus (aKkToB
JEWCTBUTENFHOCTH) aBTOP CTapaeTcsi yOeIuTh CBOETO YHTATENs B MPABUILHOCTH (WU
XOTs1 Obl B IPABOMEPHOCTH) CBOETO BUJICHUS PEAILHOCTH (T.€. «yBAUBAET» PEaIbHOCTB,
no H. Jlymany). B koHkpeTHOM TekcTe 3apMKCHPOBAHO UMEHHO aBTOPCKOE NPOYTEHUE
mupa. Ho Takux mpodtreHuii — OTKpbITOe MHOXeCTBO. H. JlyMan numer o cucreme
Maccmenua: «Kak 1 B Jpyrux (yHKIHMOHATIBHBIX CUCTEMAX, 3TOT BHEIIHUIA MUpP OCTAeTCst
OIEPALIMOHHO HEJOCTHKUMBIM, OH HE MOYKET BKJIFOUYATHCS [0 YaCTIM U UMEHHO TI03TOMY
TpeOyeT MOCTOSHHBIX ,,lipouTeHuit » (JIyman, 2012: 129).

MHOeCTBO «IIPOYTEHUI» HE MOXKET 00ecIeunTh OTebHbIN TekeT. Ho ero mosker
JaTh MEIUAJNUCKYpC (B LIEJIOM), €CJIM pacCMaTpUBaTh €ro HE TOJNBKO KAK COBOKYII-
HOCTb /CKJIaJl OTAEIbHBIX TEKCTOB, HO U KaK 00bEIMHEHHE, NIepeIieTeHe, IPOTHBO-
OOpCTBO U HACJIOCHUE HAPPALUil-CIOXKETOB, Pa3BOPAUYNBAIOIUXCSI BOKPYT COOBITUS MU
reposi. YToObI U3 MHOXKECTBA (hparMEHTapHBIX, Pa3PO3HEHHBIX METUATEKCTOB, KOTOPHIE
(GOpMUPYIOT KaXK/bli pa3 HOBYIO IOBECTKY JIHA (Bellb HOBasg MH(POpMALUsi — OJHA
13 BaXHEHIINX (PyHKIMHA Me1a) BEICTPOUTH CIOXKET, HY>KHO JIeHCTBUTENIBHO «yOUTh
aBTOpa» M MPOU3BECTH «IEKOHCTPYKIUIO» TEKCTOB, CI0KHUB U3 HUX JIMHEHHBIA MeTa-
HappaTus.

Tax, HanpuMep, eCi «IEMOHTHPOBATH» MPUBEICHHYIO BBIIE CTaThi0 JIMuTpus Jle-
memeBckoro «C [TopomeHko OyneT He mpocTo goroBoputhes» (Metro, 27 mast 2014 T.)
U BBIJIEINTH B HEHl KaK camocmosmenvhvle aBTOPCKUI HAppaTUB U HApPaTHUBBI 3KCIEp-
TOB (6€3 aBTOPCKOI MHTEPIPETALINH), TO HAPPATUBHI SKCIEPTOB MPEICTAIOT HE KaK IMOA-
TBEPIKAECHUE aBTOPCKOW TOYKM 3pPEHHUs, HE KaK TOJIbKO JIMIIb OT/CJIbHbIE apIyMEHTHI,
a Kak He3aBHCcHMasi HHPOpMaIKs O MPOUCXOAIIEM, 0COOEHHO €CTM K HUM JI00aBUTh
HappaTUBBI SKCIIEPTOB U3 IPYTUX MATEpUAOB JAPYTUX aBTOPOB, HO HA ATY )K€ TEMY.
Taxkum o6pazom, pedaekcupyronuii YuTaTeab, B OINYME OT «HAUBHOT0» YUTATEs,
MOXET OTCTPAHUTHCS OT UJICOJIOTMYECKOr0 JIaBJICHUS] M MAaHUITYJIALMU U CPOPMHUPOBATH
cOOCTBEHHOE MHEHHE.

[TonoGHOI pedrekcun criocoOCTBYET U «OTIAEIBHOE» MPOYTEHHE HAppaTUBOB Oue-
BuseB. CIIOKEHHBIN U3 (parMeHTOB MPSMBIX BKJIIOUYEHUH (CHHXPOHOB) HA TEJIEBHU-
JICHWW W IUTAT B Ta3eTax M MPOYUTAHHBIA (MPOCMOTPEHHBIN) KaK CaMOCTOSTEIbHBIN
LIEJIOCTHBIN JINHEHHBIN HAppaTUB, CBUAETENBCTBA OUEBUALIEB COOBITHI MOTYT HOATOJIK-
HYTh HE3aBHCHMOE CO3HAHUE PEe(PICKCUPYIOIIETO YUTATENS K COBCEM JPYTHM BBIBOJIAM
U BIEYATIICHUSIM, YeM T€, KOTOpPBIX JOOMBaeTCs aBTOp. MoIycHas pamMKa aBTopa «o0pe-
3aeT» HappaTHBbI OYEBU/LIEB, YTOOBI COIIACOBATh UX C COOCTBEHHON MHTEpIpeTaIUeH,
MMEHHO TIOATOMY HX CIJIEAYET pacCMaTpuBaTh OTIEIBHO, YTOOBI M30eKaTh MaHUITYJIS-
nuu (BIpoueM, He Bcera U He 0053aTeIbHO OCO3HAHHOM) CO CTOPOHBI aBTOpa-XKyp-
HAJINCTA.
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Takum o6pa3om, HappaTHBHAsI OpraHU3AlMs MEIUACTUIIS TTO3BOJISIET TII00aTLHON
CUCTeMe MaccMmenua n30exaTb MaHUIYJSIIHMY, B OTIMYKE OT HaluoHanbHbIXx CMU,
BBICTPaUBAIONINX COOCTBEHHYIO HIICOJIOTHIO, HAIICICHHYIO HA KOHCOHIAIIUIO O0IIIe-
CTBa W MOJIJIEPKKY MPaBSINEH IUTHI, Modydaromnien (rmpucBanparorieii) yepes CMU
MIPaBO TOBOPUTH.

Menuactunb yepe3 JEKOHCTPYKITUIO OT/IEIBHBIX TEKCTOB U BHICTPAUBAHUE U3 HUX
JTUHENHBIX HAppaIyii CBA3BIBAET MEAUAIMCKYPC B €AMHYIO YHUKATBHYIO CUCTEMY. JTO
CIIO’KHAsl CUCTEMA, BHYTPEHHHUE TPOLIECCHI B KOTOPOM OTPAXKAIOT MAaKCUMAJIbHO BO3MOXK-
HOe OOBEKTUBHOE TIO3HAHKME MHUpa (Yepe3 MO3HaHUE aBTOPOB-)KypPHAIMCTOB, OYCBHIIIICB,
«TepoeB», IKCIIEPTOB U MONb30BaTese lHTepHeTa), To €CTh OTPakaroT COBPEMEHHOE
MOHUMaHNe OOBEKTUBHON PEATLHOCTH.

Kaxymrasicsa BHemHss pparMeHTapHOCTh, MO3aMYHOCTh MEIMAaIMCKypca, O KOTO-
PBIX B TIOCJIE/IHEE BPEMS 4acTO TOBOPSIT MCCIIEI0BATENHN, CIIPABEIIIMBBI TOJIBKO /ISl He-
pedIIeKCUpyIOIIero BOCIpUATHS «HAaUBHBIMY» uuTaTeneM onuchiBaeMbix B CMU co-
OBITHUI.

6. SAKJTIO4MEHME

B coBpeMeHHOH TUHTBHCTUKE M3yYeHHE TEKCTa BENIETCS B ABYX aKTyaJbHBIX
HANPaBICHUIX: C MO3UIMNA TPAAUIIMOHHON CTUIMCTUKH M aKTUBHO Pa3BUBAIOLICHCS
TMCKypcoJioruy. B3anmoneiicTBre 3THX IBYX AUCIMIUIHH IPOBOIHPYET KOHKYPEHIIUIO
TEpPMHHOB, AU Y310 METOJIOB, SKIEKTUKY Pa3IMYHbIX HAYyYHBIX NMOIX0M0B. Judde-
pEeHIMALUS CTUIMCTUKU M JUCKYPCOJOTHUH KaK B3aMMOIIEPECEKAIOIINXCS, HO HE TOXK-
JIECTBEHHBIX JUCIMIUIIH TO3BOJISET YTOYHUTH IIEJIM, METOIbI M KaTerOpHAIbHbIN arma-
paT uccie0BaHu|, YTO HEOOXOJUMO IS TANbHEHIIETO Pa3BUTHS KaK CTHIMCTHKHY,
TaK U JUCKYPCOJIOTHH.

CraHOBIICHHE TUCKYPCOJIOTUH KaK CaMOCTOSITENIHHOTO JINHIBUCTUYECKOTO HAIPaB-
JIHUS B OTEYECTBEHHOW HayKe MPOXOJNT ITyTh, YK€ OHAX/IBI IIPOHIEHHbIA CTUIIUCTH-
KO# (cM., HarpuMep, TUCKyccrio 1960-X rT. u 00CyXKIeHHE CTHITMCTHYECKUX MPOOIIEM
B TIOJIbCKOM JKypHase Stylistyka (Omone, [Tonbma, 1997).

JIMCKypCOJIOTHS TBITAETCsI ONPEAETUTh MPEIMETHYIO 001acTh CBOMX HCCIIEN0Ba-
HHH, pa3paboTaTth COOCTBEHHYIO TAKCOHOMMIO JHICKYPCOB, ONPEACIUTHCS C TEPMUHOIIO-
THeil 1 OCHOBHBIMU HayYHBIMHU KaTE€TOPUSIMH, HAKOHELl, OYePTUTh TPAHMIIBI CBOETO Ha-
HpaBJIeHHs ¥ BEIpab0TaTh OPUTHHAIBHYIO METOAOJIOTHIO.

MpI moslaraem, 9To B COBPEMEHHBIX KOMMYHUKATHBHBIX U JINHTBUCTHYECKHUX HC-
CJICZIOBAaHUSIX BO3MOYKHA MHTETPAIMSI METOIOB JUCKYpC-aHAIN3a U CTUIIMCTHUKH, YTO
Oyzer criocoOCTBOBaTh OoJiee TITyOOKOMY MTOHUMAaHHIO COBPEMEHHOTO TekcTa. CeroHs
IUTOLIA KON /IS TOJOOHBIX HAyYHBIX 3KCIIEPUMEHTOB CTAHOBHUTCS] MEAMACTUIIMCTHKA,
B PaMKax KOTOPOI MBI TIBITAEMCS pa3rpaHUYUTh MOHSTHS CTHIb U TUCKYPC, MEAUACTHIIIb
¥ MEJIMa/INCKYPC U TIOKa3aTh X HEOOXOAUMOCTh M B3aUMOHE3aMEHIEMOCTh (HECHHO-
HUMMYHOCTb), 110 KpaifHel Mepe, [UIs COBPEMEHHONW MeInaJIOTuH.

MeuacTunb — OTIMYUTENbHAsE OCOOEHHOCTh MEIUaUCKypca, TOHUMAeMOro Ha-
MH KaK COBOKYITHOCTb CO3/IaHHBIX MPO(eCCHOHATEHBIMH KypPHAITHCTaMU TEKCTOB, (yHK-
IIMOHUPYIOMINX B MEAUANPOCTPAHCTBE. MenacTiiIb — WHTETrPaTUBHBIN ()eHOMEH, CBS-
3bIBAIOIINI BCE TEKCTHI MEAMATUCKYpCa B CIOKHYIO CHCTEMY, KOTOpas OTIMYAETCS
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OT APYTUX TEKCTOBBIX CUCTEM. MBI BUMM YHHUKAJIbHOCTh MEIUACTUISI B €r0 UHTEH-
[IMOHAJIBHO-HAPPATUBHON CTPYKType, KOTOpasi MOJIEIUPYET AUCKYPC B JBYX HaIpas-
JICHUSIX — MHTEHLIMOHAJIBHO (JUI peaau3aliy 3aJJaHHONH MHTEHLIUH) U KaK HappaTuB
(«TIeTeHue» LIEJIOCTHOTO CIOXKETa B JAMCKypce n3 (parMeHTapHON €ro MHTepIpeTa-
MU B OTJETbHBIX TeKcTax). [Ipu ¢popmanbHOM (cxeMaTHueckoM) MOAX0/e K MeUaanc-
KypCy y4eHbIE€ OOBIYHO OTMEYAIOT BUAUMYIO €r0 ()parMEHTapHOCTb, MO3aUYHOCTb, He-
YIOPSIIOUYEHHOCTD, Pa3pO3HEHHOCTh U HECOTJIACOBAHHOCTD, TaK KaK OTIEIbHBIE TEKCTHI
HE BBICTPaMBAIOT LIEJOCTHYIO ITyOIUIIMCTUUECKYIO KapTHHY Mupa. Ho rpu HappaTMBHOM
MOJIX0/1€ MEIUAAUCKYPC MPEACTACT KaK XPOHOJIOIMYECKH U CIOKETHO BBICTPOEHHbIE
UCTOPUH C OTKPBITBIM (prHaoM. BbIBIE€HHAs HaMU HappaTUBHAs CTPYKTYpa OTHEIb-
HOT'O MEIUATEeKCTa MO3BOJISIET CIOXKHUTh («CIJIECTH») U3 MHOXKECTBA MEIMATEKCTOB,
TO €cThb B JUCKYypce, MeIuaHappaTHB. TakuMm oOpa3oM, AEKOHCTPYKLUS OTAEIbHOTO
MeIMaTeKCTa MO3BOJISIET KOHCTPYUPOBATh LIEIOCTHBINA AUCKYPC.

HappatuBHas opranusanys MeIUacTHIA OTPAXKAET €r0 HALIMOHAIBHYIO CIIELU(HUKY,
B TO BpeMs KaK MHTEHIIMOHAJIbHAS €r0 CTPYKTYpa He SBISETCS YHUKAIbHOM, HAIpo-
TUB — OHA TUIIUYHA IS JII000H COBPEMEHHON MEHAKyJIbTYPHI.

YHuBEpCaIbHOCTb, BCEOOLIHOCTh M B TO YK€ BPeMs HallOHAJIbHAs CHELU(PUIHOCT
MEIUACTUIIA €lIe pa3 MOJYEPKUBAET CIIOKHOCTh 3TOro (PEHOMEHA U OTKPBITOCTh €r0
JJIS1 TaJIbHENIIEro MO3HaHMUS.

Taxkum 00pa3zoM, AUCKYPC U CTUJIb HE UCKIIIOYAIOT, a IPOHU3BIBAIOT APYT Jpyra,
U B 9TOM B3aHMOIIPOHUKHOBEHHH KPOETCsl TApMOHUSI METO/I0B, KOTOPYO JIMHIBUCTBI MO-
I'yT yCIBIIATh U MOHATH, YTOOBI HE CO3/1aBaTh SKJIEKTUKY IIPOCTOr0 apu(pMETUUECKOrO
CJIOXKEHUS] METOZIOB U3 pa3HbIX 00sacTeil 3HaHuUS.

© Knymmna H.W., 2016
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In Russian communicative studies we can observe the collision of traditional Russian Stylistics
and Western Discourse Analysis which resulted in eclectic and random use of terminology and methods
of Discourse Analysis. Even the terms style and discourse are often mixed up and are not differentiated.
The purpose of the article is to point out some theoretical problems concerning the “competition” of two
communicative disciplines in the study of media discourse — Stylistics and Discourse Analysis — and to
outline the ways of their possible cooperation and integration of their methods in Russian Linguistics. In our
research we analyze two theoretical conceptions of text analysis in media communication — stylistic and
discursive, which have the common subject of research, which is text, and the same communicative vec-
tor of study, but they apply different methods of analysis and different terminology. I distinguish between
style and discourse and argue that style and discourse do not exclude one another, but to some extent
they overlap and complement each other. Such approach gives a new impetus to the development of
Russian and Slavonic stylistics in communicative perspective as well as encourages the study of stylis-
tic organization of media discourse.

Key words: stylistic, discourse, taxonomy of discourses, functional styles, media discourse, intension
method, narrative organization of media discourse
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ANCKYPC, BbICKA3bIBAHUE U PEYHEBOW AKT
E.A. Kpacuna

Poccuiickuii yHuBEpCUTET OpyxKOBI HAPOIOB
117198, Mocxkea, Poccus, yn. Muxayxo-Maxknas, 6

JIMCKypC KaK KOMITOHEHT COLMOKYJIbTYPHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBHS MPEICTABISIET COOOW CIIOXKHOE €IMH-
CTBO SI3bIKOBOH (hOpMBI, 3HAYEHUS U AEHCTBHS, T.€. KOMMYHUKaTHBHOIO COOBbITHS WM akTa. CBs3b C COOBI-
THEM U ISHCTBUEM I103BOJIIET PACCMATPUBATh IUCKYPC KaK HEKOTOPYIO (hOpMy >KU3HH, OOPAILEHHYIO K KOM-
MYHHMKAaTUBHOMY B3aHMMOZEHCTBUIO M K IIParMaTHYECKON CUTYAIlX C ONOPOH Ha METOAOJIOTHIO HCCIIEI0Ba-
nuit O. bensenucra, M. @yxo, U. Keukema, JHx.P. Cépins u ap. 11 B IMHIBUCTUKE, U B IPYTUX 001aCTIX
3HAHUN MOHATHE JUCKypca CIIOCOOCTBYET MHTErPAIMU IYMaHUTApHBIX UccienoBaHuil. MHTerpupyomuit
TIPHHIINII, BKJIOYEHUE B IIMPOKUIT TYMaHUTAPHBIN KOHTEKCT MPOOJIEMBI B3aNMOICHCTBHS AUCKYPCa, PedeBo-
IO aKTa U BBICKA3bIBAHUS I103BOJIIET HETPUBUAIBHO PEIIATh LIEJBIH Pl COOCTBEHHO JIMHIBUCTHUECKUX
npo6ieM, B 4aCTHOCTH, IIPoOJIeMy BbICKa3bIBaHUS. JIOTMKH ONpenessaioT BbICKa3bIBAHUE Yepe3 MPONo3u-
LIMIO; JIMHTBUCTBI — Yepe3 IpeUIoKeHUEe; TEOPHsl peUeBbIX aKTOB — 4epe3 WUIOKYTHBHBIN akT. byxyun
BKJIIOUEHHBIM B JIUCKYPC WIM €ro (parMeHT, BBICKa3bIBAHUE CTAHOBUTCS UX MHTETIPAJbHON COCTaBIIS-
IOIIeH, XOTS ¥ He €AMHCTBEHHOMN. B OTHOIIIEHHH pedeBOro akTa BBICKAa3bIBAHUE OKA3BIBAETCS €T0 €JIMHCT-
BEHHO BO3MO)KHOW OOJIACTBIO OTPEIeNieHNs], OTHOBPEMEHHO 0(OpMIISIS M O3HAUMBAs PEUEBOI aKT ITOCPEICT-
BOM IPOIO3UIMOHAIBLHOTO coaepxaHus. Llenu U 3a7aun HAcTOAIIEr0 MCCIEAO0BAHUS — ONPEIENIUTh
YCJIOBUSI B3aUMOJIEHCTBHS M COOTHOLIEHHS AUCKYPCa, PEYEBOI0 aKTa U BBICKa3bIBAHUS KaK JIMHTBUCTHYE-
CKUX KOHCTPYKTOB, BBISIBUTb UX OTJIMYUTEIbHBIC M CXOJHbIE CBOMCTBA U IIOKA3aTh KOHCTPYKTHBHYIO POJIb
BBICKA3bIBaHUs KaK MUHUMAJILHOI €IMHUIIBI PeUenopoxaeHus. MceneoBanue BBIIOIHEHO ¢ IPUMEHEHHEM
AQHAJIMTUKO-TEOPETUYECKOr0 MOIX0/la U UHTEPIPETAaTUBHOrO aHanu3a. COOTHOIIEHUE UCKYpCa, BBICKA3bl-
BaHMS U PEUYEBOT0O aKTa MOJTBEPKIAET POJIb BHICKA3BIBAHMS KaK JUCKPETHON €IUHUIIBI CHHTAaKCHYECKOTO
KOHTHHYyMa, OOpaIeHHON OHON CTOPOHOH K SI3BIKY, a IPYTOH K PeUr: OHO HE MPHHAJICKUT HCKITIO-
YUTEIILHO HU SI3bIKY, HU PEUH, a OTJIMYACT UX B3aUMOJECHCTBHE B XOJI€ PEUEBOH JEATEIBHOCTH, SBIISICH
OHOBPEMEHHO «aTOMOM JHCKYpPCa» U 00JIacThIO ONpeNIeNICHUs] peYeBOroO aKTa.

KiioueBble ciioBa: BBICKAa3bIBaHUC, TUCKYPC, KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOC CO6I>ITI/IC, Ipono3unus, mnpar-
MaTH4YECCKasd CUTyalus, pe‘IeBOfI aKT

1. BBEOAEHME

Maxkpocunrakcuueckue uccienaoBanus 60—70-x rr. XX B. u30UparoT cBOMM 00b-
€KTOM TEKCT, IUAJIOT, TIOBECTBOBAHHUE U TIO/., TO €CTh «EANHHUILY, BXOISIIYIO 3a MPEICIbl
MPUBBIYHBIX CHHTAKCUUECKUX 00pa30BaHUI — MPEUIOKEHUS M CIIOBOCOYETAHUS, 1 ITO
MO3BOJIIET 00O3HAYUTH MEPEXO/ OT JIMHIBUCTHKH TEKCTa K JIMHTBUCTHKE TUCKypca
u copmynupoBaTh Hadana Teopun auckypca» (Kapaymnos, ITerpos 1989: 8).

B sToT nepuoj quckypc TpakTyeTcs KakK «CBA3Has MOCJIEA0BATEILHOCTD MpeJyIo-
KEHUH WM PEYEBBbIX aKTOBY», HO YK€ B IIOCJIEAYIOLIUE JECSTh JIET OH PaCCMAaTPUBAETCS
KaK «CJIOKHO€ KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOE SIBJIEHHE, BKIIFOUAOIIee KPOME TEKCTa, eIlle U IKCTpa-
JIMHTBUCTHYECKUE (aKTOPHI (3HAHUSI O MHUPE, MHEHUS, YCTAHOBKH, LIENTU apecara), He-
00X0MMBbI€ 11 HOHUMAaHHUs TEKCTa, T.€. JUCKYPC OCO3HAETCS KaK «CJI0XKHas cCUcTeMa
Hepapxuu 3HaHUI» [TaMm xe).
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Bymyun cymiecTBeHHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM COIIHOKYJIBTYPHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBUS, <«(TUC-
KypC, B IIUPOKOM CMBICJIE CJIOBA, SBJISETCS CIOKHBIM €IMHCTBOM SI3IKOBOM (DOPMBL,
3HAYECHUS U ACUCTBHS, KOTOPOE MOTIIO ObI OBITH HAMITYUYIINM 00pa30M OXapaKTepu30-
BaHO C TMOMOIIBIO MOHATHS KOMMYHHKATUBHOTO coOBITHS Wi akTa» (Kapaynos, Ilet-
poB 1989: 121—122. Cs3sb ¢ cobbiTieM U aeiicTBuem nossosisger H./[. ApyTioHoBoi
OTIPEIETISITh TUCKYPC KaK «TEKCT, B3ATHINH B COOBITHIHOM acIeKTe», KaKk «pedb Morpy-
skeHHY10 B km3Hb» (JIDC 1990: 137), u TeM cambIM paccMaTpuBaTh JUCKYPC Kak He-
KoTOpyto (popMmy >xu3HH, 110 JI. Butrenmreiiny. /{uckype, Takum o0pa3zoMm, OKa3bIBaeTCst
oOpaIeHHbIM K KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOMY B3aHMMOZEHCTBHIO U K MParMaTU4ecKOi CUTYaIHH.
B KOMMYHHKaTHBHOM acleKTe OH OOpallleH K MEHTAJIbHBIM U MHTEHIIHOHAJIBEHBIM CO-
CTOSIHUSIM U TIPOLIECCAM YYaCTHHKOB KOMMYHHKAIIMU. B mparMatuueckom acmnekrte, Bbl-
SBJISISL MHTEPEC K SI3IKOBOMY YIOTPEOIEHHIO, TUCKYPC MO3BOJISIET MOJICTUPOBATH THIIO-
BBIE CUTYAIlUH, WIN (QpEiMBI, C OJJHON CTOPOHBI, M pPacCMaTpUBATh TaK Ha3bIBacMbIe
«CLEHapUW», MOJICIUPYSI PA3BUTHE CUTYAIMi, C JPYTrOM CTOPOHBI, T.€. OH U3y4YaeTCs KaK
oftHa 13 (HOPM KU3HHU U MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO PACCMATPUBAETCS KaK MOCIIeI0BATEIbHOCTh
pedeBbix aktoB (JIDC 1990: 412).

[IpoTrBONIOCTaBUB AUCKYPC, WU «PEUb, IPUCBAMBAEMYIO TOBOPSILLIUMY TaK Ha3bl-
BaEMOMY «OOBEKTHBHOMY IOBeCTBOBaHUIO» (discourse vs recit), 3. beHBeHUCT co3znan
NPEANOCHUIKH JUIS PACIIPOCTPAHEHUS MOHATHS JUCKYpCa Ha «BCE BUIBI IPAarMaTHUECKU
00yCJIOBJICHHON M Pa3IHYAIOIICHCs IO CBOMM LIEJIEyCTaHOBKAM pedm» [TaM Xke], cp.:
YCTHBIN U TucbMeHHBIN nuckypc T.A. Ban [lelika; pasroBopubiit nuckypc E.B. Tlagy-
YEBOM, BKIIFOUAS PEXUMBI PEUEBOM M HApPAaTUBHOW MHTEPHPETAUUN; MOIUTHYECKUN,
IOPUIMYECKUI U IPYTHE BUBI JUCKYypCa.

B nuHrBucTrke u B Apyrux oONacTIX 3HAHUI MOHATUE TUCKypca CIIocOOCTBOBAJIO
U CIIOCOOCTBYET MHTErpallii TyMaHUTapHBIX HccienoBanuil. Takas posib AuCKypca qaet
ool M. dyKo onpenensaTh ero Kak «BHELIHEE POCTPAHCTBO, B KOTOPOM Pa3MeEIaeTcs
ceTh pa3nmuuHbix MecT» (Dyko 1996: 56), T.e. kak moise: «JlUCKypc — 3TO HEYTO
OoJblIee, HEXKEIIU IPOCTO MECTO, TJI€ TOJKHBI PAcIIoNiaraTbCs U HaAKJIaAbIBaTbCs IPYT
Ha Jpyra — Kak CJIOBa Ha JINCTe OymMaru — OOBEKTHI, KOTOPBIE MOTIIA OBbI OBITH yCTa-
HOBJICHBI TOJILKO BIIOCIICACTBUNY [TaM xke: 43].

2. AUCKYPC U PEYEBOW AKT

TepMuH «IUCKypC» BBEN B JIMHTBUCTUYECKHM 00MX0/ OEIbrUCKUI JIMHTBUCT
3. brouccanc (Buyessens 1943), ncxozs 13 COCCIOPOBCKONM TPUXOTOMUM «SI3bIK — peUb —
peueBasi 1eaTeNbHOCTRY. DaKTUYeCKH, 3aHsIB MecTo «langage», Auckypc chopMHUpoBa
MIPOMEXKYTOYHOE 3BEHO B Ienouke «langue — discourse — parole», «rae langue —
cUcTeMa, HeKasl OTBJICYCHHAs] YMCTBEHHAs! KOHCTpYKIus, discourse — KOMOMHALINHY,
MIOCPE/ICTBOM peaTi3alii KOTOPBIX TOBOPSIIIMIA UCTIONB3YeT KO S3bIKa (...), U parole —
MEXaHHU3M, TO3BOJIIONINNA OCYIIECTBIATh 3TH KoMOuHamwmu...» (CTpyKTypa Tekcra
1980: 454).

WNupiMu crioBamMu, TUCKYpC — 3TO «PEUEBOE MPOU3BEICHHIE, KOTOPOE BO3HUKAET
KaXJIbIii pa3, KOTa Mbl TOBOPUMY, TIPH STOM «HEJb3sl YITyCKaTh U3 BUa CBOCOOPa3HbII
CTaTyC BBICKA3bIBaHU: HAIIUM OOBEKTOM SIBJISIETCS CaMblil aKT MPOU3BOACTBA BBICKA-
3BIBaHUS, @ HE TEKCT BhICKazaHHOTo» (benBenuct 1974: 312).
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B cBoro ouepenp, pedeBoe Npou3BeeHUE MPEACTaBIIET COOON pe3ysbTaT aKkTa
peun, TOHUMAaeMOro B IMIMPOKOM CMBICIIE, & PEYeBOM aKT — HJICAIbHBINA, MOJCIBHBIN
aKT peud Kak 0co00il KOMMYHUKATHBHBIM aKT, TOUHEE, KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOE COOBITHE:
OHO TIPE/ICTaBJIEHO OCOOBIM Nep(HOPMATUBHBIM BBHICKA3bIBAHUEM CTPYKTYPBI «A-TOBO-
psmmii cyOBeKT — pedyeBoe IeHCTBHE — ThI-CIYIIAIOIINI, aapecar.

PeueBoil akT coBepIaeTcs B ONPE/IEIEHHON COLUaIbHO 00YCIOBICHHOW KOMMY-
HUKAaTUBHOH (pe4eBOil) CUTyalluy, OCI0KHEHHOHN LIEIBIM PSIOM HapaMeTpoB M Ipea-
rnosararoreit MHo)kecTBO KOHTEKCTOB (cM.: 1. Kecskes & F. Zang 2009; . Keukem 2014;
K. Bednérova-Gibova 2015 u ap.). Peanu3anust peuyeBoro akra — 3T0 KOMIUIEKC CIIOXK-
HBIX MHOTOCTYTIEHUATBIX JIEHCTBUH, IIEICHANPABICHHO COBEPIIAIOIIUIICS TOBOPSIIIIM
CyOBEKTOM B HAaIPABJICHUH K CIIYIIATENIO C LIEIbI0 BO3JIEHCTBUSA HA CO3HAHUE U TTOBE-
nenue aapecata. [lo cTpykType peyeBoi akT mpecTaBisieT co00i reTeporeHHoe Tpex-
YpPOBHEBOE 00pa3oBaHKe, OOBEIUHSIONIEE JIOKYTUBHBIN, WIUTOKYTUBHBIA M TIEPIOKYTHB-
HbIi akThl (Ceprb, 1986).

CemaHTHUECKUE XaPAKTEPUCTUKH PEYEBOTO aKTa 00YCIIOBIICHBI IBYMSI OCHOBHBIMH
CBOWCTBaMH — KOHBEHIIMOHAJILHOCTHIO ¥ MHTEHIIHOHAIILHOCTBIO.

B Teopuu peueBbIX aKTOB MHTEHIIMOHAIBHOCTh IPUHATO TIOHUMATh KaK «CBOMCTBO
MHOTHX MEHTAJBHBIX COCTOSHHNA U coObITHiD» (Cepnb, 1987: 96). D10 CBOWCTBO Xa-
paKTepU3yeTcsl HalPaBJIEHHOCThIO Ha OOBEKTHI U MOJOXKEHUS JIeJl B pealbHOM MHUDE,
B JICHICTBUTEIILHOCTH, HO OHO HE TOKIECTBEHHO OCO3HAHHOCTHU U HE OrPAHUYMBAETCS
HaMEPEHHOCTHIO, NIPOSIBJICHNEM MHTeHIUH. KOHBEHIIMOHAIBHOCTh 00YCIIOBIICHA TUITH-
3MPOBAHHOMN WIIJIOJIKYTUBHOMN LIEJIbIO BBICKA3bIBAaHUS U €0 sI3bIKOBOH (popmoit. Mio-
KyTHBHas 11eJ1b U WUIOKYTHBHAsS CHJIa BBICKA3bIBaHUS, KOTOPOE MPEJCTaBIIET peUeBOi
aKT KaK peaIn30BaHHYI0 HHTCHIIUIO, IIO3BOJISIIOT BKIIOUUTH €r0 Kak (ppeiM B TUCKYPC
TOTO0 WJINM MHOTO THma. Toraa AMCKYpC MpencTaeT Kak HEKOTOpPOe MaKpoIloje, WU
00IIacTh CyIIECTBOBAHMS PEUEBOTO aKTa, a PpeiiM — KaK MHUKPOIIoJe, (pparMeHT Auc-
Kypca, Wi 00J1acTh OMpEICICHUs TUCKYPCa, CPABHUTE: JUCKYPC TaK Ha3. «PUTYallb-
HOTO O0IIeHUs» — (peiMbl IPUBETCTBUS, IIPOLIAHNUS, TO3PABICHNUS, IPUTIIALIIEHNUS,
BBIpa)KEHUS 0J1aroJapHOCTH WA COOOTIE3HOBAHUS U JIP.

3. PEYMEBOW AKT U ®PENM

Paznenss nonumanue ¢peiiMa Kak €JUHUIBI, OPraHU30BAaHHON «BOKPYT» HEKO-
Toporo konmenTa (BaH Jlerik 1989: 16), ncxoaum u3 TOro, 9T0 (GpeliMbl KOHBCHIINO-
HaJIbHBI B CUJIy TOT'O, YTO C MX IOMOILBIO ONPEEIISIOT U ONUCHIBAIOT HEUTO XapaKTep-
HOE ¥ TUIIUYHOE, OOLICTIPUHATOE B JAHHOM COIIMyME, HAaIpUMEP, TPUBETCTBHS, YUTCHUE
JIEKIHH, peKJIaMHble 00BSBICHUS U T.1.

KakuM jxe 00pa3zom cBs3aTh peau3alyio Leliell 1 KOOPIUHALUIO AEHCTBUN To-
BOPSILIETO CyOBbEKTa 1, YUYUTHIBAS MPOUCXOASAIINE COOBITHS U YCIOBHS KOMMYHUKAIINH,
C COLIMAJLHBIMU HOpPMaMH, KaK CBS3aTh MHTCHIIMOHAJIBHBIN PEYEBOM aKT U KOHBEH-
mmoHabHbIA (peiim? [To muennro T.A. Ban [leiika (Tam xe: 18—19), y HUX UMErOTCH,
0 KpaliHeH Mepe, TPU OOIIHUX aCTIeKTa:

1) oTaenbHBIE peueBble aKThl, HAPUMED, «PEUEBBIC PUTYAJIbD», KOHBEHIIMOHAb-
HBIE B BBICIICH CTETEHH, OJHOBPEMEHHO SIBIISIOTCS U KYJIbTYPHO OO0YCIOBICHHBIMHU.
JIst HUX YMECTHOCTh M YCHEIIHOCTb OMpeersieTcss MX COUMAIbHON 3HAaYMMOCThIO, 00-
IIECTBEHHBIM XapaKTepPOM, HAIllpUMep, MPUBETCTBUS, U3BUHEHHS, (OPMYIIbI ITHKETA
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B [TOBCETHEBHOM 0011eHnu. Kak nmpaBmiio, 3T0 He €IMHUYHBIE aKThI, a ITOCIIEI0BATEb-
HOCTH, KOTJ]a TOBOPSALIHMIA CYOBEKT sl ¥ CITYIIAIOIIHNA Thl, MEHSSICh POJISIMH, BBITIOIHSIOT
OJIHO U TO K€ peueBoe JeicTBUE, BIUIOTh A0 MOBTOpa, THUNA «lIpusemcmeyio Bac!»
(ot 1) — «lIpusemcmeyro Bac!» (oT Thl). bonee cnoxxHbIe MOCIET0BATENTLHOCTH T10-
BTOPSIOIIUXCS PEUEBBIX AaKTOB MOTYT OBITh MPOMJUTIOCTPHUPOBAHBI KaK YTEHHE JICKIIUH,
[IEPKOBHBIE TIPOTIOBE/TH, IEPEIHCKA, TOBCETHEBHBIE Pa3rOBOPHI Ha OBITOBBIC TEMBI U JIP.;

2) pedeBble aKThI BKIIOYAIOTCS B CIIOKHBIE JCHCTBHS U CTAHOBSATCS COCTABHOM
YaCThIO OT/ENBHBIX (PpeiMOB, HapUMeEp, NPU aKTax KpeuieHus «Hapexaio meds Onb-
2oty; OpakocoueTanust «OObAGIAI 8AC MYHCeM U HCEHOU»; BBIHECEHHS TIPUTOBOpa «Bul
npocosapusaemecs Kk mpem 200am JuueHus c600600b1y,

3) nns agekBaTHOW MHTEPHpETald U TOHMMaHMs PEYeBOro akTa HEOOXOIHMO
3HaHHEe MeTa-(ppeiiMa, Wi HeKoToporo Gokyca (hparMeHTa Mupa, MPeXkie BCEro 3HAHNUE
YCJIOBHI yCIIEITHOCTH. Peub naer 06 yMEeCTHOCTH pedeBOro akTa, 00 aJleKBaTHOCTH €ro
WUIOKYTUBHOM 1IEJIN: HAIIpuMep, MO3paBJisis, s 3HAk0, YTO Y MOETO a/ipecara IPOU30IILI0
WIH TPOUCXOJUT YTO-TO XOpoIiee. B 3ToM cMBICiie pedeBble aKThI CBSI3aHbI C MPOILTHIM
u/unu Oy TyIuM JeiCTBUEM TOBOPSIIETO W/MITH CIYIIAIOMIETO.

CeMaHTHUECKHUIT aCIIEKT aHaIM3a PEUEBOr0 aKTa Kak (ppeiimMa mpearonaraeT onopy
Ha nieppOpMaTUBHBIN KOHTEKCT, BBISBISIONIMN pedepeHIMaIbHbIC, MOTAIBLHBIC U TEM-
NOpaTbHBIE XapaKTEPUCTUKU Nep(OPMATHBHOTO BBICKA3bIBaHUS. B CHITy HEBO3MOXKHO-
CTH coYeTaHus 00ernx PYHKIMA — pedepeHIy K MUpy W WHIWBUTYTH3aI[HH — TOBO-
psIMi CyOBEKT s IpUIAeT epOPMAaTHBHOMY BBICKA3bIBAHUIO CTATyC ayTopedepeHT-
HOT'0, TOCKOJIbKY «MHP MOETO $I» — 3TO BCET/Ia IPUCBOCHHBINH (parMeHT IeHCTBU-
TEIBHOCTH. «Moe s1» KOHIEHTPUPYETCS B MOAYyCe MeppopMaTUBHOTO BHICKA3bIBAHNS,
KaK MpaBUJIO, UMIUTUIIUTHOM B (hopmyse S X u skcrmuuTHOM B popmyiie S X, 4To.
MozaanpHOCTh LIETUKOM U TMOJHOCTBIO 00YCIIOBJIEHA TOBOPSILUM CyOBEKTOM f, U IO-
TOMY OHA CYOBEKTHBHA, HO PEATLHOCTh PEUeBOr0 JEHUCTBUS, caM (haKT JIOKYLIHH, pealb-
HOCTh WJUIOKYTHBHOM CHIIBI KaK OCYIIIECTBJIEHHOTO JIEHCTBHS U MEPIIOKYTHBHOTO d(ek-
Ta MPEBPAIAOT CyObEKTUBHBIN, TOYHEEC WHAUBHUIYAIbHBIH BHIOOD $1, B OOBEKTHBHYIO
PeaTbHOCTh COBEPIIAEMOT0 PEUEBOr0 aKTa, a BO3SMOXKHO, U €r0 MOCIEICTBIMA KaK s
CITyIIAIOIIEro, TaK U Juisl roBopsiero. [1o1o6HO0 MOAaIbHOCTH, TEMITOPaIbHOCTD 00YC-
J0BJIeHa eppOpMATHBHBIM KOHTEKCTOM U CBsI3aHA C IOHMMAaHHEM MOMEHTA COBEpILe-
HHS BBICKa3bIBaHUS KaK OOBEMITIONIET0 WHTEpBAJa B PAMKaX 3HAYEHHUS HACTOSIIETO
peUeBOro akTa, 4YTo MaTepHAIN3yeTCsl B rpaMMaTHieckoil popme neppopmMaTHBHOTO
IpeanKaTa.

Takum o6pasom, ¢peiimMoBast OpraHu3aLUsl PeYeBOro akTa U nepGpopMaTuBHOTO
BBICKA3bIBAaHMSI HE 3aTPAarvBaeT X BHYTPEHHETO YCTPOMCTBA, a MPEATONaraeT BKIIIO-
YyeHHe 100 B MOCJIEA0BATEIFHOCTh PEUEBBIX aKTOB, THOO0 B COCTaB Oojee CIIOKHOTO
¢peiimMa, 00BeTMHAIONIETO KaK peueBble, TaK M HepeueBble AeicTBus. PpeiiMoBas op-
TaHW3alus MTO3BOJISET BIUCATh PEUYeBbIe aKThl B LIEJIOM W/WIN NeppOopMaTHBHbIE BbI-
CKa3bIBaHMsI, UX O(GOPMILIONINE, B TIPArMaTUYECKHI KOHTEKCT OJarofapst CeMaHTHYe-
CKMM cepaM roBopsIIero cyobekTa s, agpecata Thl U PeUeBoro JeicTBus nepdopma-
THUBHOTO BbICKa3bIBaHus. Hakoner, ppeliMoBas opraHu3anys peueBoro akra mo3BossieT
XapaKTepu30BaTh PeUeBON aKT KaK 00JIacTh ONpE/IeIeHUsI B OTHOICHUN JHCKypca —
o0J1acTy cyImiecTBoBaHus (peitma.
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4. NPERJTOXEHUE U BbICKA3bIBAHUE

B tpuazne «pedeBasi eIT€IBHOCTD — PEUb — SI3BIK» MPEUIOKEHUE TPUHAIIICKUAT
SI3BIKY, TIOCKOJIBKY 3Ta €IMHUIA BCTPAUBACTCS B MEPAPXHUIO aOCTPAKTHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX
eIMHULI, 00JIa1aeT NapajJurMaTH4eCKUMH XapakTepUCTUKaMU XOTsl Obl Ha YPOBHE MO-
JIeTA WK CTPYKTYPHOM CXEMBI; B CUCTEME a0CTPAKTHBIX €AMHHI] SI3bIKa OTBEYACT yCIIO-
BUSIM «BXOJIUT B» U «COCTOUT H3», XOTS B OTACTBHBIX CIydasx HEUTpaau3yeTcs Mo OT-
HOIIICHUIO K CJIOBY U MOp(eMe — 3HAYUMBIM JIBYCTOPOHHHM €IUHHIIAM S3bIKA.

B peueBoil nesTenbHOCTH NPEUI0KEHNE «IYJECHBIM 00pa30M IpeBpalaeTcs»
B BBICKa3bIBaHUE, MIOCKOJIbKY NMPHOOPETaET KOMMYHUKATUBHYIO (PYHKIIHIO, O)OpMIIS-
eTCsl MHTOHALMEeH U MOPSAKOM CJIOB, HAJIENIAETCsl MHTEHIMAMU TOBOPSILETo U CIIyIla-
folero u ap. BzaumonencTBue mpenyioxkeHusl U BHICKa3bIBaHUSI B KOMMYHHUKATUBHOMN
(GYHKINU 4acTO MPUBOAUT K UX OTOXJECTBIICHHIO, I10 KpaifHel Mepe, K HEKOTOpOii
CUMMETpPUH, KOTOpasi OOHAPYKUBAETCS B aKTe KOMMYHHKAIIUU U PE3yJILTUPYET B aKTE
O3HauMBaHUs (hparMeHTa JIeHCTBUTEILHOCTH, CUTYAI[MH UIIH COOBITHSI.

OOBbsicHEHHE, KOTOPOE JISKUT Ha MOBEPXHOCTH, CBA3aHO C OTHOCUTEIILHON CBO-
00/10} CUCTEMBI SI3bIKa, KOTOpasl, B OTVIMYUE OT €ro CTPYKTYpPbI, HE HAKJIA/IbIBAET CTPOTUX
orpannueHnid. OTpaHUYEeHUs] HAKJIaJbIBAET CUMBOJINYECKasl (DYHKIHUS S3bIKa, KOTOpast
CIOCOOCTBYET JIBOMHOMY O3HAUMBAHMIO: CEMHOTHYECKOMY Ha YPOBHE CHCTEMBI, Iapa-
JMTMATHKH SI3bIKAa U CEMaHTHYECKOMY — B CHHTarMaTuke si3bike. Kak mumer mpod.
JL.T'. 3ybkoBa, «IIpuHIun 3HaKa B sI3bIKE KaK IMOCPEIHUKE MEXKIy BHEITHUM MHUPOM
Y BHYTPEHHHM MHPOM YEJIOBEKA BOIUIOMIACTCS B MIPUHIHIIE IBOMHOTO O3HAYMBAHUS —
CEMHOTHYECKOTO (B CJIOBE) M CEMAaHTHUIECKOTO (B MpetoxkeHnn )» (3yokosa 2014: 122).

KareropuanpHasi ceMaHTHKa MPEATIOKEHUS MO3BOJISIET PacCMaTPHUBAThH MPEIIIO-
KEHHE ¥ KaK HOMUHATUBHYIO €IMHUILY, pe()epEeHTOM JJIsi KOTOPOH CITY>KUT CUTYaLus,
coObITHE, (parMeHT JEHCTBUTEIBLHOCTH. B 3TOM CMEBICHE MpeIoKeHNuEe COMMKAETCS
CO CJIOBOM M €My CBOWCTBEHHO CEMHOTHYECKOE O3HAYMBAHUE.

[TproOperasi MHOXKECTBO JOMOJHUTENBHBIX CMBICIOB, OyAydn €JUHULECH pedH,
peueBoil eATebHOCTH, BbICKa3bIBaHHE OOHAPYKUBAET SIBHO BBIPAKEHHYIO CHHTarMma-
TUYECKYIO0 OPraHU3alUIo0, a TOTOMY O3HAUMBAHME B BHICKA3bIBAHUU CEMaHTHUYECKOE.
Ha camowm nerne, u TOT, ¥ APYTO# THI O3HAYMBAHUS MPUCYTCTBYET B 00EUX €INHUIIAX:
peub UEeT TOJIBKO O MEPE U CTENCHU IPOSIBICHUS.

Jyanusm npeuioskeHns ¥ BbICKa3bIBaHUS 3aKJII0YAETCsl HE IIPOCTO B TOM, YTO BBI-
CKa3bIBaHHME KaK OBl TyONMMpyeT NpeayoKeHHe, BBIMOMHSA GYHKINIO (JOPMBI BhIpaske-
HUSL, @ OKa3bIBACTCS COJMIAPHBIM C MPETIOKEHUEM Kak (popMoii comeprkaHus, TEM ca-
MBIM OHHM 00pa3ylOT HEKHiIl JBYCTOPOHHUN 3HAK B paMKax peuyeBON JEATEIbHOCTH,
B KOTOPOM BBICKa3bIBaHHE CTAHOBUTCS O3HAYAIOIINM, a MPEATI0KEHIE — 03HAYaeMBbIM.
U srot 3HaK 00nagaeT M3BECTHBIMH CBOMCTBAMH W MPUHIUIIAMH CJIOBECHOTO 3HAKA:
YCIIOBHOCTBIO, IIPOM3BOJILHOCTBIO, JINHEMHOCTBIO U MaTEPUAIbHOCTBIO 03HAUYaeMOIo
(otuactu) u np.

O0e cTOpOHBI 3HaKa B €IUHCTBE M B3aUMOJICHCTBUH CTPEMSTCSI BBIPA3UTh COJEP-
aHue, HO Kaxaas obyagaer crneunpuuecKuMU HHINBHUYTH3UPOBAHHBIMU CPEJICT-
BaMH, a TIOTOMY OHHU O3HAYMBAIOT HEYTO MOAOOHO CHHOHMMAM H CTPEMSITCS K CHMMET-
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pun. HaoGoport, B cuity pa3innuuii CeMHOTHYECKOTO U CEMAaHTHYECKOTO O3HAYMBAHUS
OHM BBICTYNAIOT KaK OMOHHMMBI, TOUHEE — OMO(OPMBI, U TIOATOMY BBISBIISIOT aCUM-
MeTpuro. VI cummeTpus, 1 acUMMETpHsl OOHApY>KUBAIOTCSI HA YPOBHE CUMBOJIMUECKOMN
(ceMuoTHYECKOI) (QYHKIMU S3bIKA U O0YCIIOBICHBl HOMUHATUBHOM CrIelM(HUKON TpeI-
JIOKEHUSI 1 KOMMYHUKAaTUBHBIM PaKypCOM BbICKa3bIBaHUS.

[lonsiTve BbICKA3bIBaHUS B 3HAUUTEIBHOW CTENEHH HEONPEIEIIEHHO, TOCKOJIBKY
OHO WJUTIOCTPUPYETCS BCEBO3MOKHBIMU TPOSBICHUSAMH SI3bIKA, WM PEUEBBIMU MTPOU3-
BEJICHUSIMU — OT MEXJIOMETHOTO «A-a-a!» g0 Tekcra. [lo O. benBenucty: «Bricka-
3bIBaHUE U €CTh MIPUBE/ICHUE SI3bIKA B ICWCTBUE TIOCPEICTBOM HHIUBUIYaIHHOTO aKTa
€ro HCIOb30BaHus. (...) Bbicka3piBaHHe CleyeT paccMaTpuBaTh Kak akT TOBOPSIIETO,
KOTOPBIN YIOTPEOIISIeT SA3bIK B KAYECTBE OPYIHS, M C YIETOM TeX S3bIKOBBIX YEPT, B KO-
TOPBIX MPOSIBIIAETCS OTHOIIEHHUE MEXKTy TOBOPSILIMM U si3bikoM» (benBenuct 1974: 312).

Haunbonee y3koe M KOHKPETHOE NMOHMMAaHHUE BBICKA3bIBaHUS C(HOPMYIHPOBAHO
B paMKax TEOPUM aKTyaJbHOI'O WICHEHHs, KOTAa OHO MPEACTABIIAETCS KaK MpeioxKe-
Hue B quHamudeckoM acnekte (I1. Amamen, B.A. benomankosa u ap.). Torna cunTar-
MaTHYECKHI acCleKT, CBA3aHHBIN C IOCIE0BATEIbHOCTHIO DJIEMEHTOB BbICKA3bIBAHUS
(cnoB, c10BOGOPM, CHHTarM) B COYETAaHUHM C MHTOHALIMEH, BKIIOYas dMQaTuieckoe
CIIOBECHO-(hpa3oBoe yaapeHue, «3a/1aeT» U aKTyaTu3upyeT CoepKaHue B 1IeJIOM JTH00
OTJIEJIbHBIE CMBICIIBI BHICKA3bIBAHUS B HANPABICHUN OT TOBOPSLIETO K CIYLIAIOIIEMY,
a BBICKa3bIBAHME IMOJTyYaeT OMpPE/EICHNUE aKTyaTu3UPOBAHHOTO MPETIOKEHUSI.

[Tonaraem, 4To UMEHHO B paMKaX JaHHOTO MOJIXOa CYIIECTBYET U OMpE/IeIICHUE
BBICKA3bIBaHUS KaK LEJIOCTHOM peYeBON €QMHMIIBI, «KaK MUHUMAJIbHON KOMMYHHUKa-
TUBHOM €IMHUIIBI, TJI€ HEMOCPEACTBEHHO OCYILECTBISIETCS UCIIOJIb30BAHUE S3bIKOBBIX
CPEIICTB B COOTBETCTBHHU C HaMepeHueM ropopsmero» (Kpekua 1993: 7—S).

Ecim sxe moHMMAaTh BBICKA3bIBaHHME KaK IPEUIOKEHHUE, IIPUHAUIEKAILEE ONpese-
JICHHOMY KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOMY KOHTEKCTY, U OJJHOBPEMEHHO KaK MpeUI0KeHHE, TPH-
HaJUIeKalllee parMaTHYeCKOMy KOHTEKCTY, T.€. HE TOJIBKO POU3BEAECHHOE FOBOPSIINM,
HO M BOCIIPUHATOE CIYIIAIOIINM, TOT/Ia BHICKA3bIBaHUE OYJET BKIIIOYATHCS B IUIAH CO-
JIepKaHusl, B 03HaYaeMoe MpeAJIOKEHUs, CTaHeT HeKoel (opMoil contepikaHus mpej-
JIO>KEHMSI, €TO 3HAKOBOM COCTABIIAIONICH, €r0 MPEACTABUTEIEM B CEMAHTHYECKOW CHC-
Teme s3bIka. OHO OyZET TeM CaMbIM JTUCKPETHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM CHHTaKCHYECKOTO KOHTH-
HyyMa, KOTOPBIH 3alIOJTHUT CBOOOJIHBIE POCTPAHCTBA CHHTAKCUYECKOW PELIETKU U OKa-
JKET BIIMSHKME Ha CUHTakcudeckyto quHaMuky. [1lo muenuto K. Bronepa, @. ae Coccrop
YK€ BEJI MOMCKU TaKOW €JMHUIIBI, HO OH 0003HAYMJI JIUIIb 001acTh €€ (PyHKIIMOHHPO-
BaHUs Kak «parole», mHorna «langage» (bromep 1993: 335).

Toraa BbICKa3bIBaHUE — 3TO AKCIUIMIIMPOBAHHBIN BaApUAHT MPENJIOKEHUS, MIPH-
Ha/IJIeKAIIMHN S3bIKY B JICHCTBUU, BHICTYMAIOIIMNA B KOHTEKCTE PEUEBON JESATEIBHOCTH,
YK€ — pEeUueBOro aKTa, Kak peajbHas €AWHNIIA, B TO BpeMs KaK MPeIoKEeHUE, Oyaydn
BUPTYAJIbHOM €TUHULICH, OKa3bIBAETCS HOCUTENIEM MHBAPUAHTHBIX 3HAYEHUI, HaIIpuMep,
3HAYEHUS MPEIUKATUBHOCTU. BhICKa3biBaHHE M pEUYeBOM aKT B3aMMOIEHCTBYIOT, CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, KaK 00JIaCTh OMpeIeTIeHUs U 001aCTh CyIIeCTBOBAHUS.
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5. PEHEBOM AKT U NEP®OPMATUBHOE BbICKA3bIBAHUE

[TonoGHO modoMy hH3HUYecKOMY JIEUCTBUIO, PEUEBOI aKT UMEET NepapXHIo U (a3bl
(cm. J. Austin, J. Searle).

Ormeruwm, Benen 3a T.A. Ban [leiikoMm (Ban [eiik 1989: 291), uro peueBoii akT co-
JIEP>KUT JIBE BaXKHbIC IIEPEMEHHBIE — ITPONO3UIIMOHANIBHBIN U pedepeHIInalbHbIN aK-
Thl. C Ha3BaHHBIMH apTyMEHTAMHU CBSI3aHBI U PA3IMYMsl PEUYEBBIX aKTOB: «...HaOII01as1
M3BHE PEYeBOH aKT JII0OOro poja, Mbl MOXXEM Ha3BaTh WIM HE HA3BaTh €ro COOOIIe-
HUEM, IPOCHOOH WIIM COBETOM H T.J. B 3aBHCUMOCTH OT ABYX (hakTopoB: 1) uTd OBLIO
cKa3aHO (MPOMO3UIIMOHAIBHBINA akT. — FE.K.) U 2) cuUTaeM JM MbI, 9YTO HAMEPEHUS
W/WIN TIPEINONI0KEHUs (...) AEUCTBUTEIBHO MOTYT OBITh NMPUIIMCAHBI TOBOPSIIEMY»
(Bex6Ouuka, 1985: 255).

OueBHIIHO, YTO OCHOBHBIM MApaMETPOM PEUEBOTO aKTa OKA3hIBACTCS WILUIOKYTHB-
Hasl LieJlb, KOTOpasi IOHUMAETCS KaK CMbIC]I KOHKPETHOTO Tuna uutokyuuu. [Ipu sTom
JIeTIat0TCs Ba CYIIECTBEHHBIX OIpaHUYEHUS: 1) WUIOKYTHBHAS L€ HE MpeJoiaraet
HHUKAKOTO HEPJIOKYTUBHOTO BO3/ICHCTBUS Ha CIYIIAIOIIEro; 2) WUIOKYTUBHAS CHJIa He-
CBOAMMA K WJUIOKYTUBHOH 1ieJiu, TeM OoJiee He TOXKIECTBEHHA €if; «IOHATHE WIIOKY-
TUBHOW CHJIBI TIPOU3BOMTCS OT HECKOJBKUX dneMeHToB» (I'paiic 1985: 227). B 6omb-
[IMHCTBE CITy4YaeB WUIOKYTHUBHAS 1IeTb OOHApy>KUBaeTCs Onaroapst KOHTEKCTY U CHTya-
1y, MutokyTHBHAS 1elb BBICKA3bIBaHUs 110 CBOEH CyTH ABJISIETCSI KOMMYHUKATUBHOMN
UMIUTHKATypoi (conversational implicature) [Tam xe].

B xonuenu [Ix. Cepns u 1. BannepBekeHa WUIOKYTUBHAS CHJIa BKITIOYAET CEMb
KOMITOHEHTOB: 1) WINIOKYTUBHYIO LI€Jb; 2) COCO0 TOCTHKEHUS MIJIOKYTUBHOM 11€TIH;
3) UHTEHCUBHOCTh WJIJIOKYTUBHOW 11eH; 4) YCIOBHS MPOIMO3UIIHOHATIBHOTO COMEp-
KaHMUsI PEUEBOTO aKTa; 5) MpeiBapUTENIbHbIE YCIOBUS PEUYEBOro akTa; 6) yclIOBUS
WCKPEHHOCTH M 7) HHTEHCUBHOCTh yCJIOBUN MCKPEHHOCTH peueBoro akta (Cepib, Ban-
nepsekeH 1986: 251).

Ecnu ucxonuth U3 TOro, 4TO «WIIOKYTHBHAS LeJlb — 3TO 0a3uUCHOE HMOHATHE,
BOKPYT KOTOPOTO TPYIIHPYIOTCS pa3IMuHbIe CIIOCOOBI UCTIONB30BAHUS SI3BIKA, TO OKa-
KETCsI, YTO YHCIIO PA3TMYHBIX JICHCTBUN, KOTOPBIE MBI IPOU3BOIUM C TIOMOUIBIO SI3bI-
Ka, ToBOJKHO orpanndeHo» (Cepsp 1986: 194), nonaras, 4To Bce peueBbie IEHCTBUS,
KaK MPaBUIIO, KOMILICKCHbIE, HAIIPaBJICHbI HA U3MEHEHHE TTOJIOKEHH JeTl B CYIIeCT-
BYIOIIIEM MHpE.

OnepanroHHbIN MOAXOA K ONPEACICHUI0 WIUIOKYTUBHOM LIEJIU M03BOJISIET IPE-
CTaBHTH €€ KaK BHYTPEHHHUH 3aMbICe] HJUIOKYTUBHOTO, IIUPE — PEYEBOro akta. B cumy
3TOT0 B TEOPUU PEUYEBBIX aKTOB WIUIOKYTHBHAs LI€JIb IIPEJICTABICHA ISATHIO U TOJIBKO
IATHIO TUIIAMM: ACCEPMUBHAS KOMUCCUBHASL OUPEKMUBHAS OeKNAPAMUBHAsL IKCHpeC-
cusHas yeau (Cepnb, 1979; Cepnb, Bangepseken 1986).

Kaxnomy Tuy WIIOKYTHBHOW L€ COOTBETCTBYIOT MJUIOKYTUBHAS CHJIA U WJI-
JIOKYTHUBHBIE TJIArOJIbI: ACCEPTUBHI (PETIPE3EHTATUBHI), KOMUCCHBBI, TUPEKTUBBI, JICKIa-
paTuBbI, SKCIIpeccuBbl. [Ipy 3TOM MITOKYTHBHBIE TJ1arobI-CylIepIpPEINKaThl PEYEeBOrO
JeUCTBUS BBIABIIOT Nep(OpMaTHBHbBIE CMBICIBI U 3HAUEHMS, & WUIOKYTHBHAs CHUJIa
npezcTaBieHa nepopMaTUBHBIMU BHICKA3bIBAHUSIMH B LIEJIOM.

O6o03Ha4YeHNe WUTOKYTUBHOHN IETIH PEUEBOT0 aKTa, KOTOpOe 0OBEIUHSET BCE BO3-
MOYKHbIE CEMaHTHUYECKHE €TI0 PAa3HOBUIHOCTU Ha YPOBHE NepP(GOPMATUBHOIO BbICKA3bI-
BaHUsI, MPESKIC BCETO MPEMKATa PEUEBOTO JCHCTBUS, MMPEICTABIISAET TaKOH (ppeiim, Ko-
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TOPBIN B CBOIO OUEpPe/Ib pacragaeTcs Ha HECKOJIbKO TOMOT€HHBIX (DpEiiMOB O TIPUHIIUITY
POJOBUIOBBIX U II€TI0-YAaCTHBIX OTHOLICHHN B WX €IUHCTBE, HAIPUMEP: OUPEKMUBHI
pacnafarTcs Ha mpebosanus u npuKazvl, 3anpemvl U pa3peuenus, npeoynpedtcoeHus
u npeockazanus, pekomenoayuu u cosemut 1 ap. (Anpecsa 1995; Kpacuna 1999). Ce-
MaHTHYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH Pa3HOBUIHOCTEH AMPEKTHBHBIX PEUEBBIX aKTOB CTPOSTCS
Ha POJIOBUIOBBIX OTHOIIEHHSX, a CTHJIMCTHYECKHE, OCOOCHHO O MPUHAJICKHOCTH
K ()YHKIIMOHAJILHOMY CTHJIIO M OLIEHKE, — Ha LEJI0-4YaCTHBIX OTHOIICHHSX, CDABHUTE:

A npukaswiearo ecmynumo 6 cpadxicenue (OIHO3HAUHASA (HOPMYIUPOBKA TUPEKTHB-
HOM WJUIOKYTHUBHOM I1eNH, oUIMaIbHbIe OTHOIEHUs). — A npouty Bac omkazambcs
om decepma (Pa3MBITOCTh AUPEKTUBHOMN WITOKYTUBHOM IENTH B CHITY HEO(PUITHATIbHBIX,
He(OpMaIbHBIX 00CTOSTENHCTB).

B pedeBoM axTe apceHal sI3bIKOBBIX CPEJICTB U PEUEBBIX TIPHEMOB TIPE/ICTAET B BUJIE
KOMILJIEKCOB, 00Pa3yIOMIUXCA C Yy4ETOM KOMMYHUKATHBHOH L€ TOBOPSIIETO CyOb-
eKkTa fl ¥ peyeBoit cutyauuu. OAMH U3 TAaKUX KOMIUIEKCOB, CIIEIU(UYHBIX ISl KOKIO0TO
KOHKPETHOTO S13bIKa, TPE/ICTABJIECH Mep(opMaTuBaMu — BBICKA3BIBAHUSAMHU, U30HPAIOIIH-
MU 0COOBIE MEXaHU3MBI, CIIOCOOBI M CPEICTBA OTPAKEHUS U 00BsICHEeHUs Mupa. [Ipu-
MEHHTEJBHO K PEUEeBOMY aKTy NephopMaTUBHOCTh — 3TO CEMAHTUKO-TIparMaTuyecKas
KaTeropwsi, O3BOJISIIOIIAs TIPEJICTABUTH PEUeBOE JEHUCTBUE, 0003HAYEHHOE OCOOBIM IJIa-
TOJIOM C OCOOBIM KOHTEKCTOM, peaji3ylolieecs B KOMMYHHKATHUBHOM KOHTEKCTE TIep-
(opMaTUBHOTO BBICKA3bIBAHUS, B PEUYEBOM AKTE.

INepdopmaruBHOE BBICKa3bIBaHKE, O(POPMITSIONIEE U TPEACTABIISIONIEE PEYEBOM aKT,
COUETAeT CBOMCTBA KOHBEHLIMOHAJILHOCTH M MHTEHIMOHAJIHLHOCTH, CBA3AHHBIX C WII-
JIOKYTHBHOM CHJION W/MJIM LIE€bI0 PEYEBOI0 aKTa, UCXOAIIMMU OT TOBOPSILETo CyOb-
€KTa; CTPYKTypa nepGpopMaTUBHOTO BBICKA3bIBAHUS «SI-TOBOPSIIUI CYOBEKT — Mep-
(bopMaTUBHBIN MPEAUKAT PEYEBOTO JEUCTBUS (N-MECTHBIN MPEAMKAT, CyNepIpeanKar) —
ThI-a/IpecaT/CIyIaONINi) MPOSIMPYET TPH CEMAHTHKO-TIparMaTHYecKue cqepbl, IEeHT-
pajbHOE MECTO Cpelr KOTOPBIX 3aHMMAET CyNeprpenInKaT, HOHUMAaeMblii KaK MHOTO-
MECTHBIH PENISIMOHHBIN MpeIuKaT, CYUIECTBYIOMN B mpeaenax neppopmMaTuBHOM
MPOTIO3UIIHH.

Komruieke S3bIKOBBIX CpeicTB, 0popMIISIOIINX Mep(OPMATUBHOE BBICKA3bIBAHHE
U peYeBO aKT, OMUPAETCS HA MParMaTUYECKyIo MapagurmMy — MapajurmMy SroIeHT-
PUYECKUX CIJIOB, TIOITOMY PEJISALMOHHBIA KapKac «i — mbl» 337aeT OJHOBPEMEHHO
CyOBEKTUBHOCTD U MOJISIPHOCTh, KOHBEHIIMOHAJIbHOCTh M MHTEHIIMOHAJILHOCTH, ayTO-
peepeHTHOCTh U CaMOBEPUPULIUPYEMOCTh KaK CYIIECTBEHHbIE CBOWCTBA PEYEBOIO
aKTa u neppopMaTHBHOTO BHICKAa3bIBAaHU, B TO BpeMs Kak nep(opMaTHBHbIE TpeIu-
KaThl — HOCHUTENN JECKPUITUBHOTO U NMEepPOPMAaTUBHOTO 3HAYECHUH MPEACTABISIIOT UX
HOMUHATHUBHYIO OCHOBY. MOIyCHO-IMKTYMHAasl OpraHn3anus neppopMaTuBHON Mpo-
MO3UIINH MTPOCIUPYETCS U Ha PEUEBO aKT B LIENIOM, YTO U TO3BOJISIET CO3/1aTh N30MOpPQ-
HbIE TAKCOHOMHH MEPPOPMATUBHBIX IJIar0JI0B-CYNEPIPETUKATOB U epPOopMaTUBHBIX
BBICKA3bIBaHUM.

Wtak, neppopMaTrBHOE BBICKa3bIBAHHE TIOCIICIOBATEIIHHO OOBETMHIET COOCTBEHHO
pEeUeBOl aKT, YCJIOBHsI pealM3alluy JAHHOTO aKTa M CPEJCTBAa €ro OCYILIECTBICHUS,
MIOATOMY OHO M CTAHOBHUTCS O0JIACTBIO ONpEeNeHNsI peueBoro akra. OHO CTAaHOBUTCS
00J1aCTbIO OIPEJENIEHUs] B OTHOIIEHUU PEYEBOr0 akTa — O0JACTH CYIECTBOBAHMS
nepGopMaTUBHOTO BHICKA3bIBAHUS.
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6. SAKJTIOMEHUE

Bo B3aumojelicTBUM IUCKYpCa, pEUEBOT0 aKTa M BBICKA3bIBAHUS OOHAPYKHBACTCS
OIpezieIeHHAast HepapXusi: JUCKYpC — 3TO I0JIe, B KOTOPOM Hapsdy ¢ APYTUMHU OObeK-
TaM¥ CYIIECTBYIOT pe4yeBble aKThl U BBICKA3bIBAHMSA, U OJJHOBPEMEHHO JAMCKYPC KOH-
CTUTYUPYETCSl KaK CJIOXKHAs CUCTEMa 3HAaHWH, KOTOPHIE MOTYT OBITh IMPEICTaBICHbI
MOCPEJICTBOM BBICKA3bIBAHUN M PEUEBBIX aKTOB.

PeueBoii akr, BeICTymas Kak (peiiM, KOHCTUTYHPYET CBOCOOpA3HOE MHUKPOIIOJE
B MpeJenax IUCKypca U TeM CaMbIM CTAHOBHTCS €ro 00JIacThIO ompenesaeHus. B ot1-
HOIICHHUH K€ BBICKA3bIBaHUs, IEPPOPMATUBHOTO BBHICKA3bIBAHUS B NIEPBYIO OYEPE.Ib,
pEYeBOI aKT BBICTYMAET B KaYeCTBE 0OJACTH CYIIECTBOBAHMS.

AMOMBAaJICHTHOCTh PEYEBOTO aKTa CO3/a€T YyCTOMYMBYIO NMPArMaTUIECKyIO IET0Y-
KY: «IUCKYpPC — pe4eBOil aKT — nepopMaTUBHOE BBHICKA3bIBAHUEY, B KOTOPOH JHC-
KypC SIBJISIETCS O0JIACTHIO CYILIECTBOBAHHS PEUYEBOrO aKTa M, IO HUCXOJSIICH, — Iep-
(OpMaTHBHOTO BHICKA3bIBAHUS, & PEUCBOM aKT OKA3bIBACTCS 00JIACTHIO CYIIIECTBOBAHUS
U1 Iep(OPMATUBHOTO BBICKA3bIBAHUS, B CBOIO OYEpEb BHICTYMAOLIEr0 Kak 00J1acTh
OIpe/ieNICHUs] B OTHOLIEHUH PEYEBOro akTa. by lyun BKIIIOUEHHBIM B AUCKYPC HIU €T0
¢bparmenT (ppeiriM), BBICKa3bIBAHWE CTAHOBHUTCS WX WHTETPATHLHOW COCTABIISIOINICH,
XOTSl ¥ HE €IMHCTBEHHOW. B OTHOIIEHNN peueBOro akTa BHICKa3bIBAHUE OKA3bIBACTCS
€ro €JMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOU 00JIACTBIO ONpENeNIeH s, OJHOBPEMEHHO O(QOpMIIss
Y 03HAYMBAs PEYEBOM aKT MOCPEICTBOM IPOIIO3UIIMOHATIBHOTO COIEPKAHMUS.

B pamkax B3auMOJEHCTBUS ¢ IUCKYPCOM PEUEBOM aKT M BBICKa3bIBAHHUE TPECTAIOT
KaKk KOMMYHHKAaTUBHOE JTUCKYPCUBHOE COOBITHE, «KOTOPOE HU S3bIK, HU CMBIC] HU B CO-
CTOSIHUM MOJTHOCTBIO ucuepnatey (Pyko, 1996: 30), mosToMy «HET BhICKA3bIBaHUS BO-
obmre, cBoOOHOTO, 6e3pa3TMIHOTO U HE3aBHCUMOTO, HO JIMIIb BHICKA3BIBAHHE, BKITIO-
YEHHOE B MOCIEA0BATEIbHOCTh WM COBOKYITHOCTb, BBICKa3bIBAHHUE, UTPAIOIIEE POJIb
cpemu npyrux» (tam xe: 100).

Taxum 006pa3oM, COOTHOIIEHHE AUCKYpPCa, BBICKA3bIBAHUS U PEYEBOTO aKTa MOA-
TBEPKAAIOT MpeJjiaraeMoe MOHUMaHNE BHICKA3bIBAHUS KaK TUCKPETHON €IMHUIIBI CHH-
TaKCUYECKOT0 KOHTUHYYMa, OOpaIlleHHOM OJJHOM CTOPOHOM K SI3BIKY, a APYTOM K PeyH.
[Tomo6HO cyOBeKTy, KOTOPBIH, 1o JI. BuTreHmreiiny, «He MPUHAIIICKUT MUPY, a TIPE]I-
CTaBJsIeT co00i HEKYIO TPAHUILy MHpPay, BHICKA3bIBAHUE TaKXKe HE MPUHAJICKUT UC-
KJIFOYUTENIHO HU SI3BIKY, HU PEYH, a OTMEUYAeT UX B3aMMOJICHCTBUE B XOJE PEUEBOM
TeSITeTbHOCTH, SIBIISISICH OHOBPEMEHHO «aTOMOM JHCKypca» M 00JacThiO orpesere-
HUS PEUEBOTO AKTa.

© Kpacuna E.A., 2016
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DISCOURSE, STATEMENT AND SPEECH ACT
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Being a component of socio-cultural interaction discourse constitutes a sophisticated cohesion of
language form, meaning and performance, i.e. communicative event or act. Cohesion with event and
performance let us treat discourse as a certain lifeform, appealing both to communicative interaction
and pragmatic environment using the methodology of studies of E. Benveniste, M. Foucault, I. Kecskes,
J.R. Searle et al. In linguistics and other fields of humanitarian knowledge the notion of discourse facili-
tates the integration of studies in humanities. Principles of integration, incorporation into broad humani-
tarian context reveal some topics of discourse-speech act-utterance interaction which leads to substan-
tive solutions of a number of linguistic topics, in particular, that of an utterance. Logicians determine
utterance through proposition; linguists — through sentence, while speech act theory does it by means
of illocutionary act. Integrated in a discourse or its part, utterance makes up their integral constituents
although not unique ones. In relation to speech acts, utterance happens to be the unique definitional do-
main synchronically modelling and denoting speech act by means of propositional content. The goal of
the research is to show the conditions of interaction and correlation of discourse, speech act and utter-
ance as linguistic constructions, reveal some similarities and differences of their characteristics and
prove the importance of the constructive role of utterance as a minimal unit of speech production. Dis-
course-speech act-utterance correlation supports the utterance role of a discrete unit within syntactic
continuum, facing both language and speech: still, it belongs exclusively neither to language nor speech,
but specifies their interaction in course of speech activity exposing simultaneously its nature of an ‘atom of
discourse’ and creating the definitional domain of a speech act.

Key words: discourse, communicative event, pragmatic environment, proposition, speech act,
statement, utterance
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The article is devoted to the place of research on speech genres in the paradigm of discourse analysis.
Focus is brought to bear on the directions of discourse analysis which have much in common with the
theory of speech genre problems, categorical apparatus or set of base units, as well as using speech genre
methodology to solve their problems. It is shown that the main problem, combining discourse analysis
and theory of speech genres, is structuring and parameterization of speech communication, and thus — search
for basic models of structuring, which organize a production of speech and its interpretation. In this regard,
discourse units as well as their location with respect to the genres in the general speech space are discussed.
The communicative and cognitive aspects of these units are analyzed, the chain links are constructed,
which correspond to the components of communicative concepts that have clear compositional, thematic
and stylistic content: the standard structure of the communicative concept is a chain of “action/act ~
process / manner ~ role / type ~ genre ~ communicative tonality”’, while in most chains the main components
are speech genres. Much attention is paid to the discursive classification of speech genres: genres are dis-
cussed in different types of discourse.

Key words: speech genres theory, discourse analysis, parameterization of speech, classification,
communicative concepts

1. INTRODUCTION

Modern discourse analysis is based on the concept of speech genre (hereinafter —
SG) as one of the most effective explanatory mechanisms in the process of studying
speech generation and interpretation. The theory of speech genres (hereinafter — SGT)
is one of the existing practice patterns of verbal communication, considering the situ-
ation and sphere of communication, style, intentional factor, form of speech, ways of
beginning and ending the speech, initiative transfer in the dialogue, as well as strate-
gies and tactics of communication. This is a favorable difference of speech genre from
language units “outside” the situation of communication and from speech acts as ele-
ments of this situation.

The history of SGT (about development and current state of SGT in Russia and
abroad, see, e.g., in monographs and collective monographs: [Swales 1990; Adamzik
1995; Gatunki mowy 2000—2007; Witosz 2005; Anthology of speech genres 2007,
Fix 2008; Dementyev, 2010; Pokrovskaya 2011; Salimovsky 2002; Sherstyanikh 2013],
journal “Speech genres”) was marked by a number of important achievements — ex-
ternal and internal structure of discourse in statics and dynamics. If we try to charac-
terize the development of speech genres theory in the most general terms, we can say
that, firstly, the theory of speech genres is in the process of great changes together
with general scientific paradigm in linguistics; however, in almost every new scien-
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tific paradigm SGT is in demand. Secondly, SGT continually contributes to the de-
velopment of new trends in linguistics, also SG concept is allocated as the basic unit
and is one of the basic units of this theoretical concept.

In the late 1970s, when Bakhtin’s article “The problem of speech genres” was
published in the Soviet Union, the study of speech in linguistic scientific paradigm
was determined by:

(1) Soviet/foreign colloquialisms/methodology of conversation analysis (the study
of colloquial speech was reflected in a series of monographs “Russian colloqui-
al speech” (Moscow) wherein the Soviet school is characterized by search
for particular speech systematicity that is different from the language).

(2) Theory of speech acts: Just as linguists in the West, Russian linguists at this
time successfully used the methodology of pragmatics and speech acts theo-
ry of J. Austin and J. Searle It had become vital for poststructuralist linguis-
tics to consider the human factor in language components in communicative
situations and discourse. At the same time, these studies were carried out
through external linguistic means, based on a deep understanding of units
and system of relations, or significance of language inherent in the prior — sys-
tem-structural — scientific paradigm.

It is through the prism of these theories that linguists welcomed M.M. Bakh-
tin’s concept of speech genres: the first attempt of its practical use was a signifi-
cant convergence of its provisions for colloquialisms and the theory of speech
acts. This was significant all the more so because the linguistics of speech was
characterized, on the one hand, as a total ‘pragmaticalized’ scientific apparatus,
and on the other — a search for base units, in a formal and more compre-
hensive relationship exceeding the sentence / speech act (this search leads to
an intersection of the general theory of communication, colloquialism, stylistics,
pragmatics, text linguistics).

The article by A. Wierzbicka — “Speech Genres” [Wierzbicka 1983], which re-
ceived wide publicity, reflects precisely this state of speech linguistics. These features
were fully appropriate for the next stages of development in speech genres theory.

By the end of the 80’s — early 90’s the ideas of SGT were subjected to further
pragmatization; and the method of speech acts theory in genre studies of this time
(generistics) started to dominate. As a result, SGT suffered some drawbacks in com-
parison to TSA (see below).

By the mid-late 90s, with linguistic concepts becoming more semantic and cog-
nitive, speech genre studies also undergo this influence, and the content side of speech
genre comes to the fore. The very notion of “genre” largely interacts and intersects with
the idea of “concept”. It is significant that SG once again becomes (in another sense)
a base unit:

(1) of cognitive discourse analysis

(2) for studying communicative competence and communicative concepts,

(3) of national and cultural (language and communicative) world view

(4) for portrying linguistic identity

(5) of Linguo cultural typecasting.
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Further semantisation of scientific research in linguistics was marked, on the one
hand, by increasing attention to the content of the language units, and on the other,
involvement in the linguistic usage of complex phenomena(manipulation, hint, irony,
etc. and aspects of indirect communication), which were not subject to systematic study
in linguistics earlier. When studying these phenomena again — in a slightly different
form — they are in demand to explain the potency of speech genre model.

Now the concept of SG is one of the most important theoretical representation of
pragma linguistics, text linguistics, stylistics, sociolinguistics, psycholinguistics, cultural
linguistics (each case of understanding SG has its own adjustments).

In particular, the concept of speech genre is associated with general issues of
communicative and speech competence, framing of knowledge [Minsky 1975; Fillmore
1976; Dijk 1985]: cognitive knowledge about SG is organized into conceptual systems,
which has recently been actively described in frame terms [Mustajoki 2013; Peeters
2009; Shevchenko, 2015].

In addition, the concept of SG is associated with intranational speech cultures
(practical usage of basic SG kit is considered to be the most significant aspect of speech
competence, according to V. Goldin and O. Sirotinina — amongst six “international
speech cultures” [Goldin, Sirotinina 1993]).

SGT continues to actively develop: description and systematization of speech
genres is being carried out consistently and successfully, as also the development of
specific meta-language for describing the SG. Various aspects of speech genres are being
studied, their number is multiplying: linguistic aspects of SG [Bhatia 2002; Dementyev
et al. 2014; Dementyev 2010; Dymarsky 2015]; text features of SG [Tannen 2010;
Borisov 2001; Dementyev 2015; Matveev 1995]; stylistic peculiarities of SG [Kozhina
1999; Mkrtychyan 2015; Salimovsky 2002]; psycholinguistic aspects of SG [Sedov 2016;
Krasnikh 2015]; cultural aspects of SG [Goddard, Wierzbicka 1997; Dementyev 2009;
Lakoff 2006; Manes 1983, 1984 by Thomas; Wierzbicka 1991; 2006; Riabtseva 2007];
speech genres and concepts [Dementyev 2010: 248—258; Slyshkin 2005; Shevchen-
ko 2015]; SG and history [Hanks 2000; Balashova 2014].

At the same time, the main problem combining discourse analysis and theory of
speech genres in all phases, remains structuring and parameterization of speech commu-
nication, and thus the search for basic models of structuring, which organize speech
production and its interpretation continues. Speech genre acts as a constitutive category
of discourse and as a unit of discourse.

2. SPEECH GENRE AS A CONSTITUTIVE
CATEGORY OF DISCOURSE

The notion of genre has always occupied an important place in linguistic concepts
of speech system. This problem is not just unresolved, but also has many years of nega-
tive experience, due to earlier failures and hesitancy for further research.

The main obstacle on the way to actual linguistic study of genres lies in the nature
of its variability. Even if we imagine that someone will make a complete list of SG,
in any attempt, it will be almost impossible to apply it to speech and genre variety
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in practice, due to a huge number of small and large deviations from the “standard”,
“author’s” and “listener’s” unpredictability, personal attitude, subjective will and other
different unpredictable speech components.

Of course, diversity of genres and their variability is not merely a single unre-
solved problem of SG’s place in systematicity. The notion of genre, on the one hand,
has acquired a strong position in the theory of discourse (earlier — in linguistic text)
as one of its basic units (although it is not acknowledged as the basic unit of discourse
genre organization by researchers); on the other hand, many modern works on the theory
of discourse/text do not use either the term “genre”, nor the ideas of Bakhtin and other
ideas existing in Russia “after Bakhtin’s” theory of speech genres.

Thus, the problem of speech systematicity is a key issue not only for the theory
of speech genres: it would be no exaggeration to say that an adequate solution to this
problem is the main task of linguistics of text and discourse theory.

As is known, the basis of text linguistics since its inception on the basis of prag-
matics, stylistics and rhetoric lies in the idea of special communication practices, stand-
ards and recognizable speech rules, which organizes speech while at the same time,
remains different from language rules. In fact, if the “rules of the text/speech” coincided
with the language rules and norms, it would be unclear as to what are the differences
between various types of texts in the same language (novel, note, protocol, letter) and
what the differences will be between the text as a unit of speech and a sentence.

In text linguistics it is proven that “the rules of the text/speech” are multidimen-
sional, variative and addressed to numerous spheres of extralinguistic reality: to the lan-
guage and language/speech units which make up the text, to the content, i.e. the true
or imaginative reality, to the author (to his intentions, motives, i.e., to his purpose)
and to the reader/listener, to other authors and texts, and finally, to the culture ( in any
text “just like a drop of water in the ocean”, all of national and humane culture gets
reflected).

Of course, the text addresses its own genre as the most obvious from the text rules.

In the context of this discussion, the term “genre” seems intuitively clear and logi-
cally related to the text, however, the question that remains unresolved is how to de-
fine the genre of work that is devoid of (literary) traditions, for example, “Krokhotok”
by A. Solzhenitsyn and“Fallen Leaves” by B. Rozanov (the writers take credit for “in-
vention” of these genres), for example:

— The baby is crying. You get up. After all you are here and not asleep.

— If he cries, then what? He would cry in the arms. Perhaps I’ll hold him.
(Why the family breaks up, the first Nadia)

Even more obviously, this applies to abstract, modernist, symbolist, futurist poetry.
Compare:
IZRE

It is an honor to be born a poor man.
— D. Burliuk

These “difficult” cases, however, represent only a stylization of the real difficulties
that we find in large numbers in real direct communication. The content complexity, ad-
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ditional interpretive moves of the addressee and the inherent varieties of indirect com-
munication, are not the prerogative of the “difficult” areas of communication. Compare:
(4 enters the room where B and C are working)
A. Whatever/but it is lunch time //
B. Uh-huh // (A silently gathers and leaves to dine)
(example from: [Kitaygorodskaya, Rozanova, 1999: 360]).

Saying whatever/but it is lunch time can be interpreted as an offer to have dinner
together, but this offer is vague. In any case, it is impossible to be sure what is the goal
of the speaker, based on follow-up actions of the other participants — A does not try to
persuade his colleagues, and, moreover, A is quite satisfied with the vague response —
Uh-huh. The latter perhaps, proves that expression whatever/but it is lunch time is under-
stood as purely informative (message about unknown information concerning time)
and does not contain any inducement. However, the purpose of the first phrase is not
clear. As if it has been uttered to make the recipient understand it merely as a remark
rather than an offer.

The researcher and linguist, faced with such a material, builds various hypotheses
about the replica of this conversation. There is no doubt that the same incongruity exists
amongst the participants themselves. Thus, even in this seemingly “simple” everyday
conversation there cannot be a “simple” interpretation, that which implies a semiotic
use of signs, because, obviously, we have before us indirect communication, where the
uncertainty is inherent in the intentions of the speaker, a fact which is understood by
the addressee. The response Uh-huh is a definite signal that the specific information
has been taken into consideration (lunch time), and there is an indefinite refusal for an
indefinite offer.

Understanding of the material (such examples are primarily characteristic of oral
communication) lead the linguistics of text in the 60—70s to the necessity of using
a complex set of text categories (including situational, dialogical, multiple character
interpretations, intertextuality, verbal and non-verbal components of communication).
Some of these categories which determine the completeness of a work extracted text
linguistics from syntax, which deals with means of communication between sentences —
and very soon formulated linguistics of discourse from traditional text linguistics. “Text
plus situation” became its main categories. Interacting with pragmalinguistics and socio-
linguistics, linguistics of discourse is enriched with the following categories:

(1) Participants of communication (status-role-playing and situational-commu-

nicative characteristics);

(2) Terms of communication (presuppositions, sphere of communication, chrono-

top, communicative sphere);

(3) Organization of communication (motives, goals and strategies, segmentation,

communication control and variability of communicative means);

(4) Means of communication (channel and mode, tone, style and genre of com-

munication).

Language is the main factor in organization and normativity of communication
(in synergic terminology — attractors). Except for language, there are a large number
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of different ways to streamline communication, overcome entropy, different genre and
rhetorical rules, verbal and non-verbal communication, communication categories.

For understanding genres as a means of formalization of communication it is essen-
tial to understand SG as a transition phenomenon between language and speech. On the
one hand, genre is not communication, but only its form [Bakhtin 1996: 192]; on the
other hand, it is a speech form, although it is already quite standardized. SG is not a lan-
guage, but also “not quite” speech: it is a transition phenomenon with hybrid properties.
Genre is a high level unit, when there are no boundaries between speech and language.
Speech genres make up buffer space consisting of “alienated” language system and its
actual use. Genres bring systemacy, standard and semiotic beginning into speech and
communication [Benveniste 1974], contributing to the development and crystallization
of language in the “fight” against the disadvantages of indirect communication and pre-
venting effective exchange with more precise meanings.

Speech genres, representing communication attractors, impose limits on interpre-
tation of speech utterances, thereby making interpretation more standard and reducing
the degree of undefined communication [Bogin 1997]. One of the most important SG fea-
tures is to serve as identification to the addressee of intention. Compare the determination
of SG by S. Gajda: this is “horizon of expectations for listening and a model building
for speakers” [Gajda 1991: 70]. K. Dolinin indicates the property of SG as a “cognitive-
constructive aspect of SG”: “The knowledge of genre canons <...> provides identifica-
tion of the genre by the recipient (it is often enough to produce a small segment of
discourse), i.e. orientation in speech event in which he/she is involved, activation of cor-
responding script, kept in lasting memory, and, consequently, setting the desired wave,
turning on corresponding setting — perceptual or actual, and as a result, the ability to
forecast a partner’s future speech acts, further unfolding of discourse and adequate reac-
tion” [Dolinin 1999: 10].

Genre speech consistency is made up of the actual speech and genre moments of
standardization and formalization (common to all speech genres) and rhetorical mo-
ments of formalization (inherent in rhetorical genres in which the sender seeks to
“construct a sentence in a more effective way” [Sirotinina 1999: 28]).

The place of speech and rhetorical genres in general structuring of verbal and non-
verbal communication is a typology based on the freedom level of a listener’s interpre-
tive activities (as has been said, the genres take an important part in limiting this freedom)
(Table. 1).

Table 1
Typology of communication according to the degree
of the listeners freedom of interpretation
Basic Nonisosemic Elliptical Tropes Conventional Flirt, Unpredictable
sentence linguistic construction indirect irony, interpretation
construction statements small of a listener
talk
Explicit statements Implicit statements

They are implemented by means of language

| Language tools are insufficient

Conventional statements

| Unconventional indirect statements

Genre typed statements

| Genre non-typed statements
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The most important genre aspects of structure and interpretation of communica-
tion are:

¢ Existence of typical genre forms, which result into statements (including in-
direct ones).

¢ Existence of variability inside genres; existence of changing accents and sec-
ondary genres.

¢ Existence of indirect speech genres (genre as implicit information).

¢ Genre as attractor i.e. means of standards and removal of “indirect” commu-
nication.

3. SPEECH GENRE AS A UNIT OF DISCOURSE

Turning to the units of discourse, we emphasize that different units present differ-
ent types of systematic discourse in the logic of speech attractors. In general, despite
the fact that all researchers recognize speech attractors, it is still impossible to present
a full picture of the relation between such moments of systematicity — even if it includes
the most widespread model and studied types of rules and regulations, categories, units.

The following is a very rough list that represents different types of systematic dis-
course — as has been said, almost each of them has some moments of genre systema-
ticity (and some are even equal):

— speech genre, subgenre, hyper genre

— communicative category, communicative concept (and hence communicative

value), frame, script

— speech act, illocutionary act, speech/communicative course, illocutive compo-

nent, intention and intentional state

— strategy (micro and macro strategies), tactics

— speech event, dialogical unity, transaction

— (function) style, tone, discourse type

— connector, “loop”(thematic) chain of theme-rheme progression, functional per-

spective and communicative dynamism.

As can be seen, the list (for convenience, we split it into several homogeneous
groups) includes almost all units and modes, which are used in modern discourse the-
ory — roughly speaking, we have included here everything beyond the level of language
syntax and sentence, starting with specific communication means between two sentences
in the text.

In some cases, the relationship between individual and group units is carefully
examined in linguistics, for example, between intention and intentional state (starting
with J. Searle 1983). A number of works is devoted to the relationship between the con-
cepts communicative category and communicative concept [Karasik 2002; Karzenkova,
Salimovsky 2005, Shevchenko, 2015]: the category is calibrated/scaled, there is no
imaginative component and values are significantly weak.

Let’s consider the relationship between speech genre and speech act: a stage in the
development of SGT passed under the sign of rapprochement between mutual influence
of these theories.
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Bakhtin’s theory of speech genres, according to colloquists, is inseparable from
speech act theory created by the British logician J. Austin [Austin 1962] (Bakhtin’s
“statement” defined by the trinity “theme — style — composition”, is often identified
with the “speech act “of J. Austin).

Genetic closeness of speech genres theory and speech act theory has repeatedly
been noted by various researchers [Wierzbicka 1983; Donninghaus 2001; Kozhina 1999;
Mkrtychyan 2015; Fedosyuk 1997; Shmelev 1997].

In 1983 A. Wierzbicka, compared the position of speech acts theory, which was
very popular and influential in linguistics of speech, and Bakhtin’s theory of speech gen-
res, which was almost unknown to wide linguistic public, and exposed the first theory
to heavy criticism. She pointed that even though the aim of SAT is to analyze real units
of speech act, in reality it has not freed itself sufficiently from prior scientific paradigm
of linguistic limitations and does not go beyond the sentence in speech understanding:

“The point here is not about the terminology change. And it is also not about the
opposition of something static to dynamic. “Speech genre”, as understood by Bakhtin, is
an action, not a product (more precisely, it is a codified form of action). The word “gen-
re” is better, it is less erring than the word “act”, because “act” is a short, routine saying.
As a result, the study of human speech acts often turns into sentence study — espe-
cially the sentences that are specialized as weapon of certain genres. “The fact is that
there are types of sentences, which usually function as whole utterances of particular
genre types. These are question, exclamation and incentive sentences” [Bakhtin 1996:
194]. <...> The notion of speech genres, formulated and developed in numerous works
of Bakhtin, seems to me to be very fruitful for both literary and linguistic studies (as
well as for culture study in general). In my opinion the emphasis that Bakhtin lays, on
the one hand, on meaning diversity of speech genres, and on the other — the need for
unified methodology of their research is very important” [Wierzbicka 1983: 126].

M. Kozhina [1999] formulated the most important differences between speech act
and speech genre (i.e., subject and aim of speech act theory and speech genres theory)
in a more precise way.

Pointing, like other researchers, to considerable genetic affinity of these theories
(the similarities between TSA and TSG are the starting points and definition of the unit
under study as a speech; the similarity is also their dynamic aspect: SA and SG as units
of linguistic communication process and speech activity as units (elements) in speech
dynamics, in the process of constructing the text, discourse; the word as the action and
activity of communication; hence the similarity is the principle of studying this unit in the
context of extralinguistic factors [same: 54]), the researcher emphasizes that the most
important differences lie not in quantity, but in significant qualitative planes — theoretical,
methodological, ideological, beginning with a general worldview settings of the crea-
tors of these theories: “Existing differences between these concepts are due to speci-
ficity of national (or regional), scientific and philosophical interests and aspirations of
the founders of these theories; G. Austin and J. Searle on one side, M. Bakhtin on the
other [Same: 52].

These are the following lines of differences: 1) SA — action, SG has quantitative-
ly and qualitatively a more complex nature and correlates with situation, event, text;
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2) the focus of TSA is grammar (sentence), TSG is verbal communication and functional
style; 3) TSA is monological, TSG is dialogical (sociological) [Same: 18—22].

In our opinion, consistent consideration of the above concepts reveals some obvious
similarities and “mutual repulsion”: so the similarity between the terms “speech act” and
“speech genre” is obvious, as well as techniques to study them. At the same time we
pay attention, on the one hand, to apparent diversity of SG and relative homogeneity
of SA, on the other hand — SA is not close to all SG (hardly anyone would think to
talk about the speech acts of lectures, discussions, conversation). We consider that ex-
tended understanding of SG allows the bringing together of SA and SG if the position
of the latter is primary; SA especially comes closer (and is even identified) with a type
of SG, namely conventional primary simple SG.

Let’s now consider another significant problem both for SGT and for discourse
such as a group/chain of genre phenomena in speech systematicity. The work of De-
mentyev [Dementyev 2016] presents a cognitive study of mental images of these phe-
nomena in the minds of native speakers (based on the material surveyed), here the center
of attention were communication concepts having a clear composition — thematic —
stylistic content: the fixed names of these concepts are either the direct names of speech
genres, or their components (strategies, tactics, etc.), or they reflect an attitude towards
them within a given culture.

Standard structure of communicative concept is a chain of “action/act ~ process/
manner ~ role/type ~ genre ~ tonality”.

In the case of symmetric conceptualization all the links in the chain are filled (it is
clear that such situations are rare, especially in the case of new and borrowed concepts).

On the forefront can be speech genre typification, action (communication and
speech acts), process (communication, speech events and complex events), behavior
and role in this type of communication (e.g. competition or game) or social type itself
(or rather its communicative refraction — linguo-cultural type).

Correspondingly, the name or type (obviously, it will be a noun) of the speech
action can be on the forefront amongst the other names of communicative concepts:
single (speech act) and long duration (verbs — perfective and imperfective verbs respec-
tively), name of the process (noun) or genre name (nouns in this function are more com-
mon than verbs and are called speech acts).

In this respect, the bigger evaluation units in this evaluation chain are especially
significant (and other units may be absent from the assessment point of view), for ex-
ample, in the evaluation chain (zecmos ~ abcmums ~ 1becmey ~ 1LCMUBO/TLCMUBHIIL)
[lattery ~ to flatter ~ flatterer ~ in a flattering manner, flattering is the principal compo-
nent, apparently, in most of these genre, but in one of the newest chains (mponts ~
mpoanune ~ mpoanum) troll ~ trolling ~ to troll, the main component is evaluative type
troll; the genre is likely trolling (the genre is perceived as major, although #roll is deri-
vationally the source), the tone, apparently exists, but adjective and adverb are absent.

As for specific language processing the chains “genre ~ tone”, some of the details
have already been revealed in the questionnaire [Dementyev 2016]: one-word names —
nouns and verbs were on the forefront; adjectives and adverbs were presented very rarely
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(their markedness is obvious), “action / SA (verb) ~ genre name (noun) ~ tonality: 1) genre
characteristics (noun = adjective), 2) characteristics of action / SA (verb = adverb).
Apparently, it is possible to take for granted that this genre relevant axiology is
fixed at the lexical level, at the same time evaluative tokens are highlighted:
(1) Genre title (noun) = evaluation of the genre (denunciation, flattery, boasting),
(2) verbs — action names / SA (the same, but less expressed (boast, slander, incite);
(3) evaluative characteristics of the genre (actions/act as a part of the genre —
intragenre strategies and the like.) — adjectives, adverbs: genre performance
is assessed in this case:
a) general assessment of SG is preserved and enhanced (the genre is performed
correctly): sincere, honest, wise heart talk, imaginative novel,
b) contrary to or opposed to overall evaluation SG (the genre is not properly
performed): insincere heart talk, graphomaniac novel.

4. DISCOURSE CLASSIFICATION OF SPEECH GENRES:
GENRES IN DIFFERENT TYPES OF DISCOURSE

No less obvious is the theoretical and practical connection between the two dis-
cussed theories — discourse theory and the theory of speech genres — present in the
typological sphere: the division of a certain type of discourse on genres and connection
of discursive classification, i.e., allocation of types of discourse on any basis, with speech
genre classification. In other words, differentiating respective types of speech genres.

This tradition probably has a very long history: typological discourse models date
back to Aristotle’s ideas about literary genres, as well as provide them with the same
types of oratorical speeches (advisory, epideictic, judicial).

It should be noted that this tradition is actively developing in modern discourse
analysis: compare recent research in speech genres in scientific discourse [Salimovskiy
2002; Donninghaus 2005], political writing [Duskaeva 2012], religious [Bobyreva 2007;
Itskovich 2015; Wojtak 2011], political [Lakoft 2001; Sheigal 2004], pedagogic [Olesh-
kov 2012], medical [Ponomarenko 2011], judicial [Dubrovskaya 2014; Palashevskaya
2012], colloquial [Borisova 2001; Small talk 2000; Tannen 2008; 2010], Internet dis-
course [Herring 2007; Schurina 2016].

This list can and should be continued. We see a possibility to highlight the follow-
ing in the modern environment — political, administrative, legislation, military, peda-
gogic, religious, mystic, medical, business, advertising, sport, scientific, stage and media
types of institutional discourse. Of course the list can be continued or changed. It is im-
portant to note that institutional discourse is historically variable — if some public in-
stitution disappears as a separate cultural system, the corresponding discourse is dissolved
in close and related discourses. For example it is highly unlikely to find hunter’s dis-
course in modern Russia [Karasik 2002: 279].

We may note that the above mentioned research is varied in its selection of partic-
ular objects (a particular type of discourse or its particular aspect, different types of
discourse in comparison, significant discrepancies in their structure and development;
function) as also of the research methodology and terminology.
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For example, R. Wodak gives a characteristic example of medical discourse, the
basis of which is a diagram of the necessary communicative actions which are connected
with admission of patients in one of Vienna’s hospitals:

1) The patient is invited to the consulting room.

2) The patient undresses and lies down on the couch.

3) One of the physicians examines the patient.

4) The patient is dressed and returns to the hall.

5) A doctor who examined the patient dictates results to his colleague, then they

exchange points of views or the doctor takes notes in his workbook.

6) The doctors invite the next patient.

In fact, this scheme is rarely put into practice, because along the way colleagues
and doctors answer the phone, the nurse brings X-ray images of the previous patient;
it is found that the patient’s history is lost and the nurse goes to look for it, the electro-
cardiograph unit doesn’t work, the next patient peers into the room, etc. All partici-
pants of the dialogue are accustomed to deviations and react to them normally [Wodak
1996: 55—56].

The book by T. Itskovich [Itskovich 2015] is devoted to systematization of religious
discourse genres/styles on communicative-pragmatic and categorical-text basis, taking
into account their cultural, historical and textual genesis. The author develops a unified
deductive theoretical model for the study of these genres, including, on the one hand,
a small system of ancient proto-genres (prayer, preaching, life), providing branches
to a large number of modern genres, and on the other hand — theoretical understanding
of text structure through the medium of the most important text categories and practical
analysis of all proto-genres and modern genres of religious style by a single method —
based on textual genres structures, on material of about thousand complete religious
texts of different genres: the canonical texts of the Gospel in Russian translations, texts
of modern preaching as well as newspapers of Orthodox media and informal dialogues
in groups of Orthodox parishes in the Internet.

The work by T. Itskovich is interesting due to its vivid deductive character: as the
author notes, a deductive model (for example, genre typification) allows us to view the
system of “branching”. This deductive approach seems justified because, the search of
genetic regularity cannot be different; secondly, the study of speech genres by itself
almost always is deductive, at least in modern linguistics: statements as speech genres
rule production and interpretation of texts; there are some specific genres (conditional
X, Y, Z), as well as their types which are accepted deductively, though there is a gaping
lacuna between these types and real linguistic analysis which needs to be filled in the
future.

T.V. Itskovich suggests an external typology (the selection of genres, speech genre
analysis) on the basis of the reverent tone and bi-directional religious communication,
from the sacred to the profane world (sermon); from the profane to the sacred (prayers);
religious communication in the framework of the profane world, focused on the tran-
scendental reality (life).

The basis of the internal typology (text-categorical analysis of religious genres)
is a model “topic (situational, subject-sacred, spiritual) ~ composition ~ chronotop ~
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tone”, which the author tries to consistently and uniformly apply to all genres — the
objects of his analysis: three protogenres as well as contemporary genres, even in cases
where he investigates genres far removed from the general religious space like online
(internet) communication (including expressive lexemes) or prayers genre, the most diffi-
cult of all genres amenable to analysis under this scheme.

The detailed study of political discourse and its genres is represented in the well-
known monograph by E. Sheigal in Russia and abroad (E.I. Sheigal: [2004]).

The speech genre research by E. Sheigal is very significant: the author has un-
dertaken extremely profound and original typological research of genres in political
discourse.

She highlights sets of main and peripheral genres for political discourse and its
other types; she also shows how to divide the field of these genres, and reveals the line
of convergence in political discourse with other types of discourses — scientific, legal,
educational, religious, media discourse, as well as sports and games. It is shown that
the centers of political discourse genres are those that correspond to the main purpose
of political communications — the struggle for power: parliamentary debates, speeches
of politicians, vote. In peripheral genres of political discourse, the function of struggle
for power remains, but it is intertwined with the functions of other types of discourse.
For example, an interview with a politologist includes elements of media, scientific
and political discourse. At the junction between the discourse of the media and political
discourse there are other genres, which can be placed on the scale viz a viz the actual
political content: pamphlet, feuilleton, problematic political article written by a journalist,
speaker columnist, editorial, report (from the Congress, rally, etc.), news article, inter-
view with a politician, problem analytical article, debate (TV debates, discussions in the
press), politician’s speech, political document, (the Presidential decree, the text of the
law, the communiqué).

E. Sheigal constructs typology of genres in political discourse on a number of
grounds: in particular, ritual genres are limited by the nature of leading intention in po-
litical discourse (inaugural speech, commemorative speech, traditional radio report),
orientation genres (party program, the Constitution, the President’s message on the sit-
uation in the country, a summary report, a decree, agreement), agonal genres (slogan,
advertising speech, electoral debates, parliamentary debates).

In addition, E. I. Sheigal has undertaken a special study of such genres of political
discourse, as the inaugural address, slogan and political scandal as a narrative [same].

It should be noted that genre studying is significantly enriched not only by the
mentioned work of E. Sheigal, but also by the fact, that the highlighted types of genres
were studied by her followers from a number of other schools and on other material —
for example, on the material of journalistic and colloquial discourse.

Many researchers believe it is significant to contrast personality-oriented and sta-
tus-oriented discourse.

The first case (in the case of a student-centered discourse — VD) in speech the
communicants who know each other well, take part. They reveal to each other their
inner world, in the second case, communication is reduced to a dialogue of representa-
tives of a particular social group [Karasik 2002: 277].
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Personal discourse is divided, according to V. Karasik, into two main varieties —
home (everyday) and existential discourse.

A distinctive feature of everyday discourse that V. Karasik believes in is the “short
code” of communication (restricted code, according to B. Bernstein [Bernstein 1979:
164—167]), when people understand each other “at a glance”.

The existential discourse is designed to find and experience real meanings; we
are not talking about the obvious things, but of artistic and philosophical comprehension
of the world. Here is an extract from “Karamazov Brothers”:

“But what does it matter to us?” laughed Ivan. “We ve time enough for our talk, for
what brought us here. Why do you look so surprised?

Answer: why have we met here? To talk of my love for Katerina Ivanovna, of the old man
and Dmitri? Of foreign travel? Of the fatal position of Russia? Of the Emperor Napoleon?
Is that it?”

“No.”

“Then you know what for. It’s different for other people; but we in our green youth have
to settle the eternal questions first of all. That’s what we care about. Young Russia is talking
about nothing but the eternal questions now. Just when the old folks are all taken up with
practical questions. Why have you been looking [pg 256] at me in expectation for the last
three months? To ask me, ‘What do you believe, or don’t you believe at all?’ That’s what
your eyes have been meaning for these three months, haven’t they?”

“Perhaps so,” smiled Alyosha. “You are not laughing at me, now, Ivan?”

“Me laughing! I don’t want to wound my little brother who has been watching me with
such expectation for three months. Alyosha, look straight at me! Of course I am just such
a little boy as you are, only not a novice. And what have Russian boys been doing up till
now, some of them, I mean? In this stinking tavern, for instance, here, they meet and sit
down in a corner. They 've never met in their lives before and, when they go out of the tavern,
they won’t meet again for forty years. And what do they talk about in that momentary
halt in the tavern? Of the eternal questions, of the existence of God and immortality. And
those who do not believe in God talk of socialism or anarchism, of the transformation of
all humanity on a new pattern, so that it all comes to the same, they re the same questions
turned inside out. And masses, masses of the most original Russian boys do nothing but
talk of the eternal questions! Isn’t it so?”

Of course, the following genres are traditionally opposed: fiction and nonfiction,
written and oral, monologue and dialogue texts/discourse/genres. We are not going to
speak about widespread elaborate types of speech, we will note that linguists usually
connect the essence of art-based communication and general opposition to others —
non-fiction varieties with discursive and recursive organization of speech, i.e., crea-
tive speech and standard use of the language [Juvan 2002; Dementyev, et al 2016]. It is
noted that differentiation of art-based communication can take place on various grounds:
it is a language game, different types of play behavior, including playing in the theater,
artistic speech, literature in all its diversity of genres. Artistically-oriented communica-
tion overlaps with personally-oriented communication, as self-disclosure occurs mostly
in creativity [Karasik 2002: 291—292].
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5. CONCLUSION

The main task of current direction in discourse analysis is to find an adequate
model of real dialogical speech communication. As shown in this article, TSG has good
potentials for solving this problem.

Since the end of 80s SGT has already experienced a number of stages in its devel-
opment, which can be summarized as follows: If at first (late 80s — early 90s) speech
genres were studied on the basis of methodology and terminology of speech act theory,
the second stage consisted of overcoming disadvantages of the first stage.

Now SGT seems to be going through a new stage. It is connected, first of all, to
bridge the gap between two previous trends — in fact the gap is artificial. Secondly,
in understanding new, unclaimed ideas of Bakhtin (in genre studies “forward” often
means “back to Bakhtin”); for example in modern genre studies representation of current
speech pattern becomes especially important and a relevant issue for contemporary
discourse analysis. M. Bakhtin gave initial impetus to studying actual processes of mod-
ern speech. He determined SG as “transmission belts from social history to the history
of the language” [Bakhtin 1996: 165].

This aspect is being developed in several research groups:

— studying modernity: culture, communication, society — through the prism
of SG (“Speech genres, selected by the language, are <...> one of the best keys
to the culture of the society» [Wierzbicka 1983: 127]). Unfortunately, there
are very few special works on this theme [Averincev 1986; Mustajoki 2013;
Dementyev 2015]);

— studying SG through the prism of modernity: in fact, almost every study, claim-
ing to be adequate, uses an integrated approach, at the same time it connects SG
with more or less a broad cultural and historical context. We mention only a few
most revealing works: [Abrahams 1974; Hanks 2000; Salimovsky 2002; Sedov
2016; Lakoff 2006; Intercession and others 2011]. In this regard, two aspects
are studied often: appearing of new SG and new features and transformation
of some traditional SG.

© Vadim. V. Dementyev, 2016
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)KAHPbI PEYU U ANCKYPC: .
MECTO ) KAHPOBEAYECKUX UCCJNIEOOBAHUN
B NAPAOAUIME AUCKYPC-AHAJIU3A

B.B. JleMeHThEB

CaparoBckuii rocyaapcTBeHHbIH yHUBepcuTeT UM. H.I'. YepHsImeBckoro
410012, 2. Capamos, Poccus, yi. Acmpaxawnckas, 0. 83

CratTbsl IOCBAIIEHa MECTY UCCIEAOBAHUM [0 PEUYEBBIM >KaHPaM B IapajurMe AUCKYpPC-aHaIHM3a.
OOcyxIatoTCs HallpaBJICHUs MCKypC-aHalIu3a, UMEIoue o0Iue ¢ TeopHel peueBhIX KaHPOB MPOOIEMBI,
KaTeropHalbHBIN anmapaT Wik Habop 0a30BBIX €IMHMIL, a TAKKE UCTIONB3YIOIINE PEUSKAHPOBYIO METOIUKY
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JUIs pelieHus cBoux npoodnem. IlokaszaHo, 4To riaaBHOM npobneMoit, 06beAnHAIOIEH UCKypC-aHaIn3
U TEOPUIO PEUEBBIX XKAHPOB, SABJIETCSA CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHE U IapaMeTpu3alus peueBOi KOMMYHHUKAIWY,
a TeM CaMbIM — MOHCK 0a30BBIX MOJENIEH JTAHHOTO CTPYKTYPHPOBAHHS, OPTaHU3YOMIIX KaK OPOJKICHHE
pedn, Tak U ee UHTepIperanuio. B 3Toi cBsi3u 00CyxIal0TCs €IUHULIBI JUCKYPCa, MECTO UX IO OTHOLIE-
HHIO K PEUYEBBIM JKaHpaM U B 00ILEM OKOJIOXKAHPOBOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE Pedd. AHAITM3UPYIOTCS KOMMYHHKA-
THBHBII ¥ KOTHUTHBHBINA aCHEKTHl JaHHBIX CWHMII, CTPOSTCS LEMOYKH, 3BEHbsI KOTOPBIX COOTBETCTBYIOT
KOMIIOHEHTaM KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIX KOHLENTOB, UMEIOLINX YETKOE KOMIIO3UIMOHHO-TEMATUIECKU-CTUIN-
CTHUYECKOE COZepKaHNe (3a(PUKCUPOBAHHBIE B S3bIKE UMEHA JAHHBIX KOHIIENTOB SIBJISIIOTCS UM HEIO-
CPEICTBEHHO MMEHAMHU PEUEBBIX KAHPOB, MM UX KOMIIOHEHTOB, WM OTPAXKAIOT OLEHOYHOE OTHOIICHHE
K HUM B paMKax JIaHHOU KyJIbTYpbl): CTaHAAPTHAS CTPYKTypa KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO KOHLIENTa IPE/CTaBIIAET
cO00 LIETIOUKY «IIeHCTBHE/aKT ~ IIPOLECC/MaHEPa ~ POJIb/TUIL ~ SKaHP ~ KOMMYHUKATHBHAsS TOHAIBHOCTDY,
HIPH 3TOM B OOJIBIIMHCTBE IIETIOYEK PEUeBBIC KAHPHI ABJIAFOTCS TJIABHBIMI KOMIIOHEHTaMH. MHOTO BHAMa-
HUS YAEJISETCS IUCKYPCUBHOM KIacCU(PUKALMY PEUEBBIX JKaHPOB: 00CYXKIAIOTCS KAHPhI B PA3HBIX TUIAX
JIUCKYpca.
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This chapter has two principal focuses; firstly backwards in time, across some of the high points
in the development of political discourse analysis, in order to assess the current state of the field. It also has
a future focus, as it attempts to integrate insights from some emerging fields, such as Multimodality, with
more consolidated approaches. It has been argued, in many accounts (e.g. Fairclough and Fairclough 2012),
that persuasion is the most pervasive function of all political discourse, and most authors agree that the
processes involved encompass both textual and non-textual features. An influential early attempt, for ex-
ample, to describe some non-verbal aspects of persuasive rhetoric was Atkinson (1984), who identified
features like the speaker’s voice quality, intonation, posture, body language, eye movements, and so on,
as well as some other non-linguistic ‘tricks’. As influential as this work was, however, these features have
tended to be omitted from many subsequent accounts of persuasion in political rhetoric, which have
concentrated on features of argumentation operating at a strictly textual level.The overall aim of this
work is to suggest pathways towards the ambitious goal of developing a usable, integrated model for
analysing political discourse. Instead of analysing a single feature such as metaphor (Charteris-Black 2006),
parliamentary insults (Ilie 2004), evaluative language or humour (Swain 1999, 2002), 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 account of their possible pragmatic effects.

Key words: political discourse analysis, multimodality, persuasion, textual and non-textual features

1. INTRODUCTION

It has been suggested, in many accounts of political discourse, e.g. (Halmari & Vir-
tanen, Persuasion across genres: a linguistic approach, 2005; Fairclough & Fairclough,
2012) that persuasion is among the most pervasive of its functions, and most authors
agree that the processes involved encompass both textual and non-textual features. The
aim of this chapter is to propose a model for political discourse analysis, which may be
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applied to video representations of political discourse, where this term refers to any of the
various sub-genres involved: conference address, TV interview, party political broadcast,
presidential debate, appearance on Question Time, and so on. The model attempts to
recover the performative dimension (Mast, 2006) of the political speech, in the context
of an analytical tradition that has been, in the main, focused primarily on effects at the
textual level.

An influential early attempt to describe some non-verbal aspects of persuasive
rhetoric was Atkinson (Atkinson,1984), who identified features like the speaker’s voice
quality, intonation, posture, body language, eye movements, and so on, as well as some
other non-linguistic tricks, such as the use of a camera angle that emphasises the
speaker’s power. Despite the book’s influence, however, these features have tended
to be down-played or simply omitted in many subsequent accounts of persuasion in po-
litical rhetoric, many of which have concentrated primarily on textual features.

As an example of what I mean, consider this reference, from Charteris-Black’s
important work on metaphor in political discourse, where he discusses Obama’s use
of the dramatic pause:

“Yes. We. Can” — notice the intonational emphasis that comes from treating these three

words as separate rather than as a phrase. Delivery is also an essential component of classical
rhetoric (Charteris-Black, 2005, p. 290).

The issue is that ‘also’, with which the concept of delivery is referred to here.
This is, in fact, the only explicit reference the writer makes to intonation in this work
which, as it deals with the subject of metaphor, has less space to devote to other factors.
I am not, of course, suggesting that non-verbal factors do not figure at all in serious stud-
ies of political persuasion (see e.g. Fairclough 2000, Chilton 2004); however, where
the writer’s attention is on some textual aspect, as is the case here, there may not be
space to do them justice.

The overall aim of this work, then, is to suggest pathways towards the ambitious
goal of developing a usable model for analysing single instances of political discourse
that will include non-verbal aspects. Instead of analysing a single textual component
such as metaphor, the model attempts to combine descriptions of textual and non-ver-
bal/multimodal features of political discourse, in order to provide a practical tool for
analytical purposes. The model, it is hoped, will enable the analyst to approach any
sample of political discourse and obtain insights into the persuasive techniques adopted
in each separate instance, as well as answers to the specific research questions which
motivated the enquiry.

2. POLITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Political discourse analysis (PDA) has branched out over the last thirty or so years
in many directions, so that today it is possible to speak of a number of distinct approaches.
These may, at times, borrow specific methodologies or tools from one another, but there
is no unified methodological approach (nor is it necessarily possible, or desirable, that
there should be). Some of the most important currents are:

— Rhetorical. Studies of this type build on an ancient western tradition, dating

back to Aristotle, of classification and description of rhetorical figures or
tropes (Conley, 1990), Kennedy (1994). Among more modern scholars inter-
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ested in rhetoric, Charteris-Black’s work on critical metaphor analysis (2005,
2014), includes consideration of possible pragmatic effects, thus integrating
work on classical rhetoric with more modern approaches;

— Critical discourse analysis. Since its earliest days, CDA has been interested
in the ways that power and ideology manifest in political discourse. It is impos-
sible to sum up, in a short paragraph, the range and scope of the work of schol-
ars like Chilton, Fairclough, Wodak or Van Dijk, but some of their key studies
have shed light on manipulative discursive processes in the areas of political
language (Fairclough 2000), racism, (Van Dijk 1995, 2000), Wodak (2009),
gender inequalities and other social issues (Chilton 2004, Chilton et al 2012,
Fairclough 1992, 2000, Fairclough and Fairclough 2012). These studies probe
beneath the surface of discourse, to expose implicit ideologies and institution-
alised patterns of inequality and injustice.

— Corpus linguistics. There are numerous studies of political discourse using
corpora of speeches or other political discourse (e.g. Partington 2009, 2012),
while many studies from other currents adopt methodologies from corpus lin-
guistics (e.g. Halmari 2005). One advantage of this methodology is that it al-
lows for the study of large collections of texts, either from one speaker or
a number of different speakers, allowing for the observation of textual patterns
that recur across the genre.

Alongside these major trends are others, arguably with fewer adherents but nonethe-
less making significant contributions to the field: work on political discourse has been
done in Cognitive Linguistics (e.g. Lakoft 2002, 2016, Van Dijk 2006), Multimodality
(Chouliaraki, 2005), and approaches based on Appraisal Theory (Martin & White, 2005),
Pragmatics (Wilson, 1990) and Conversation Analysis (Atkinson, 1984).

The picture of PDA that emerges from this necessarily brief outline is one of
consolidated advances on many fronts. It may be, however, that some of these ana-
lytical methodologies follow their own heuristic pathways at the expense of developing
an overall picture, and this trend complicates the task of defining an analytical model
capable of general application, for the beginner as well as for the more experienced
analyst of political discourse.

This chapter attempts to unite some of these diverse currents in an analytical model
that will give due weight to a variety of contributory factors in its reading of any sample
of political discourse. The model consists of analysing the following components:
the context, setting, camera-work, voice quality, kinesic features, rhetorical figures,
evaluation, ethos, pathos and logos.

Case Study: Bill Clinton’s confession to the American people
of his involvement with Monica Lewinsky
In this section, the analytical model referred to above is applied to political dis-
course, in an illustrative case study, of Bill Clinton’s address to the American people
admitting to his involvement with Monica Lewinsky'. The research question involved

' “Bill Clinton Admits to Having Inappropriate Relationship with Monica Lewinsky”. Youtube.
N.p., n.d. Web. 29 Sept. 2016. <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fo6bDvDHsuc>.
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in my study of this confessional address relates to understanding the role the speech
played in Clinton’s rescue of his presidency, following an extremely serious scandal.
Not only did he stand condemned, in the popular mind, of abusing his powerful position
to obtain sexual favours but, more seriously, he had gone public with his denial of in-
volvement. Therefore, like Republican president Richard Nixon before him, he stood
accused of having lied to the American people, something which the American people
are known to judge more seriously than many offences of ‘first order’ (Jaworski & Ga-
lasin, 2002, p. 630). Following Clinton’s admission of guilt, in fact, his approval ratings
dropped to 57% (Mast, 2006, p. 136), though paradoxically they soon began to recover,
peaking at 73% in the immediate aftermath of the impeachment procedure, a rating that
exceeded any result recorded by one of the most popular of all American presidents,
Ronald Reagan®. Clinton was able to serve out his term, and the following endorsement
from ABC News was to sum up how many Americans felt about their late president:
You can’t trust him, he’s got weak morals and ethics — and he’s done a heck of a
good job’.

The following table (table one) gives a broad picture of the model’s analytical cri-
teria as they are exemplified in the Clinton confession video. For reasons of space, it
is not possible to include more than brief summaries of these points in the table itself,
and each category is then followed up in more detail below.

Table 1
The model applied to Clinton’s confessional address

Context Clinton confesses his affair with Monica Lewinsky to the US people

Setting Presidential office (White House Map Room);

Bowl of flowers back left;

BC wears immaculate dark suit, white shirt, blue tie;
Indistinct furniture behind;

Darkness, chiaroscuro, like a Rembrandt self-portrait

Camera Mid-shot, then moving into close-up then very close-up, drawing back
to mid-shot at the end

Voice Even tone, falling intonation pattern on sentence ends;
Emphasises key words (“it was wrong”);
Frequent dramatic pauses

Kinesic features Looks straight at the camera, serious expression

No hand gestures

No smiles
Rhetorical figures Alliteration, Anaphora, Amplification, Parallelism, Tricolon
Evaluation BC: Positive and negative

Independent counsel investigation: negative

Ethos, pathos Ethos: Attempt to rescue BC’s damaged persona
Pathos: Embarassment / Regret / Concern / Hurt

Logos Even presidents have private lives

2 “Poll: Clinton’s Approval Rating up in Wake of Impeachment”. CNN. Cable News Network,
n.d. Web. 29 Sept. 2016.

3 “Poll: Clinton Legacy Mixed”. ABC News. N.p., 17 Jan. 2001. Web. 29 Sept. 2016.
<http://a.abcnews.com/sections/politics/DailyNews/poll_clintonlegacy010117.html>.
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3. CONTEXT

At the apex of his success, Bill Clinton was seen as perhaps the most charismatic
democratic president since J.F. Kennedy, and his skills as a communicator have been
compared favourably with those of Ronald Reagan, the so-called ‘great communicator’
(Halmari, 2005). The scandal over his relationship with the intern Monica Lewinsky
which, in 1998, almost resulted in his impeachment and removal from office, was the
most serious in modern US political life since 1974, when Nixon had been forced to re-
sign rather than risk impeachment over his role in the Watergate burglary and cover up.
It is important to include Nixon in this description of the context, for otherwise it is hard
to understand certain references in the Clinton speech, as we shall see below.

Clinton is filmed here confessing to the American people what he had previously
denied for seven months, that he had had sexual relations with Monica Lewinsky, his
hand finally forced by a semen-stained dress which was delivered to the Starr investigators,
in late July 1998. The film was broadcast on American television, following Clinton’s
testimony on the affair to the Grand Jury, on 17" August 1998.

4. SETTING

The setting of any staged political performance is extremely revealing, since it is
an aspect of the event over which the speaker and his team have complete control. It can
therefore be meticulously prepared, in order to support a particular interpretation or
reading of the event by viewers. In this case, Clinton appears in a White House office,
dressed in an immaculate suit, white shirt and blue tie. A bowl of carefully arranged
flowers is the most noticeable object in the background, which also features the indis-
tinct shapes of a painting and a table or writing desk. The scene is curiously lit, in a com-
plex mixture of light and shade strongly reminiscent of the chiaroscuro techniques used
by artists such as Rembrandt (figure 1).

Figure 1. The setting
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Interpreting the overtones of any such image will naturally involve a degree of
subjectivity. However, we can advance certain assertions about the setting that might
be widely shared, alongside others of a more subjective nature. In the former category
it would seem unproblematic to say that one effect of this presentation is to emphasise
the president’s gravitas: he looks every inch a world leader, and is speaking from a lo-
cation most viewers will immediately recognise as inside the White House. The use of
darkness underlines the seriousness of the occasion, emphasised also by the president’s
unsmiling demeanour. More speculatively, perhaps, we might feel that the setting en-
courages thoughts of a religious nature: the lighting, and the flowers, recall the interior
of a church, while the sombre figure, whose suit merges with the dark background,
appears in the penitential, self-questioning guise familiar in western art from Rembrandt’s
self-portraits.

5. CAMERA

As we can see from figure one, above, the camera angle is at eye level, which Kress
and Van Leeuwen (1996: 140), in the context of photography, associate with ‘equality’
and lack of ‘power difference’.

The scene opens with a mid-shot, moving slowly into close-up (from 00.24—00.35).
From 01.38 to 01.45 it moves into very close-up, where it stays until the end of the dis-
course. From 04.10 to 04.13 the camera moves out, back into mid-shot; returning, that is,
to its position in the opening. The effect of this is to gradually focus on the president, to
deepen the sense of confession and intimacy, and to symbolise, by the fixity of the very
close-up shot when it arrives, the fact that the heart of the message has been arrived at.
Likewise, the retraction of the shot, towards the end of the film, signals that the moment
of uncharacteristic closeness, when ‘we’ the viewers are privileged to be told intimate de-
tails about the private life of the president, is over, and normal distances are resumed.

6. VOICE

In terms of Van Leeuwen’s classification of voice qualities, Clinton’s voice is soft and
intimate throughout, and would be seen as a ‘personal’ tone, denoting a relationship with
the interlocutor of ‘close friendship’ (Van Leeuwen, 1999, p. 191). There is a tendency for
his sentences to conclude with a falling intonation, a pattern found in assertions rather than
questions, which has also been associated with an attitude of “assertiveness, aggression,
and confidence” in the speaker (Cook, 2002, pp. 85—6). The following sample is fairly
typical of Clinton’s use of pauses, emphasis and falling intonation on sentence ends*:

Indeed I did have a relationship with Miss Lewinsky that was not (\/) appropriate (-) in fact (+)
it

was (V) wrong (++) it constituted a critical lapse in judgment and a personal failure on my part
(+) for

which I am (V) solely (-) and (\) completely responsible (8—11).

* T use the transcription conventions of Jefferson, as set out in Schiffrin (Schiffrin, 1994, pp. 422—
433), with the system of Brown and Yule (Brown & Yule, 1983, p. xii) for pauses, where
a dash [—] is used for short pauses, a plus sign [+] for longer pauses and two plus signs [++] for
extended pauses.
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As we shall see, in fact, Clinton’s message, though admitting wrong-doing, is not
one of contrition alone; rather, he is making a positive case against unnamed opponents,
moving the discourse away from the confessional space and into familiar, partisan ter-
rain, in which a more assertive tone is quite appropriate.

7. KINESIC FEATURES

Clinton is generally immobile throughout the speech, and there are no hand gestures.
We only see the upper half of the figure, whose gaze is directly at the camera. The viewer
is thereby engaged by the president in a one-way dialogue; the gaze positions him/her
as the addressed. A personal relationship with the viewer is signalled, and symbolised,
by this feature of the shooting (Kress & Van Leeuwen, 1996, pp. 120—1), (Baldry &
Thibault, 2006, p. 201).

There are several points where he appears about to change posture (01.03, 01.17,
02.40, 03.14, 03.24, 03.49); the body moves a little to the right, but then resumes its
former position. These slight movements appear to mark shifts in discourse; the first,
for example, occurs after the confession (8—11), as he moves on to speak of his testi-
mony to the Grand Jury:

But I told the Grand Jury today (11—12)

Another of these slight postural shifts comes towards the end, when he says ‘and so
tonight’ (36—37), changing the subject from the preceding discussion of the negative
impact of the affair on American political life, and moving towards his conclusion.

Clinton’s physical stillness further focuses viewers’ attention on the slight move-
ments of his head and face; but here too, movements are restrained. He dips his head
in greeting at the beginning of the speech (00.03), and emphasises certain words with
a similar slight nod:

/
2 the grand jury [00.12]
/
2—3 T answered their questions truthfully [00.15]

/
9—10 In fact, it was wrong [00.52]

It is possible, since we understand that this is a confession, to read these lateral
head motions and slight nods as kinesic tokens of the speaker’s culpability, as if he were
saying, as the head nods, something like “Yes, I know, I did this, and it was wrong”. This
is particularly in evidence when he speaks of having deceived his wife:

/ /A
14—15. I misled people. Including even my wife (01.22—01.26)

The most notable kinesic feature, however, is Clinton’s eyebrow movements. They
are frequently raised in a way that causes wrinkling of the forehead, and seem to occur
when Clinton wants to emphasise a particular point:

/

18—19 [...] politically inspired lawsuit, which has since been dismissed, was a consideration too
(01.48—01.54)

128



Douglas M. Ponton. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2016, 20 (4), 122—139

Here, for example, the wrinkling of the forehead appears on the relative pronoun
introducing a clause in which the president speaks of the dismissal of the politically
inspired lawsuit, and gradually subsides over the duration of the clause.

8. RHETORICAL FIGURES

The following table shows the rhetorical figures found in the address:

Table 2
Rhetorical figures in Clinton address
Feature Text Line
Alliteration constituted a critical lapse 10
a personal failure on my part 10—11
pursuit of personal destruction and the prying into private lives 31—-32
Amplification | that was not appropriate. In fact, it was wrong 9—10
| intend to reclaim my family life for my family. It’s nobody’s business but ours. 29—31
Even presidents have private lives.
Now it is time — in fact, it is past time to move on. 34—35
Anaphora questions truthfully, including guestions about my private life, questions 2—3
dealings 20 years ago, dealings 21
The investigation itself is under investigation 25
reclaim my family life for my family 30
Contrast both public and private 5
all the challenges and all the promise of the next American century 38—39
Parallelism my public comments and my silence 13—14
to all the challenges and all the promise 38—39
to repair the fabric of our national discourse, and to return our attention to all 38—39
the challenges
Tricolon This has gone on too long, cost too much and hurt too many innocent people 25—26
real opportunities to seize, real problems to solve, real security matters to face 35—36

The principal function of Alliteration, perhaps, is embellishment, though in the
final instance we might feel that it allows the president to achieve a certain crescendo
effect, underlining the gravity, from the speaker’s point of view, of the behaviour he
is criticising:

pursuit of personal destruction and the prying into private lives

The rhetorical devices here appear to serve two main roles; firstly, they assist in the
development of Clinton’s argument, and secondly they help in the reconstruction of
presidential distance and authority at the close of the address. In terms of his argument,

for example, Amplification is used as he moves from a personal statement, through a ge-
neralisation, to advance a specific political argument (29—31):

I intend to reclaim my family life for my family.
It’s nobody’s business but ours.

Even presidents have private lives.

Such a formula has a significant interpersonal charge, as Clinton appeals to family
values, one of America’s ideological constants: few viewers would deny the implicit de-
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ontic force of the first two sentences, with their appeal to a widely shared framework
of values in America. The likeliness that hearers will assent to the implicit proposition
(every family has the right to its private space) makes more plausible the jump to Clin-
ton’s overall claim, in this address, that he also has a right to a private space.

As Clinton concludes the address, there is an emergence of a rhetorical style more
typical of presidential prose, as he speaks of ‘all the challenges and all the promise of
the next American century’ (contrast, parallelism) and ‘real opportunities to seize, real
problems to solve, real security matters to face’ (tricolon). Such phrases represent enor-
mous generalisations — the problems are connected with weighty global matters such as
the Middle East peace process, arms reduction talks with the Soviets, and so on — mat-
ters deserving the attention of an American president and the national media. They con-
trast markedly with the intimate personal details of the Lewinsky case. While the latter
details position the president as close to his viewers, the former construe distance, as he
evokes a discourse world far removed from their experience and concerns. Thus, this
return of presidential rhetoric signals the end — at least, Clinton hopes it will be the
end — not just of this intimate, confessional speech, but of an extraordinary period
in America’s public life, in which the minutiae of a president’s private life loomed lar-
ger in the national consciousness than these pressing global issues.

9. EVALUATION

Evaluative language has been the subject of extensive research in linguistics, leading
to the development of sophisticated tools, such as the Appraisal Framework, which is ca-
pable of registering the slightest semantic nuances. It would be possible to use such a tool
on the Clinton address and obtain much useful information; to avoid undue complication
of the model, however, I prefer to use a less technical approach to evaluation, asking
just the following basic questions of Clinton’s discourse: who or what is being evaluated,
and how, i.e. positively or negatively. This may only provide a rough picture of Clinton’s
use of evaluation, but it will be sufficient for the purposes of the study (see table 3, below).

Table 3
Clinton address: Evaluation
Who/what Reference Positive/ Line
evaluated Negative
Clinton | answered their questions truthfully + 2—3
In fact, it was wrong. It constituted a critical lapse in judgment - 9—11
and a personal failure on my part
at no time did | ask anyone to lie, to hide or destroy evidence + 12—13
or to take any other unlawful action
| know that my public comments and my silence about this matter - 13—14
gave a false impression
I misled people, including even my wife - 14—15
| was also very concerned about protecting my family + 17—18
(+ wife) an independent federal agency found no evidence of any + 22—23
wrongdoing by me or my wife over two years ago
I must put it right, and | am prepared to do whatever it takes to do so + 28
(Republicans/ | Itis time to stop the pursuit of personal destruction and the prying - 31—32
press) into private lives and get on with our national life
| take my responsibility for my part in all of this + - 33—34
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This basic approach shows several things: firstly, Clinton’s evaluations are mostly
directed at himself and his own conduct. We might expect his evaluations to be negative,
since this is, after all, a confession. In fact, however, there are six positive evaluations (1,
3,6,7,8, 10), against only three negative (2,4,10). Clinton’s positive qualities are em-
phasised: his truthfulness (1), probity (3), protectiveness (6), honesty (7), tenacity (8)
and responsibility (10). Secondly, his negative evaluations of himself are mitigated in
several ways. There is no use of intensification (Martin & White, 2005, p. 20) to empha-
sise the speaker’s sense of his own shortcomings. Clinton just calls his behaviour by the
simple term ‘wrong’, specifying in the same breath that it constituted a ‘critical lapse
in judgement’. However, to call something a lapse in judgement is to shift blame from
the moral towards the practical sphere. Again, use of the nominalised structure ‘a per-
sonal failure’ (11) rather than an agentive formulation (‘I failed’) is a strategy that
aims at mitigation. Finally, to represent untruthfulness as ‘misleading people’ (5) or
‘giving a false impression’ (4) is very different from saying ‘I lied’. As we have seen,
Clinton is not shy of using the word ‘truth’ in connection with his own conduct (1).

The final instance of evaluation (10) has been coded both positively and negatively.
Paradoxically, though Clinton admits responsibility for his part in the affair, he is able
to exploit the positive associations of ‘owning up’, ‘taking responsibility for one’s ac-
tions’, etc. to preserve, rather than diminish, his own face.

Summing up the picture of Clinton’s use of evaluation, it is clear that it has a role
to play in mitigating his own culpability, as well as forming part of a wider pattern of
partisan argumentation, which I will explore shortly.

10. ETHOS, PATHOS

Aristotle talks of three qualities as involved in a speaker’s ethos: good sense, good
moral character, and goodwill (Aristotle, 1954, p. 91). Once people feel that their po-
litical representatives lack these qualities, they will lose faith in them. This considera-
tion may further account for Clinton’s representations of his own behaviour which, as
we have just seen, emphasise his good qualities while mitigating his faults. The attempt
is to repair a severely tarnished presidential image.

In terms of pathos, Clinton refers to the emotional realms of regret (15), emba-
rassment (17), concern (20) and hurt (26). Taken with the general darkness of the set-
ting, and the sombre overall mood, Clinton’s expression of regret, which is intensified
by the adverb ‘deeply’ and accompanied by a sincere, tender expression (01.29), may
be expected to affect viewers. Embarassment is only briefly mentioned, and his ex-
pressions of concern relate to business matters, and are less relevant. As for the at-
tempt to evoke sympathy for the ‘many innocent people’ who have been hurt by the
affair, this occurs in the context of Clinton’s attack on the process of investigation. It forms,
therefore, part of Clinton’s overall argument against his political opponents; probably
it would have had more pathos if it had figured as part of his own confession.

More forceful emotional responses are cued by the speaker’s demeanour and the
other kinesic features, analysed above. Two of these stand out; firstly, a certain self-pity
is evident at the outset (and returns, briefly, at the very close of the address), with Clin-

131



Hyrmac Mapk [loaron. Becmnuxk PYV/{H. Cepus: Jluneeucmuka. 2016. T. 20. Ne 4. C. 122—139

ton’s sombre face, the darkness of the setting, and his opening representation of him-
self as having had to testify about his private life, just like any other ‘American citi-
zen’ (4). However, from line 11, where there is the slightest hint of a smile (01.03),
Clinton’s mood lightens, becoming more confident, even belligerent, peaking as he
proclaims:

I intend to reclaim my family life for my family (30)

His tone remains confident until the conclusion. As the camera shot moves away
from the president’s silent figure, however, a darker mood seems to return.

11. LOGOS: ARGUMENTATION

I am using a simplified model of the Toulmin model of argumentation (Toulmin,
1958) to describe the basic argument advanced here:

Data Warrant Claim
(because) (since) (therefore)
This matter is private (29) Even presidents have private We should, as a nation,
lives (31) move on from this (34—35)

Figure 2. Clinton address, argumentation

As we have seen, Clinton’s address is not simply an admission of mea culpa;
rather, he uses the occasion to attack the Republicans, blaming them for drawing out
the process, to the detriment of America’s national interests. In other words, while he
admits his guilt in the specific instance, Republicans and unspecified media sources are
blamed on two counts: firstly, it was they who have dragged the affair out for seven
months, and secondly, because of this they are the ones responsible for the excessive
costs incurred, and the hurt suffered by many innocent people. There are other in-
stances of argumentation in the speech, but the one isolated above appears the crux of
Clinton’s use of logos in this address. Though apparently based on normative assump-
tions of generalised applicability, it is an inherently political, partisan argument. If viewers
accept the argument that even presidents have private lives, then they are also invited
to attribute the blame for the extended legal process, the obsessive circus of judicial
and media activity, to the Republican party and their media outlets. Parenthetically, of
course, it is true that, had Clinton made this address seven months previously, the in-
vestigation would have been unnecessary. References to this possible objection are found
in the address, where Clinton speaks of political and personal reasons for his initial
silence (16—23).

12. DISCUSSION

In analysing any sample of political speech, it is necessary to ask ourselves a basic
question: what is the purpose underlying this discourse, what is the speaker hoping to
achieve? I have mentioned above that, for most politicians, the key concept in most of
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their speeches is that of persuasion, and Clinton’s performance here is no exception. The
most important context feature relates to the extent to which Clinton’s image, as one
of the most promising Democratic presidents of the post-war period, had been damaged
by the Lewinsky scandal. For seven months, the attention of media, not just in America
but globally had been mesmerised by the stream of daily information about the affair,
and Clinton had begun to be widely characterised as a philanderer, a cheat and a liar.
In order to rescue his presidency, he needed to persuade the American people that he
was, after all, their elected president and that, despite his personal foibles, he was still
able to function.

These context features help us to understand the curious tension in this address,
a presidential media appearance almost without precedent. This was not, like Nixon’s
address on Watergate, an ignominious farewell broadcast. Clinton had to perform the
rhetorical feat of confessing to actual wrong-doing in his intimate, personal life while
at the same time informing the American people that he intended to carry on in office.
Not only that, but he also had to justify his ‘second-order’ conduct, of lying about his
behaviour to the American people. As I have analysed, above, the kinesic features, the
setting and camera work all underline the serious, confessional mood that dominates
the first part of the address, while Clinton’s text, though admitting his guilt, attempts
to mitigate the gravity of his offences in a number of ways. Grammatical metaphor is
used to objectify processes and distance the speaker from involvement in them: the em-
barrassment of my own conduct (16—17), a personal failure on my part (10—11), my
silence about this matter (14), etc. As we have also seen, positive self evaluation ac-
tually predominates over negative, with an attempt at mitigation. Sufficient positive
qualities of the subject are listed to suggest that this offence could represent an occasional
blemish in an otherwise exemplary life.

I have suggested, above, that at a certain point in the address Clinton’s tone be-
comes more confident and assertive, and that this coincides with the moment when,
having dealt with the topic of his personal failings to some extent, he is able to go on
the attack and make some partisan points. A covert attack on the Republican party
emerges from Clinton’s evaluations, when he says:

at no time did I ask anyone to lie, to hide or destroy evidence or to take any other unlawful
action (12—13).

This would seem to be a reference to the Watergate scandal, where Clinton’s Re-
publican counterpart, President Nixon, did precisely these things in order to hush up
his own involvement in the affair. Clinton seems to be advancing a covert argument,
which might be paraphrased: “Yes, I know, I did something wrong and lied to the Ameri-
can people about it (just like Nixon): however, I'm different because, while he asked
people to lie, to hide and destroy evidence, I didn’t.” The attack is deepened in (31—32),
where he refers to unspecified people pursuing “personal destruction”, “prying into pri-
vate lives”. Probably the Republican media are referred to here, though Clinton is careful

to refrain from attacking the Republicans too openly. Social actors involved in these
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processes are not specified, and there is vagueness too in his phrases ‘a politically in-
spired lawsuit’ (18—19), and ‘an independent counsel investigation’ (20—21). Unlike
his wife, Hillary, who had initially claimed that the whole Lewinsky case was due to
a ‘vast right-wing conspiracy’’, Clinton avoids contextualising the affair too solidly
in partisan politics. This would only have been possible in the absence of direct proof
of his culpability; in the context of a confessional address it would hardly have been
appropriate. However, Clinton is making covert gestures in this direction, and devotes
a significant portion of the address (18—25) to an allusive summary of the legal har-
assment he and his wife had suffered at the hands of various unspecified, but politi-
cally inspired, social actors.

Thus, for at least part of the address, Clinton is back on more familiar terrain;
and, as we saw above, this is reflected in the accompanying kinesic and rhetorical fea-
tures. He is clearly more comfortable signalling his determination to fight these un-
named opponents than he is discussing his failures as a moral individual. By the end,
when the discourse has moved definitively away from the intimate sphere, back to the
impersonal realm of vast global processes, Clinton’s language becomes more rhetorical,
more ‘presidential’, and the insecure figure of the video’s opening has been replaced
by something more substantial.

13. CONCLUSION

For a prominent politician, axiological concepts such as truthfulness and justice
readily become subordinate to the political process. In the Lewinsky affair, it is clear
that Clinton’s behaviour was questionable on many levels, but it is also true that the
Republican party wanted to make the utmost use of a political windfall. The process
of justice was, therefore, complicated by mediated point-scoring in which innocence and
guilt were subordinated to a lower level, partisan logic, and this is visible in the con-
fessional address. Castells suggests that the ultimate failure of the Republican campaign
against Clinton could have been due to public fatigue with “attack culture” (Castells,
2009, p. 252) and, though many Americans recognised his guilt, it would seem that
they were not prepared to side with his accusers against him. Despite this, the senti-
ments expressed by prominent Republican Alan Keyes sum up a widespread feeling
at the time that America had witnessed ““a failure and betrayal of moral stewardship at
the highest level in our nation’s life”.

Confession, as Foucault (Foucault, 1981) pointed out, requires the presence — or
virtual presence — of someone who is “not simply the interlocutor but the authority
who requires the confession, prescribes and appreciates it, and intervenes in order to

> Lauer, Matt. “Some folks are going to have a lot to answer for”.Washington Post. The Washing-
ton Post, n.d. Web. 19 Sept. 2016. <https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1998/01/
28/some-folks-are-going-to-have-a-lot-to-answer-for/f2102446-409¢c-48d4-9¢43-ac6790c3beSe/>.

® Keyes, Alan. “Renew America Rally at the McKay Events Center”. Alan Keyes Archive. N.p.,
n.d. Web. 3 Oct. 2016. <http://www.keyesarchives.com/transcript.php?id=132>.
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judge, forgive, console, and reconcile” (Foucault, 1981, p. 61), in Fairclough 1992: 53).
This accounts for another source of tension in the Clinton confessional address, that
constituted by the ambiguities surrounding its intended audience. The appropriate inter-
locutor for Clinton would surely be his wife Hillary, as the person most injured by his
actions; yet she is the last person in the speaker’s thoughts. Possibly she did not even
watch the address; almost certainly, she had a hand in writing it. Rather, Clinton’s in-
tended audience is the American public; but in a sense, his ‘confession’ of involve-
ment with Lewinsky is none of their business, as Clinton himself is at pains to under-
line. To what, then, is he confessing? The answer to this, it has been suggested above,
is to the ‘crime’ of having attempted to deceive the American people, and we have seen
that several of his attempts at self-justification lead in this direction. If this is true,
however, then nothing said in the address would regard his transgression of the canons
of his self-professed faith (line 28), his abuse of power regarding Monica Lewinsky,
nor his bringing the institution he serves into global disrepute. It would seem, from what
has been said above regarding the president’s end of term approval ratings, that Ameri-
cans tended either to forgive and forget Clinton’s offences in these areas, or simply to
subordinate moral logic to partisan considerations. In other words, Republicans might
have been inclined to judge Clinton’s behaviour harshly, but this is only natural in
one they regarded as a political enemy, while Democrats had every reason to find excuses
for him. I would suggest that the success of this address lies, at least partially, in its
blending of the genres of confessional/reality show and presidential broadcast, to cre-
ate a portrait — a /a Rembrandt — of a man who is able to balance the conflicting
demands of his private and public roles, whose arguments are based on widely shared
considerations in American society, and who is able, ultimately, to reclaim an appro-
priately ‘presidential” aura of authority.

The model I have outlined in this paper has referred to many sources, applying a va-
riety of concepts, approaches and methodologies which have necessarily been drawn
on in a limited way, for reasons of space. This applies to the notion of context, about
which a great deal more could be usefully written, and evaluative language, which could
have been explored much more thoroughly using the Appraisal Framework, as I said
above. It is true for the other features, about all of which entire books have been written.
I hope that even this rough-grained analysis, integrating these features with other kinesic
and textual aspects of political discourse, has been adequate to illustrate the operation
of the model, and its analytical potentialities. Clearly, enriching or deepening the applica-
tion of any one of the descriptors would be possible, and would affect the outcome of
the analysis as a whole. It is also true that the selection of these particular textual/mul-
timodal features, rather than others, would require more justification than has been
possible here. An exploration of the ways in which the features interact with one an-
other, contributing together to an overall persuasive effect, would also be a possible
future research pathway. However, my intention in this chapter, as I said at the outset,
has been to recover an emphasis on some of the non-verbal dimensions of political
speech, in an analytical context that seems, over the course of its development, to have
given undue weight to the textual aspects of political persuasion.

© Douglas M. Ponton, 2016
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Appendix: Clinton’s address to the American people

Time Line
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Article history:

on the Lewinsky affair, 17" August 1998
Text

Good evening. This afternoon in this room, from this chair, I testified before
the Office of Independent Counsel and the grand jury. I answered their
questions truthfully, including questions about my private life, questions no
American citizen would ever want to answer. Still, I must take complete
responsibility for all my actions, both public and private. And that is why I
am speaking to you tonight. As you know, in a deposition in January, I was
asked questions about my relationship with Monica Lewinsky. While my
answers were legally accurate, I did not volunteer information. Indeed, I did
have a relationship with Miss Lewinsky that was not appropriate. In fact,
it was wrong. It constituted a critical lapse in judgment and a personal failure
on my part for which I am solely and completely responsible. But I told the
grand jury today and I say to you now that at no time did I ask anyone to lie,
to hide or destroy evidence or to take any other unlawful action. I know
that my public comments and my silence about this matter gave a false im-
pression. I misled people, including even my wife. I deeply regret that. I can
only tell you I was motivated by many factors. First, by a desire to protect
myself from the embarrassment of my own conduct. I was also very con-
cerned about protecting my family. The fact that these questions were being
asked in a politically inspired lawsuit, which has since been dismissed, was
a consideration, too. In addition, I had real and serious concerns about an
independent counsel investigation that began with private business dealings
20 years ago, dealings I might add about which an independent federal agency
found no evidence of any wrongdoing by me or my wife over two years ago.
The independent counsel investigation moved on to my staff and friends, then
into my private life. And now the investigation itself is under investigation.
This has gone on too long, cost too much and hurt too many innocent people.
Now, this matter is between me, the two people I love most — my wife and
our daughter — and our God. I must put it right, and [ am prepared to do
whatever it takes to do so. Nothing is more important to me personally.
But it is private, and I intend to reclaim my family life for my family. It’s no-
body’s business but ours. Even presidents have private lives. It is time to stop
the pursuit of personal destruction and the prying into private lives and get
on with our national life. Our country has been distracted by this matter for
too long, and I take my responsibility for my part in all of this. That is all I can
do. Now it is time — in fact, it is past time to move on. We have important
work to do — real opportunities to seize, real problems to solve, real secu-
rity matters to face. And so tonight, I ask you to turn away from the spec-
tacle of the past seven months, to repair the fabric of our national dis-
course, and to return our attention to all the challenges and all the promise
of the next American century. Thank you for watching. And good night.

Received: 01 June 2016
Revised: 14 July 2016
Accepted: 01 September 2016

138



Douglas M. Ponton. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2016, 20 (4), 122—139

For citation:
Ponton D. (2016). Movement and Meaning: Towards an Integrated Approach to Political Dis-
course Analysis. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 20 (4), 122—139.

Bio Note:

Douglas Mark Ponton, DSc, Associate Professor at University of Catania (Italy). Research
Interests: Pragmatics, Semantics, Discourse Analysis. Contact information: www.researchgate.net/
profile/Douglas Ponton; e-mail: dmponton@hotmail.co.uk

YAK: 811.112.42
DOI: 10.22363/2312-9182-2016-20-4-122-139

CJIOBA U XXECTbl: UHTEFTPATUBHbIA NOAX0A
K AHAJIU3Y NOJIMTUHECKOIO ANCKYPCA

Hdyraac Mapk IlonToH

Yuusepcurer Katanuu
97015, Hmanus, 1 Viva Cava Gucciardo Pirato

B nanHO# cTaThe MPOBENEHO UCCIIEIOBAHNE IO IBYM INIABHBIM HAIPABIICHHSIM: TIEPBOE — PETPOCTICK-
THBHBII 0030p, ONMMCaHNEe 3HAYMMBIX MOMEHTOB B ICTOPHUH PAa3BHUTHS aHAIN3a MTOJIUTHYECKOTO TUCKypca
C IIeNBI0 OLEHUTH JaHHYIO cepy HCCIaeJOBaHUs Ha COBPEMEHHOM JTalle; BTOPOe — 0030p MEePCIIEKTHB
Pa3BHUTHSI TaHHOM HCCIIEIOBATEIBCKONM 001acTH. B craThe mpeAnpuHsaTa NONBITKA 0000IIUTh UCCIIEI0Ba-
HUS B paMKax IOSBUBIIMXCS HENABHO HANPABICHUH, TAKUX KaK MYJbTHMOIAIBHOCTD, H IPYTHX, yXKe
YTBEpAUBIIMXCS, TIOAX00B. Bo MHOTHX HccienoBaHusax yrBepxkaaercs (Hanpumep, 1. Fairclough u N. Fair-
clough 2012), uto y6exaeHue SBISIETCS CaMOi PacpOCTPAHEHHOM CTpaTeruel B MOJMTHYSCKOM JTUCKYpCE,
W MHOTHE aBTOPBI IPH3HAIOT, YTO 3TOT MPOIECC OXBATHIBACT KaK BepOabHBIE, TaK  HEBEPOAIBHBIE Cpell-
crBa. Hanpumep, Atkuncon (1984) npeAnpHHSI yCIEIHYO MONBITKY OMUCATh HEKOTOpPhIe HeBepOasb-
HBIE CPEACTBa YOSXKICHNS, TaKKe, Kak TeMOp TOBODSIIETo, €0 MHTOHALS, 11034, SI3bIK TeNa, B3N, U T.1.,
a TaKkKe HEKOTOpHIe Ipyrue HeBepOalbHbIe MpHeMbl. HecMOTpst Ha 3HAYMMOCTh JJAHHOTO HCCIIEIOBAHUS,
HeBepOAIbHBIE CPeCTBa yOSXKCHHS HE TOMYYMIN JOCTaTOYHOTO BHUMAHHUS B TIOJIUTHYECKON PUTOPHKE,
KOTOpasi COCPEIOTAUNBACTCS UCKIIOUUTEIEHO Ha S3BIKOBBIX CPEICTBAaX apryMEHTAlH. [ 1aBHas Ieib
JTAaHHOHM pabOoThl — HAMETHUTD MYTH VIS Pa3paOOTKKU HHTETPUPYIOMIEH MOAEIN aHAIN3a OJIUTHIECKOTO
nckypca. BMecto Toro, 4To0bl aHATM3UPOBAThH OTIEBHBIC S3BIKOBBIC CPENICTBA, TaKHe Kak Metadopa
(Charteris-Black 2006), ockop6nenue (Ilie 2004), oueHo4Has ekchka wim oMop (Swain 1999, 2002),
MpeJIIaraeTCsi COSAMHUTD OIMCAHNE BEPOATBHBIX H HEBEPOATBHBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH MOIUTHYESCKOTO IUCKypCa
C IIEJIBIO CO3JJaHMs PAKTHIECKOT0 MHCTPYMEHTA aHaIN3a MOJIUTUYSCKOrO TUCKYpCa JUIS BBISBICHHS BO3-
MOXKHBIX TParMaTu4ecKux IPPeKToB.
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IN THE CAMPAIGN SPEECHES OF TRUMP,
CLINTON, AND SANDERS
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Throughout the 2016 campaign, presidential candidate Donald Trump surprised observers with his
ability to maintain his popularity in the face of unorthodox and often offensive statements. Trump likely
bolstered his electoral chances by appealing to a large segment of voters with whom other candidates
failed to align themselves. To quote one news anchor, “People tried to attack Trump; it just didn’t work —
voters liked him anyway”. As previous work by Miller (2002; 2004) has shown, systemic functional linguis-
tic (SFL) analysis (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004) can illuminate particular strategies politicians employ
to strengthen their arguments and exhort their audiences to join their efforts. In this paper, we employ
the SFL-based Engagement framework (White, 2003; Martin & White, 2005) to examine ways in which
the 2016 presidential candidates aligned themselves with their audiences. Our analysis of the speeches
of Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, and Bernie Sanders reveals markedly different patterns of interaction with
the voters in terms of ways expansive and contractive dialogic strategies are used, an intended audience
is identified and thematized, and shared assumptions are made. While Trump makes his arguments in a
highly constrained dialogic space, taking the agreement with the audience for granted, his opponents often
employ a mix of contractive and expansive argumentative strategies and make more explicit overtures
to the audiences whose perspectives they share. This study offers insights as to how each candidate identifies
and addresses his or her ideological sympathizers or opponents and exhorts the former to intensify their
support.

Key words: discourse analysis, political discourse, political speeches, dialogue space communica-
tion strategies

1. INTRODUCTION

Donald Trump’s electoral victory has already sparked much soul-searching on
a wide array of topics, from the empirical (the reliability of political forecasting) and
the ideological (the disconnect between parties’ platforms and the beliefs of their core
supporters) to the rhetorical (the relevance of debates and advertisements). Most po-
litical analysts predicted, after he had announced his candidacy, that Trump’s support
would collapse during the primary season (Silver, 2015) for reasons that seemed logical
at the time: He was the first major party nominee since 1952 to have had no previous
political experience; he won the nomination despite well-documented apostasies on core
Republican issues (Bierman, 2016); and his bare-bones organization eschewed the data
analysis and voter contact apparatus of a typical campaign (Parker & Haberman, 2016).
His narrow victory throws the relevance of these points into question and demands
a wide-ranging effort to understand his appeal.

The hallmark of Trump’s campaign was the rally speech. Rather than devote his
time to meeting individual constituents and interest groups, Trump addressed large
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crowds with off-the-cuff, tangential speeches, during which he discussed topic after
topic in meandering fashion. These addresses departed from the well-established pat-
terns of the political speech in terms of both rhetorical style and content. During the
primary, Trump often made statements that went well outside the political mainstream
yet seemed to increase his support. Among the strangest phenomena of the 2016 race
was the disconnect between the horror of political pundits — who pronounced with
almost comical frequency that Trump’s unpolished remarks concerning Mexicans, Mus-
lims, or women would cost him the nomination—and the favorable response of Trump
supporters to unconventional and often unconstitutional proposals such as a religious
test for immigrants. Throughout the primary and the general election, both pundits
and politicians underestimated Trump’s ability to drum up support through these atypical
political speeches.

Since an election campaign is an example par excellence of ‘doing things with
words’ (Austin, 1975), a canonical instance of the speech act intended to spur action
on the part of the audience (Chang & Mehan, 2006), we believe a linguistic investigation
of Trump’s speeches may throw light on how he achieves his communicative and poli-
tical goals. Whereas linguists and political scientists with an interest in rhetoric have
investigated presidential candidates’ speeches for decades, tracking such formal features
as lexical frequency, complexity, and pronoun use, in our study we take a functional
approach and draw on the system of Engagement as proposed by Martin and White (Mar-
tin & White, 2005; White, 2003, 2015). This framework allows us to focus on the seman-
tic strategies that Trump uses to position himself and relate to the audience — and
thus capture a greater range of linguistic features that realize these strategies.

In order to highlight the unconventionality of Trump’s rhetorical style, we compare
one of his primary election victory speeches to victory speeches by Secretary Hillary
Clinton and Senator Bernie Sanders. While the focus on three speeches cannot yield
conclusive results about the style and strategies of the presidential candidates, we believe
that the analysis of these examples can suggest some salient patterns and differences
in the ways the candidates chose to relate to their audience.

We begin by discussing existing commentary on the political discourse surrounding
these three candidates. We then provide an overview of the Engagement approach to
discourse analysis, sketch out the methodology of the current study, which was conducted
just after the 2016 primary campaign concluded, and outline the findings of our analysis
of Trump, Clinton, and Sanders’s speeches. We conclude with preliminary thoughts
as to why, in the political environment of 2016, Trump’s particular style may have been
well suited to persuade and engage a wide swath of Americans.

2. PREVIOUS ANALYSES OF CANDIDATES’ LANGUAGE

The political speech is far from a novel subject for linguistic analysis. In recent
decades, rhetorical and linguistic studies have gained the attention of political consultants
and the public at large (Clark, 2007), with scholars such as Westen (2008) and Lakoff
(2004) arguing that candidates’ choice of linguistic frames can decisively alter an audi-
ence’s response, to the degree that “specific words and phrases (...) have the ability to
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elicit core value systems” (Iyengar, 2005, p. 4). Numerous empirical studies have ex-
plored Lakoff’s framework (see, e.g., Barreto, Redlawsk, & Tolbert, 2009; Knoll, Red-
lawsk, & Sanborn, 2011); Degani (2016b), for example, drew on Lakoff to analyze spe-
cific candidates’ speeches, arguing that John McCain and Barack Obama’s divergent
ideological ways of seeing the world were expressed in the usage frequency of certain
lexical items. Following the 2008 election, Barack Obama’s obvious effectiveness as
an orator provided data for semiotic and metaphorical analysis guided by Lakoff’s work
(Catalano, 2011), as did the sometimes racially charged language used by his critics
(Sparks, 2009). Pennebaker, Slatcher, and their colleagues have also used the political
speech in a broader, not exclusively political context to illustrate how the usage of
lexical categories and types of verbs can contribute to a speaker’s overall linguistic style
(Slatcher et al., 2007) and how insights on speakers’ psychological states might be
gleaned by analyzing the usage of personal pronouns and emotionally weighted words
(Pennebaker, Slatcher, & Chung, 2005).

Trump’s political language, however, seems to veer away from what observers
of political discourse have come to expect: Speeches crafted by a team of professionals
that express a coherent vision, repeat talking points that reflect party views, and explicitly
appeal to a broad voter base. Instead, Trump’s rally speeches meandered, to the extent
that writers at the online news magazine Slate asked readers for crowd-sourced help
in diagramming one of Trump’s more rambling sentences (Lexicon Valley, 2015). Po-
litical analysts and linguists also struggled to parse Trump’s syntax; Pullum (2015),
for example, noted that the sentence in question “has no structure at all”. In an interview
with Vox, Pullum went so far as to claim that Trump’s aversion to embedded clauses
reflects an undisciplined mind:

When you say something like “While Congress shows no interest in doing X, I feel that
the American people believe it is essential”, the clause “it is essential” is inside the clause

“the American people believe it is essential” which is inside the clause “I feel that the

American people believe it is essential”, and so on. You get no such organized thoughts

from Trump. It’s bursts of noun phrases, self-interruptions, sudden departures from the

theme, flashes of memory, odd side remarks. (...) It’s the disordered language of a person

with a concentration problem (Golshan, 2016).

Other scholars, meanwhile, explain Pullum’s observation by arguing that Trump’s
speeches are a better fit for oral genres (we don’t normally speak using clauses like
“while...”), while other politicians’ speeches betray more linguistic markers characteris-
tic of written genres — they are more compact, more organized, thought through in
advance, for an audience that expects certain written-like conventions. If Trump’s
speeches are more suited to oral delivery, this may make them correspondingly diffi-
cult to render in prose (Libit, 2016). Liberman (2016a, 2016b) makes a similar point,
arguing that while Trump’s style differs from the norm of a political arena, it would
be at home in a comedy club: “Donald Trump uses the style of a stand-up comic rather
than the style of schoolteacher. But let’s not pretend that the result is incoherent or un-
intelligible — it’s just a skillful instance of human speech communication in its natural
state” (2016a). Furthermore, in line with typical conventions of oral performances, Trump
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uses gesture in his speeches to mock, entertain, and show dominance, which has also
been linked to his success (Hall, Goldstein, & Ingram, 2016). Whatever the merits or
deficiencies of Trump’s approach, his addresses clearly depart from the mold of a po-
litical speech on many fronts, and we argue that it would not be pejorative to describe
Trump’s style as simpler than his opponents’ communicative styles.

Clinton’s and Sanders’s long careers have also inspired linguistic analyses on a va-
riety of topics. Anderson (2002), for example, found that Clinton employed what the
author characterized as a more ‘masculine’ style in her 2000 run for the Senate, compared
to her rhetoric as First Lady; Bligh et al. (2010) reported a similar result in Clinton’s
2008 rhetoric. Degani (2016a) investigated both Clinton’s and Trump’s 2016 speeches
through the lens of lexical frequency as related to the simplification of political rhetoric
and construal of Self and Other. She concluded that Clinton uses significantly more
complex language, while Trump’s rhetoric relies more often on us-versus-them di-
chotomies.

Studies on Sanders tend to focus on his political views, but his rhetoric also provides
plenty of grist for linguistic analysis; Wilz, for example, argues that Sanders was able
to win more approving press coverage by adopting a more “hypermasculine” tone than
Clinton, despite espousing very similar views (2016: 358). In her master’s thesis,
Hoel (2016) argues that Sanders exploited an inflection point in American politics by
coopting “percentage talk” (2016: 37), rhetorically identifying himself and his supporters
with “the 99%” against an Other he refers to variously as “the 1%, “the billionaire class”,
and “Wall Street”, thereby adopting economic inequality as a core Democratic issue (see
also Savoy, 2016).

An Engagement analysis of victory speeches by Trump, Clinton, and Sanders,
presented below, revealed patterns in the ways the candidates appealed to their sup-
porters and offered their audience opportunities to respond or identify with the speaker.

3. THE PRESENT STUDY

This study draws primarily on the Engagement system (Martin & White, 2005),
which provides a framework for analyzing how language users position themselves to-
ward the subject under discussion and interact with an audience through alignment
and disalignment strategies. As with other frameworks inspired by Halliday’s systemic
functional grammar (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004), the emphasis in the Engagement
system is not on formal lexicogrammatical categories — e.g., pronouns, hedges, or men-
tal verbs — but on the functional role of a given linguistic resource. We are interested
here, in other words, in sow language users can create solidarity with an audience and
reveal their “attitudes towards the truth value of their propositions” (Simon-Vanden-
bergen, White, & Aijmer, 2007: 33). The theory behind this framework draws on Bakh-
tin’s suggestion that any utterance implicitly reacts to other previous speech; it “take[s]
up in some way, what has been said/written before, and simultaneously (...) anticipate([s]
the responses of actual, potential or imagined readers/listeners” (White, 2015). Engage-
ment, in other words, allows linguists to analyze how language users respond to both
explicit and implicit views of their audience (Martin & White, 2005) and demonstrate
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solidarity and alignment not only with their ideological cohort, but also with those
with whom they disagree (Miller, 2004). The Engagement framework is particularly
suitable for the analysis of political speeches, often aimed at mobilizing a specific interest
group or demographic, as it reveals how speakers appeal to their audience through “a set
of micro-maneuvers by which different alignments or affiliations are envisaged with
an array of different value positions” (White, 2003: 275).

Within the Engagement system, the most general differentiation is made between
utterances that admit the possibility of a competing truth claim (considered heteroglossic)
and those that do not (called monoglossic statements or bare assertions). In the most
basic terms, the utterance “Kathryn Janeway is the best captain on Star Trek” would
be monoglossic, while utterances that imply a possible rejoinder are heteroglossic:

¢ Jim Kirk is not the best captain on Star Trek. (This denial implies that it is possible
to believe he is.)

& It is clearly beyond the shadow of a doubt that Kathryn Janeway is the best captain
on Star Trek. (The very reference to doubt implies that there exists a counter-assertion to be
argued against.)

Within the monoglossic statements, a further distinction is made between asser-
tions that present the proposition as currently “at issue or up for discussion” (Martin &
White, 2005: 100), as in the examples above, and those that contain presuppositions
formulated in a way that does not have an argument structure and “survives even under
negation” (Simon-Vandenbergen et al., 2007: 35). The following headline illustrates the
latter case:

“Barack Obama’s Transformational Success is Only Beginning to Come into View”.
[Jonathan Chait, New York Magazine, 7/27/16]".

The sentence is monoglossic, but while it might be challenged or qualified, e.g. —
Barack Obama’s Transformational Success is NOT Beginning to Come Into View

— the controversial idea that Barack Obama has been successful in a transformational
way has been nominalized, and as a result, it is not even open to question.

By choosing such formulations, speakers position their audience to treat their as-
sertions as “generally known or agreed upon, and hence as uncontentious” (Simon-Van-
denbergen et al., 2007: 32). Furthermore, statements with presupposition enable speakers
to assert “solidarity in contexts where interactants already share a great deal of
common ground and a common outlook. (...) [B]y encoding something as background,
shared knowledge, the speaker at the same time presents a proposition as one whose
truth is accepted by the hearer” (Simon-Vandenbergen et al., 2007: 46, 49). Simon-
Vandenbergen and her colleagues label this mode of engaging with the reader as maxi-
mally restrictive — even more so than a bare monoglossic assertion because the speak-
er implicitly presents certain propositions as simply not arguable. At the same time,
however, they may widen the circle of their supporters by identifying common ground
on which they already agreed.

! http://nymag.com/daily/intelligencer/2016/07/obamas-success-only-beginning-to-come-
into-view.html.
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Heteroglossic engagement resources are further categorized as either dialogically
expanding (entertain and attribute), which open up additional dialogic space with the
introduction of potential new arguments, and contracting (disclaim or proclaim), which
implicitly or explicitly reject alternative arguments (see Table 1). Together, the hetero-
glossic and monoglossic assertions map out a continuum of “theoretical possibility of
alternative opinion” (Simon-Vandenbergen, White, & Aijmer, 2007: 46), with contract-
ing heteroglossic propositions implicitly allowing for more disagreement than mono-
glossic ones, but still actively closing off potential debate.

Table 1
Engagement System Network

Dialogic Type Subtype
Role
Expansive Entertain: the author holds
out a dialogic alternative
as possible

Attribute: the author posits | Distance: the author presents an external source’s voice as
another voice as the source | questionable

of the assertion Acknowledge: the author presents an external source’s voice
without explicit endorsement, leaving room for countervailing
views
Contractive | Disclaim: the author clos- Deny: the author rejects an alternative (thus presupposing

es off a dialogic alternative | that the alternative exists)
Counter: the author rejects a previous utterance, thereby
negating it as an alternative

Proclaim: the author Concur: the author overtly presents herself and the audience
forcefully argues for a as being in agreement
proposition

Pronounce: the author insists on the validity of a proposition,
implying that there is a counterargument against which in-
sistence is necessary

Endorse: the author presumes an external source to be valid

Appendix 1 describes the various expansive and contractive Engagement strategies
as laid out in Martin & White (2005), using examples drawn from the three victory
speeches by Donald Trump, Hillary Clinton, and Bernie Sanders that we analyze in this
article.

Analyses of political language using other constructs can sometimes also be un-
derstood within the Engagement framework. For example, the previously mentioned
study of Sanders’s rhetorical strategy of attributing opinions to supporters or opponents
is captured by what the Engagement framework labels the attribute: acknowledge or
attribute: distance strategy. Similarly, Obama’s use of personification or polyphony
to “get another person (fictitious or, plausibly, real) to voice” the ideas in his speeches
(Capone, 2010: 2966) can also be related to the attribute: acknowledge strategy in
Martin and White’s approach. Furthermore, Slatcher et al.’s (2007) comparison of the
2004 candidates, which evaluates what they call cognitive complexity (including ten-
tative words and negations) can be understood in terms of the entertain and disclaim:
deny Engagement strategies. However, no study so far (to the authors’ knowledge) has
explicitly used systemic functional linguistic analysis to examine the 2016 candidates’
efforts to express identification with their audience. We therefore believe an analysis
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based on Martin and White’s Engagement framework can provide a fruitful discus-
sion of the hotly contested and groundbreaking 2016 campaign and also offer avenues
for future research on political speech.

4. METHOD

For the purposes of this analysis, we selected three speeches: Trump’s victory
speech after winning the Indiana primary (and effectively winning the nomination) on
May 3, 2016; Clinton’s speech celebrating her victory in California primary on June 7
(likewise securing her the nomination); and Sanders’s remarks after winning the New
Hampshire primary in a landslide on February 10 (News Editor, 2016; Reilly, 2016;
Washington Post Staff, 2016a).

Candidates’ speeches may vary widely throughout the campaign in terms of their
occasion, purpose, and intended audience. We chose to focus on victory speeches be-
cause they have a definable communicative purpose, offering candidates the opportunity
to restate their vision and what they see as the impetus of the campaign; “they are
a modern means by which political leaders define and communicate the ethos of their
party” (Malkmus, 2013, p. 283). Speeches at the end of a contested primary also con-
front candidates with the need to appeal to their opponents’ disaffected supporters.
We therefore expect candidates giving victory speeches to engage in some way with
the arguments and ideas that motivate their candidacy, and to make a play for votes,
both by defending the views of their supporters and countering the arguments of their
opponent. Victory speeches also tend to follow some broad generic patterns, making it
easier to compare apples with apples (or at least apples with another form of fruit).

Having selected these three texts, we coded each utterance that contained a logical
proposition of some kind as either monoglossic (bare assertions and statements with
presupposition) or heteroglossic; we then used White’s framework to further categorize
each heteroglossic proposition (as entertain, attribute, disclaim, or proclaim, including
subtypes; see Table 1). Each author coded the texts separately. All coding disagree-
ments were discussed and resolved.

5. RESULTS

Monoglossia vs. Heteroglossia

For each speech, we calculated the ratio of monoglossic to heteroglossic assertions.
Overall, Trump relied on bare assertions approximately as often as Clinton or Sanders,
with monoglossic statements accounting for 54.28% of his total propositions. (For com-
parison 55% of Clinton’s utterances were monoglossic, as were 52.83% of Sanders’s.)
Two percent of Trump’s monoglossic statements included examples of presupposition,
as did 1% of Clinton’s monoglossic statements and 3% of Sanders’s.

Table 2
Summary of Engagement Moves: Monoglossia
Candidate Monoglossic* Presuppositions** Heteroglossic*
Trump 54.27% 2% 45.73%
Clinton 55.00% 1% 45.00%
Sanders 52.83% 3% 47.17%

Note. *as a percentage of all assertions. **as a percentage of monoglossic assertions.
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Contracting vs. Expanding

Trump, Clinton, and Sanders all use a mix of contracting and expanding moves
in their speeches, as shown in Table 3. As a percentage of all heteroglossic assertions,
Sanders used contractive moves most often (41.51%), followed by Clinton (38.57%)
and Trump (35.53%).

Table 3
Summary of Engagement Moves: Heteroglossia
Candidate Heteroglossic* Contractive** Expansive**
Trump 45.73% 77.70% 22.30%
Clinton 45.00% 85.71% 14.29%
Sanders 4717% 88.00% 12.00%

Note. *as a percentage of all assertions. **as a percentage of heteroglossic assertions.

However, as is evident from Table 4, the speakers vary in the use of their favored
Engagement moves. While all three used disclaim: deny and disclaim: counter and
either proclaim: pronounce or proclaim: concur (all contractive moves) on a regular ba-
sis, Trump and Sanders used disclaim: deny, proclaim: pronounce, and disclaim: counter
nearly to the exclusion of other moves. Clinton, by contrast, used attribute: acknowledge
(12.70% of heteroglossic propositions) and proclaim: concur (12.70%) more often than
either of her opponents.

Table 4
Most Common Engagement Strategies

Candidate Frequency of Engagement Move Usage*

Trump Disclaim: deny Proclaim: pronounce | Disclaim: counter Entertain (13.67%)
(39.57%) (20.14%) (20.14%)

Clinton Disclaim: deny Disclaim: counter Attribute: acknowledge | Proclaim: concur
(41.2%) (19.05%) (12.70%) (12.70%)

Sanders Disclaim: deny Proclaim: pronounce | Disclaim: counter Attribute: acknowledge
(53.33%) (16%) (14.67%) (6.67%)

Note. *as a percentage of heteroglossic assertions.

6. DISCUSSION

Monoglossia

Bare Assertions. Just over half the statements in all three speeches were monoglos-
sic. While more analysis is needed to determine whether this is characteristic of victory
speeches or political speeches in general, this rate of monoglossia may reflect the speak-
er’s felt need to be assertive and take the opinions of the audience for granted.

While Trump offers monoglossic statements with approximately the same frequency
as Clinton or Sanders, he is more prone to long strings of monoglossic statements
without the interruption of a heteroglossic assertion. This has the effect of presenting
a stream of assertions that rarely recognizes or references alternative positions. Many
sections of Trump’s speech, indeed, are almost entirely monoglossic, interspersed only
with disclaim: deny moves:

(1) We’ve been losing all the time. We lose with our military. We can ’t beat ISIS. We lose

with trade. We lose with borders. We lose everything. We’re not going to lose. We’re
going to start winning again and we’re going to win big league.
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Excerpts like these are construed as one categorical voice that the audience is ex-
pected to believe, one position that the listener agrees with. This single-voicedness
in Trump’s discourse resembles the language of sermons, which are often characterized
by simple sentence structure, common word choice, and repetition. The lack of reference
to other voices also contributes to the plainness and simplicity of his deliberations, per-
haps reminding the listener of powerful political slogans of the past.

Presuppositions. All three candidates we analyzed take some information for granted
and indicate assumptions they expect their audience to share. For example, throughout
his New Hampshire victory speech, Bernie Sanders presented controversial arguments
as ‘old news’.

(2) Tonight, we served notice to the political and economic establishment of this country
that the American people will not continue to accept a corrupt campaign finance system
that is undermining American democracy, and we will not accept a rigged economy
in which ordinary Americans work longer hours for lower wages, while almost all new
income and wealth goes to the top 1%.

In this excerpt, Sanders’s proposition can be simplified as The American people will
not continue to accept the state of affairs. He makes no explicit argument about what
the state of affairs actually is, instead presenting that information as beyond debate.
In this case, Sanders takes for granted the following propositions:

— the campaign finance system is corrupt;

— the campaign finance system is undermining American democracy;

— the economy is rigged,

— in this economy, ordinary Americans work longer hours for lower wages.

Sanders also uses nominalizations to encode his implications of shared under-
standing:

(3) When we talk about transforming America, it means ending the disgrace of this country

having more people in jail than any other country in the world, disproportionately
African-American, and Latino.

The implicature here consists in the linkage of a nominalized phrase (“this coun-
try having more people in jail than any other country in the world”) and an evaluation
(a “disgrace”). Sanders is speaking to those who agree with him that America’s jails
are too full — a common belief, but by no means a universal one.

Clinton takes propositions for granted less often than Sanders, but she does so in
a similar way. In her California speech, one instance of assuming shared understandings
occurs in the context of the contrasting propositions we have seen before in Clinton’s
speeches:

(4) We believe we need to help young people struggling with student debt — not pile

more on to our national debt with giveaways to the super-wealthy. We believe we need

to make America the clean energy superpower of the 21st century — not insist that
climate change is a hoax.

This formulation assumes agreement that “giveaways to the super-wealthy [are
piling] more on to our national debt”. Both Sanders and Clinton take for granted propo-
sitions that their voters can fairly easily be expected to hold. (While it is not universally
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acknowledged, for example, that climate change is not a hoax, Democratic voters can
probably be counted on to hold this view [Gallup, 2016].)

The question then becomes, why include beliefs to which your audience already
subscribes? Simon-Vandenbergen et al. (2007) argue that taken-for-granted expressions
have an important rhetorical function:

[S]peakers use them for presenting non-shared and even highly contested propositions as if

they were shared knowledge. The effect is on the one hand that solidarity is confirmed with

those who share the speakers’ viewpoint and on the other hand that those who hold alter-
native opinions are put into a position where more interactive work needs to be done if

they want to challenge the speaker’s views. (p. 61)

Trump appears to share this view, as he also uses taken-for-granted formulations —
though sometimes in a different way from Sanders or Clinton. On occasion, Trump does
follow a similar strategy to Sanders in using highly freighted words to encode back-
ground information:

(5) And we’re going to have to take out ISIS and we’re going to have to take them out fast.
We can’t allow that cancer to continue. We cannot allow it to continue.

The analogy here, one also employed at various times by President Obama and De-
fense Secretary Ashton Carter, is that ISIS shares essential characteristics with cancer —
that is, it is dangerous, constantly growing if unchecked, foreign to its host region, and
an existential threat.

Other shared assumptions Trump invokes, however, are more difficult to parse.
He often implies an understanding he and his audience have in common, without spelling
out what he means.

(6) You look at some of our airports; it’s third world.
(7) You look at what’s going on. They want jobs.

Each of these asides seems to be making some kind of assertion, but it is not im-
mediately clear what is meant. What about America’s airports does Trump see as em-
blematic of a third world country? What is “going on” in Excerpt 7? Despite this vague-
ness, however, Trump’s direct address to his audience (You look at...) implies he believes
that his audience understands what he means.

In other speeches, Trump has followed a similar pattern:

(8) We don’t win on trade. You look at what China’s doing to us, what Japan does to us,

what Mexico is just killing us at the border — at the border and with trade. Mexico is
killing us — absolutely. (Washington Post Staff, 2016b)

In this excerpt, it is not clear what trade policies Trump opposes on the part of Chi-
na, Japan, or Mexico, nor is it clear that he needs to spell them out. By using the You
look at phrasing, Trump refers his audience to trade policies they are already unhappy
about — and implicitly assumes that they already know enough about those policies
to be incensed. The idea that unfavorable trade policies are damaging American eco-
nomic power and job growth is taken as so far beyond argument that it is not even
stated explicitly.
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In this light, an observation from Simon-Vandenbergen et al. takes on new rele-
vance: “Most importantly however, the tactic has value as a rhetorical device which
creates a forceful utterance and as such contributes to the image which politicians wish
to project for themselves, i.e. that of someone ‘in the know’” (2007, p. 66). Trump,
in these excerpts, suggests that both he and his audience have special knowledge —
they are aware of ‘what’s going on,” of ‘what China’s doing to us,” in a way that others
in the political arena do not understand. Trump does not need to spell out what exactly
he is taking for granted to take advantage of this rhetorical effect; indeed, keeping
things vague may be more useful for him. By inviting his audience to ‘look at’ the prob-
lem as they see it, he can convince listeners with potentially widely varying opinions
that he is in solidarity with them all.

Heteroglossia

As mentioned above, while each candidate makes heteroglossic statements at similar
rates, they differ markedly with regard to the use of specific heteroglossic moves and
ways they are combined.

Disclaim: Deny. The disclaim: deny move differs from a bare assertion only in that,
by denying a proposition, it implicitly admits the existence of that proposition. While
being, therefore, heteroglossic, it still has the effect of closing off debate. Trump often
intersperses denials with monoglossic bare assertions and repetitions, as in the following
excerpts:

(9) Not going to happen anymore, folks. Not going to happen anymore. We’re going to
bring back our jobs and we’re going to keep our jobs. We’re not going to let companies
leave.

(10) We don 't need the credit because we’re going after Hillary Clinton. She will not be
a great president. She will not be a good president. She will be a poor president.

Linguistically, the disclaim: deny move is realized by a profusion of words like
no, not, don't, etc., rather than countering prepositions such as however, but, that said,
etc. Appearing intermixed with monoglossic statements, disclaim: deny as used by
Trump may strengthen the perception of his language as rhetorically more straight-
forward, forceful, and direct, or even truthful.

While Clinton uses disclaim: deny at a relatively higher rate than Trump, she em-
ploys it more often in combination with other Engagement moves. In many cases, she
sets up contrasts between herself and Trump using disclaim: deny and follows up with
either disclaim: counter or proclaim: concur to propose her own views in opposition
to his.

(11) It’s clear that Donald Trump doesn 't believe [attribute: acknowledge; disclaim: deny]
we are stronger together. (...) Well, we believe we should lift each other up [proclaim:
concur: affirm], not tear each other down [disclaim: deny]. We believe we need to
give Americans a raise [proclaim: concur: affirm] — rot complain that hardworking
people’s wages are too high [disclaim: deny]. We believe we need to help young people
struggling with student debt [proclaim: concur: affirm] — not pile more on to our
national debt with giveaways to the super-wealthy [disclaim: deny]. We believe we need
to make America the clean energy superpower of the 21st century [proclaim: concur:
affirm] - not insist that climate change is a hoax [disclaim: deny].
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While Trump uses disclaim: deny to continue hammering a point home, Clinton
employs it as part of a mix of Engagement moves in order to constantly defend her own
views and highlight the contrast between herself and Trump.

Like his opponents, Sanders uses the disclaim: deny move most often out of all the
heteroglossic strategies he employs. However, like Clinton, he often interweaves this
move with many others in a way that differs sharply from Trump’s style.

(12) In my view [entertain] under President Obama’s leadership, the Affordable Care Act has
been an important step forward, no question about it [proclaim: pronounce]. But [dis-
claim: counter] we can, and must, do better. Twenty-nine million Americans should
not remain uninsured [disclaim: deny], an even greater number should [nof] [disclaim:
deny] remain under-insured with large deductibles and co-payments [disclaim: deny].
We should not [disclaim: deny] be paying by far the highest prices in the world for
prescription drugs at a time — listen fo this [proclaim: pronounce], when the top three
drug companies in this country made $45 billion dollars in profit last year. That is an
obscenity, and let me tell you something [proclaim: pronounce], when we make it to
the White House, the pharmaceutical industry will not [disclaim: deny] continue to rip
off the American people. (...)

My friends, we all know [proclaim: concur: affirm]. that we live in a dangerous
and complex world. As president [ will defend this nation, but [disclaim: counter] I will
do it responsibly. I voted against the war in Iraq, and that was the right vote. While
[proclaim: concur: affirm] we must be relentless in combating terrorists who would
do us harm, we cannot [disclaim: deny], and should not [disclaim: deny] be the police-
man of the world. Nor [disclaim: counter] should we bear the burden of fighting ter-
rorism alone.

This passage illustrates a striking contrast to Trump. While Sanders’s tone occasion-
ally seems to veer into Trumpian territory (e.g., “Listen to this,” “Let me tell you some-
thing”), this paragraph follows an Engagement schema Trump rarely uses. First, Sanders
entertains or asserts a proposition meant to appeal to Democrats more broadly (one
with which his most fervent supporters might disagree): “the Affordable Care Act has
been an important step forward, no question about if’. He then counters the idea with
his own view. Sanders does this again in the next paragraph, balancing the need to be
“relentless” (again, his dovish supporters might quibble with him) with a rejection of
the idea of being the world’s “policemen”. Trump rarely introduces his assertions by en-
tertaining or acknowledging opposing views.

In general, Trump relies on a narrower use of disclaim: deny than either Clinton
or Sanders, which manifests itself linguistically in a narrower array of markers of agree-
ment or disagreement.

Proclaim: Pronounce. The proclaim: pronounce move, realized in intensifying, de-
finitive asides (e.g., let me tell you, it is clear) or as imperatives to the audience (e.g.,
remember this, don’t forget this, let us do this) is perhaps the most characteristic of
Trump’s speeches in general, accounting for over 20% of his heteroglossic assertions.
This move is counted as heteroglossic according to what might be called the ‘the lady
doth protest too much’ theory; by defending a proposition so forcefully, the speaker im-
plies that there is a counter-argument against which it needs defending. That said, the
proclaim: pronounce move, like disclaim: deny, has the effect of restricting space for ar-
gument; by using this move, the speaker indicates that debate on the subject should be
closed.
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The following excerpt illustrates one way in which Trump peppers his otherwise
monoglossic assertions with pronounce moves:
(13) Let me tell you, the miners in West Virginia and Pennsylvania which was so great to

me last week and Ohio and all over, they’re going to start to work again. Believe me.
You’re going to be proud again to be miners.

Over the course of the Indiana speech, Trump uses some variation on “Let me tell
you” (e.g., “I have to tell you”, “I will tell you”) seven times. While this move works
to close off debate, it may also help Trump to foster a more immediate relationship
between himself and his audience. Since it is often realized linguistically as an impera-
tive and a second person pronoun, it enhances the impression that Trump is speaking
directly to the listener.

Entertain. The entertain move generally has the effect of opening up dialogic space,
by proposing an idea with which some listeners might agree; it is often realized linguis-
tically by the use of modal verbs (may, might, could, etc.), other hedges (e.g., it seems),
or mental processes (e.g., [ think, I believe).

Trump uses entertain relatively infrequently (fourth most of any Engagement strate-
gy). However, while Clinton and Sanders use the entertain move in order to introduce
a political argument that they then counter (see Excerpts 11 and 12), Trump most often
uses entertain when discussing election results and poll numbers, in situations in which
the topic under debate is not whether he is winning, but by how much:

(14) They think it was probably $8 million was spent against me and we spent $900,000.
So, I mean, to me that’s the way it’s supposed to be.

(15) 1 think that might actually be more and better than getting 62% in New Y ork.

(16) He [Republican National Committee chair Reince Priebus] had 17 egos and now [ guess
he’s down to one. I don’t know. Is there a second? I mean, is there a second? I don’t
know.

Trump does also use entertain to hedge a stance that he otherwise describes in hard-
line terms:

(17) Her [Clinton’s] husband signed perhaps in the history of the world the single worst
trade deal ever done. It’s called NAFTA.

Here, too, while Trump opens up space for his audience to dissent, it would be dis-
agreement only in degree; he admits only that NAFTA might not be the very worst
trade deal in humanity’s history'. Excerpt 17, however, is an exception to the trend; all
but two of Trump’s uses of entertain in this speech have to do not with arguments he
1s making, but with poll numbers or other trivia related to what we might call political
throat-clearing (e.g., “but I actually think he [Trump’s son-in-law Jared Kushner] likes
politics™). Trump’s heavy use of entertain in a way that does not engage any political
arguments therefore somewhat inflates the raw numbers of expansive dialogic strate-
gies he uses.

! Trump’s formulation is strikingly similar to one of the examples of entertain given in Martin &
White (2005), who quote a 2001 edition of the Sunday Express passing judgment on the prime
minister as follows: “In fact it was probably the most immature, irresponsible, disgraceful and
misleading address ever given by a British Prime Minister” (p. 105).
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Proclaim: Concur: Affirm. The proclaim: concur move marks a point of contrast
between Clinton and Trump. Rather than simply stating her case with proclaim: pro-
nounce, Clinton often attributes her arguments to supporters of her campaign and (im-
plicitly) former Sanders supporters:

(18) We all believe that America succeeds when more people share in our prosperity; when
more people have a voice in our political system; when more people can contribute
to their communities. We believe that cooperation is better than conflict, unity is better
than division, empowerment is better than resentment, and bridges are better than walls.
It’s a simple but powerful idea. We believe that we are stronger together. And the stakes
in this election are high. And the choice is clear.

In this passage, Clinton both defends discrete arguments that her campaign aims
to advance (“America succeeds when more people share in our prosperity”’; “cooperation
is better than conflict”) and simultaneously makes an appeal for the support of erstwhile
Sanders supporters by asserting common agreement on these points. The contentious
Democratic party primary left many left-leaning Sanders voters, who might otherwise
have agreed with Clinton on many issues, skeptical of her candidacy because of her
distance from the Vermont senator on some policy issues and the vitriol each candidate
deployed against the other. With proclaim: concur moves like these, Clinton implicitly
identifies those Sanders voters as her audience, reminding them that they may not have
voted for her but still share these views. Trump uses this move much less often (it ac-
counts for less than three percent of his heteroglossic statements).

This analysis indicates that Trump differs sharply with both Clinton and Sanders
in the way he employs audience engagement strategies. While all of the candidates
use disclaim: deny, Trump follows that move up with alternatives (via disclaim: counter
or attribute: acknowledge) less than Clinton does. While all of the candidates use pro-
claim moves, Trump relies almost exclusively on proclaim: pronounce. Clinton, on the
other hand, uses proclaim: concur: affirm/concede, which takes the opinions of the audi-
ence into consideration to a much greater extent.

These differences lead to striking contrasts in linguistic realizations. In general,
the strategies preferred by Trump sketch out a discourse that relies on repetitive language
(e.g., no, not, let me tell you) and chains of shorter sentences that reiterate and reinforce
each other rather than forming interlocking parts of a cohesive paragraph. By contrast,
Clinton’s and Sanders’s reliance on complementary Engagement strategies lends their
speeches a more elaborate, written-like quality.

7. CONCLUSION

The question, then, is what relevance these linguistic and rhetorical differences
may have for Trump’s appeal. This question will probably occupy political scientists and
linguists for years, and we do not propose to answer it comprehensively in just 7,000-odd
words. While the focus on three campaign speeches is a clear limitation of the study
and a more representative corpus would add more value to its results, this analysis does
highlight stark differences between Trump’s style and that of two more mainstream
politicians — differences which, we believe, would hold if a wider swath of speeches
from Trump and previous presidential nominees were analyzed using this framework.
Future research might draw from a deeper pool of candidate speeches and employ
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factor analysis to flesh out a more complete description of various candidates’ use of
Engagement. These differences may help explain Trump’s enduring popularity with a not
insignificant segment of the American electorate.

In general, Trump’s heteroglossic language is simpler and more straightforward
and forceful than his opponents’, while his monoglossic statements incorporate more
vaguely phrased shared assumptions to connect with his base. As noted earlier, while
Trump employs heteroglossic moves approximately as often as Clinton or Sanders do,
he relies on a narrower slate of these moves and often deploys the same ones in sequence.
This lends Trump’s speeches a more repetitive effect, which can work to the speaker’s
advantage; repetition can give the speaker an air of authority, provoking an unconscious
response of support among his listeners (Lakoff, 2016). Journalists such as James Fallows
have pointed out that simplicity often represents strength in political addresses, particular-
ly when delivered verbally:

In political language, plainness is powerful. “Of the people, by the people, for the
people.” “Ask not what your country can do for you.” “I have a dream.” This is especially
so for language designed to be heard, like speeches and debate exchanges, rather than read
from a page. People absorb and retain information in smaller increments through the ear
than through the eye. Thus, the classic intonations of every major religion have the simple,
repetitive cadence also found in the best political speeches. “In the beginning.” “And it was
good.” “Let us pray.” (Fallows, 2016)

Trump’s selection of simplistic, repetitive assertions and denials, exemplified by
eschewing many Engagement moves in favor of disclaim: deny, may remind his au-
dience of these powerful political volleys from the past. One of the most famous lines
from a political debate, indeed — “Senator, I served with Jack Kennedy. I knew Jack
Kennedy. Jack Kennedy was a friend of mine. Senator, you’re no Jack Kennedy.” —
with its melding of monoglossia with a disclaim: deny move, sounds almost like it could
have come from Trump (October 5, 1988 Debate Transcripts, 2015).

The vagueness of some of Trump’s assertions may also have helped him reach
new audiences who express grievances that other politicians would be loath to air; as
Hillbilly Elegy author J.D. Vance argued in an interview, “these people — my people —
are really struggling, and there hasn’t been a single political candidate who speaks to
those struggles in a long time” (Dreher, 2016). This may seem paradoxical: Clinton
and Sanders, after all, both use a wider array of both expansive and contractive moves
in order to broaden their support (see Excerpt 11, in which Sanders uses entertain and
disclaim: counter to construe an audience broader than his most die-hard supporters;
or Excerpt 18, in which Clinton uses proclaim: concur to implicitly include Sanders
supporters in ‘we’-statements). In contrast to Clinton’s and Sanders’s presentations,
Trump’s speeches seem not to have outreach to potential new supporters as their goal,
instead, he aims to foster solidarity among those who already agree with him. There is
already anecdotal evidence that Trump’s supporters do not need to be persuaded that
the propositions he defends are true; according to a journalist at Vox, “Trump’s audi-
ence finishes his sentences for him, [and] the blanks are filled with sentiments that reso-
nate: fears of joblessness, worries about the United States losing its status as a major
world power, concerns about foreign terrorist organizations” (Golshan, 2016). The lin-
guistic evidence from these speeches points in the same direction: Trump often bakes
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shared assumptions into his monoglossic assertions in a way that leaves it unclear exactly
what he means. His audience, however, is meant to get the point-one that usually re-
lates to general dissatisfaction with Democratic policies-without his help, as he implies
with proclaim: pronounce formulations like “You look at what’s going on”. The va-
gueness of the shared assumptions, whose existence Trump implies without always
being specific, suggests that his audience already knows what he means.

Our analysis suggests that Trump might simply have a different understanding of
the goal of a political speech than most mainstream politicians. While Clinton and
Sanders use Engagement strategies in order to defend their arguments and broaden
their potential audience, Trump’s speeches seem designed to assert, as forcefully as pos-
sible, the precepts with which his audience already agrees, while leaving certain asser-
tions vague to allow his audience to fill in the blanks.

© Marianna Ryshina-Pankova, Justin Quam, 2016
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APPENDIX
Engagement System Network with Examples
Dialogic Type Subtype Linguistic markers Examples
Role
Expan- | Entertain: the Hedges (/ think...; it In my view, under President
sive author holds seems...; possibly; ap- Obama’s leadership, the Afford-
out a dialogic parently) able Care Act has been anim-
alternative as portant step forward.... (Sanders)
possible Pseudo-questions X .
Her husband signed perhaps in
the history of the world the sin-
gle worst trade deal ever done.
(Trump)
Attribute: the | Distance: the author | Verbal processes with Well, my critics say, you know,
author posits | presents an external |inscribed meaning that Bernie, that’s a great idea,
another voice | source’s voice as suggests skepticism (e.g., | you’re into all this free stuff.
as the source | questionable the defendant claims...) |(Sanders)
of the asser- | Acknowledge: the Verbal processes without | What the American people are
tion author presents an inscribed meaning (e.g., |[saying (...)isthat we can no
external source’s say, state, argue) longer continue to have a cam-
voice without explicit paign finances system in which
endorsement, leaving | Referential prepositions | Wall Street and the billionaire
room for countervail- | (e.g., according to, in) class are able to buy elections.
ing views (Sanders)
Contrac | Disclaim Deny: the author re- | Negation We will not accept a rigged
tive jects an alternative economy in which ordinary
(thus presupposing Americans work longer hours
that the alternative for lower wages. (Sanders)
exists) .
Not going to happen anymore,
folks. Not going to happen an-
ymore. (Trump)
Counter: the author Conjunctions (e.g., but, ...But don’t let anyone tell you
rejects a previous however, despite that) that great things can’t happen
utterance, thereby in America. (Clinton)
negating it as an al-
ternative
Proclaim: Concur: the author Concede: So yes, yes, there

overtly presents her-
self and the audience
as being in agree-
ment

are still ceilings to break —for
women and men, for all of us.
But don’t let anyone tell you
that great things can’t happen
in America. (Clinton)

Affirm: We all believe that
America succeeds when more
people share in our prosperity;
when more people have a voice
in our political system; when
more people can contribute to
their communities. (Clinton)

Pronounce: the author
insists on the validity
of a proposition, im-
plying that there is a
counterargument
against which insist-
ence is necessary

(e.q., Itis clear that...,
itis incontrovertible
that..., let me tell you...)

Let me tell you, the miners in
West Virginia and Pennsylvania
(...) they’re going to start to work
again. (Trump)

It’s clear that Donald Trump
doesn’t believe we are stronger
together. (Clinton)

Endorse: the author
presumes an external
source to be valid

Verbal processes with in-
scribed meaning that sug-
gests confidence (e.g.,
the analysis proves...; the
judgment established...)

n/a
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«BOT YTO 91 BAM CKAXY...»:
CTPATErMN MAHUNYJINPOBAHUA AYAUTOPUEN
B NPEABbIBOPHON PEYU TPAMNMA, KJIMHTOH U CAHOEPCA

dskactun Kyam, Mapuanna Peimuna-IlanbkoBa

YHuBepcutet JXopIxKTayH
20057, Bawunemon, CIIIA, 37" and O Streets

Bo Bpemst npeBeioopHoii kKamnanuu 2016 r. kaHaUAaT Ha moct npesuaeHTa JoHansa Tpami yausuin
CBOCH CITOCOOHOCTBIO MOCPKHUBATH MOIMYJIIPHOCT HECMOTPSI HA HEMOA00AIOIINE U YaCTO OCKOPOHTEIb-
Hble BBICKa3bIBaHUs. BeposTHo, TpaMn yBenu4mi cBOM IMIAHCH Ha 1o0ery, oOpalasch K TOMy 3HauHTesb-
HOMY CETMEHTY JJIEKTOpaTa, KOTOpble He BCTaJHM Ha CTOPOHY JPYTHX KaHIUIATOB. B OmHOM TeneBU3HOH-
HOH mporpamme ObUTO cKa3aHO: «JIIoAu MBITaNINCh AUCKPEAUTHPOBATh Tpamiia, HO HUYEeTO He BBIIIIO —
OH Bce paBHO HpaBuiICs u3buparemsim». Kak yreepsxaator uccnenosarenu (Miller 2002; 2004), 6imaronapst
CHUCTEeMHO-(YHKIIMOHAILHOMY JIUHTBHCTHYecKoMy aHanu3y (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004) MOXHO BbI-
SIBUTh KOHKPETHBIE CTPATETHH, KOTOPBIMH TIOJB3YIOTCS MOJMUTUKH JUIS TIONKPEIUIEHHS! CBOMX apIyMEHTOB
1 OOy IIeHUS ay TUTOPHHU TTOIZIEPXKaTh UX. B TaHHOM cTaTbe MBI ONUpPAeMCsl Ha MOJIEITb B3aUMO/ICHCTBHS
(Engagement framework) (White, 2003; Martin & White, 2005), ocHOBaHHYIO Ha CUCTEMHO-(YHKIIOHAITb-
HOM aHaW3e U ONpeAeIeHUs IPUEMOB, C TOMOIIBI0 KOTOPBIX KaHAUAATH Ha TOCT mpesnaenTa 2016 .
MIPUBJICKAJIM CUMIIATUU n30upareneid. [IpoBeneHHbIit Hamu aHanu3 peun onanbna Tpamma, Xusmapu
Kinunaron u bepan Canniepca 1mokasain COBEpILIEHHO pa3Hble CIIOCOObI B3aMMOICHCTBUS C ayIMTOPUEH B Iia-
HE UCIIOJIb30BaHUS IKCIIAHCUBHOM U KOHTPAKTUBHON AUATOTUYECKUX CTPATETHH, ONpeeNeHHs LeeBOn
ayJUTOPUH 1 OOLIMX B3MVIAOB. B BhICTYIUIeHHAX TpaMma mpociie)KMBAeTCs TeHACHIHS BECTH JIHAJIOT B Y3-
KOM JIMAJIOTHYECKOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE, B KOTOPOM ayIUTOPHSI IO OIIPEAEIICHHUIO C HUM COTJIACHA, B TO BpeMs
KaK €ro COMEPHUKH 9acTO COYETAIOT KOHTPAKTHBHYIO M SKCIIAHCHUBHYIO apryMEHTaTHBHEIE CTPaTerni U Be-
IyT OoJiee OTKPBITHINA JUAIOr ¢ ayAUTOPUEH, YbH UIIEH OHH pa3lIelsioT. B craThe uccnemyercs, Kak Kaxk-
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Z[Hﬁ N3 KaHAWAATOB OMPCACIIAACT CBOIO ayAUTOPHUIO U 06pamaeTc>1 K CTOpPOHHHUKaM HJIM IIPOTUBHUKAM
CBOMX IMOJINTUYCCKUX B3IJIAA0B U MPU3bIBACT UX OKa3aThb UM IIOAACPIKKY.

KiaoueBble cjioBa: JAUCKYpC-aHaJIu3, MOJUTUYCCKUN AUCKYPC, NOJIMTHYCCKOC BBICTYIJICHUEC, KOM-
MYHHUKAaTUBHBIC TUAJIOTHYCCKHUE CTPATET N
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OECTPYKTUBHOCTb B NOJINTUHECKOM AUCKYPCE

SI.A. Boaxosa, H.H. Ilanuyenko

Bosarorpaackuii rocy1apcTBEHHbIN COIMAIbHO-TIEIarOTMYECKUN YHUBEPCUTET
400066, Boneoepao, Poccus, np. um. B.U. Jlenuna, 0. 27

JlecTpyKTHBHOCTb OTHOCHTCS K YHCIY (DyHIaMEHTAIbHBIX JUCKYPCUBHBIX KaTerOpHH, KOTOPbIE UT-
PAIOT 3HAYUTENILHYIO POJIb B OPraHU3allMi KOMMYHHKATUBHOIO B3aUMOAEICTBUS U ONPEEIoT Iparma-
TUKY JAUCKYypCa; €€ U3y4eHUE CIIOCOOCTBYET MOHHMMAHUIO HEKOTOPBIX MEXAHU3MOB U IPUHIUIIOB KOMMY-
HUKAIH, a TAKKe UICHTU(PHUKAINK CTPATET Ui M TAKTHK, HCIIOJIb3YEMBIX IeCTPYKTUBHON KOMMYHHKATHB-
HOH JINYHOCTBIO. AKTYaJIbHOCTb HACTOSILErO UCCIIEOBAHUSI ONPEIENAETCsl HApaCTaOUMU IIPOSIBICHUSIMU
arpeCCUBHOCTH B Pa3iIMYHbIX TUMAX IUCKYpCa M, COOTBETCTBEHHO, HEOOXOIMMOCTBIO PACUIMPEHHS 3HAHUI
0 IECTPYKTHBHOM TIOBEICHUH KOMMYHHKAaTHBHOH JTMYHOCTHU. MccrnenoBanue Gazupyercs Ha TEOPHU OUC-
Kypc-aHaJn3a U TeOpUH JiecTpykTuBHOCTH (Z. Harris, T. van Dijk, A. Buss, E. Fromm, D. Ponton, K. Hacker,
R. Wodak, H.ZI. Apytionosa, B.1. Kapacuk, M.JI. Makapos, E.W. Ileiiran u ap.). Pa3suBas teoputo
nectpyktuBHOCTH O. @pomma (1973), aBTOpHl YTOUYHSIIOT MOHITHE ASCTPYKTHBHOCTH MO OTHOIICHHIO
K ITOJIUTUYECKOMY JJUCKYPCY U COOTHOCSIT €r0 ¢ POACTBEHHBIM IIOHATHEM arpecCUBHOCTU. B craThe Ha Mate-
puase OTPHIBKOB M3 BBICTYIUICHUH KaHAWIATOB Ha MOCT mpe3uzaenta 2016 r. aHanu3upyercs KaTeropus
JIECTPYKTHBHOCTH B COBpeMEHHOM mojutiyeckoM muckypcee CIIIA. Ocoboe BHUMaHKE YIENsAeTCs JOMHU-
HHUPYIOIIEH AeCTPYKTUBHOM MHTEHIMM — HAHECTH BPE]| PEIyTalluy OIIIOHEHTa U YMEHBIIUTH €ro I0-
JIUTUYECKHE IIAHCH, a Takxke QyHKIUSIM BepOaIbHON arpeccuu: ¢ OTHOW CTOPOHBI, AUCKPETUTHPOBATH
OIMITOHEHTA, C APYTOi, HACTPOUTH AYAUTOPHIO TPOTHB HETO/HEE U BBI3BATh Y ayJUTOPHH OLIYIICHHE OMacHO-
CTH, UCXOJLIEH OT MOJIMTHYECKOro onroHeHTa. [TpoBoauTces aHanu3 BepOabHBIX U HEBEPOAIBHBIX CPEICTB
BBIPXKCHUS ACCTPYKTHBHOCTH B mojutHyeckoM auckypce CIIA. Jlemaercs BBIBOJ O TOM, YTO OCKOpPOH-
TEeNbHBIE PETIIMKU TOJIMTUKOB — PE3yJIbTaT HE CIIOHTAHHOTO 3MOIMOHAILHOTO BCIUIECKA, A TIIATEIBHO
IIPOyMAaHHON JECTPYKTHBHOM CTpaTerHy, B KOTOPOH aroHajbHas MPUPOAA MOJUTHYECKOTO TUCKYypca
CTUMYJIPYET UCTIONB30BAaHUE CPEJICTB MHCTpYMeHTabHOM arpeccuu (bacce, 1971) panu 6opbObI 3a BIacTh,
TIOHIDKEHUSI CTaTyca OIIIOHEHTa M yXYALICHHS ero IMyOINYHOr0 HMHDKA.

KiroueBble ¢JI0Ba: MOIUTHYCCKHI IUCKYPC, ICCTPYKTHBHOCTD, arpeccusl, JECTPYKTHBHOE OOIICHHE,
JICKYPCHBHAsI CTPATETHs, IUCKYPCUBHAS KATETOPHS

1. BBEOAEHME

B Hacrosiee Bpemsi cepbe3Hble U3MEHEHHsI B KU3HM 00IIecTBa U (PyHKIIMOHU-
POBaHMU SI3bIKA, MPOLECCH TPaHC(HOPMALIMK U THOPUIU3ALUK PEUEBBIX KAHPOB I10-
3BOJIIIOT KOHCTaTUPOBATh, YTO M3y4YEHHE JUCKypca MPUOOpETaeT 0coO0YI0 LIEHHOCTb.
C uccienoBaHueM IUCKypca CBS3aHO MOSIBICHUE HOBBIX 001acTell U3y4eHUs], B 4acT-
HOCTH, KOTHUTUBHO-AMCKYPCUBHON MapaJurMsl, a TAKXKe aHaIN3a JUCKYPCUBHBIX Ka-
TErOpHiA, IO3BOJIIOIIETO TITy0Ke OCMBICIMUTh MEXaHU3MBI U IIPUHIMITBI KOMMYHHKALIUH.
K unciy ¢pyHnaMeHTanbHbIX JUCKYPCUBHBIX KaT€rOpUH, ONpeAESIOIUX IParMaTuKy
IUCKypca, 0OHApYKUBAa€MbIX B PAa3JIMYHBIX THUIAX JUCKypca U pa3HOOOpa3HbIX pede-
BBIX KaHPaX, OTHOCUTCS IECTPYKTUBHOCTb.

[TockonbKy TUCKYPCUBHBIE KATETOPUM KaK 3JIEMEHThI KOMMYHUKAaTHBHOI'O CO3Ha-
HUSI HA CETOJIHSAIIHUM JIeHb MPaKTHUECKU HE U3Yy4E€HBbl, aHAJIN3 UX peaIu3alyu I03BOo-
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JIA€T TOBOPUTH O TeOpeTHqCCKOﬁ 3HAaYUMOCTH U Haquoﬁ HOBH3HE MPEACTABJICHHOI'O
HUCCIICAOBAaHUA. KpOMe TOT0, B KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOM BSaHMOﬂeﬁCTBHH, Hapgaay € IpoBO3-
rnamerasM 1. T'paiicom (Grice, 1975) mpUHIMIIOM KOOTIEPAIH, HEPEIKO COCENCTBYET
NPUHIUT conepHryecTBa (3eMckast, 1988), urparommii 3HaYUMYIO POJIb B MOJUTHYIC-
CKOM JIUCKYypCe, KOTOpBIH, Oy yuH aroHaiabHbIM 1o cBoeit npupoae (Lleitran, 2000),
TeHETUYECKH CBSI3aH C MPOSBICHUAMH JIECTPYKTHBHOCTH.

Lens maHHOM CTaThU — MPOAHATM3UPOBATH CHEUU(HKY PEeaTU3alii JUCKYPCHB-
HOM KaTer opur ACCTPYKTHUBHOCTU B MOJIUTUYCCKOM JJUCKYPCE, BBIACIMB COBOKYITHOCTDH
BepOATHHBIX M HEBEPOATHHBIX CPEICTB €€ 00BEKTUBAIIMK. AHAIIM3 peaH3alliy JeCTPYK-
TUBHOCTH MPOBOAUTCSA HAa MaTepHaje COBPEMEHHOro nonutudeckoro auckypea CIIA,
UCIIOJB3YIOTCS OTPBIBKM U3 J1e0aTOB U MPeBBIOOPHBIX peueil KaHAUAATOB Ha MOCT Ipe-
sunenTa JI. Tpamna u X. KimuHTOH.

BrisiBnienre MexaHm3Ma peaan3aliy TUCKYPCUBHON KaTerOpUH «/IE€CTPYKTUBHOCTEY
B TIPOIIECCE MOJUTHYECKON KOMMYHHUKAIIUHU OITMPACTCS HA TEOPETUUECKUE TTOJIOKEHHSI
1 HAYYHBbIC UCCJIICAOBAHUSA SEIPY6G)KHBIX 1 OTCUCCTBCHHBIX JIMHI'BUCTOB, ITOCBAILICHHBIC
JTUCKYypC-aHaU3y, TEOPUU JAUCKYpCa M MOJUTHYECKOMY TUCKYPCY, TEOPHH JECTPYK-
tuBHOCTH (A. Buss, P. Chilton, van Dijk, C. Ilie, E. Fromm, D. Ponton, K. Hacker,
Z. Harris, G. Weiss, R. Wodak, H./[. Apytionosa, B.U. Kapacuk, M.JI. Makapos,
A.Il. Yyaunos, E.U. Uleiiran u ap.).

OO600MIeHNIO0 TEOPETHYECKH 3HAYNMBIX MOJIOKEHUH JUCKypC-aHali3a B UX KOp-
PEJSIIMK C MMOCTABJICHHBIMU B HACTOSIIEM WCCIIEJOBAHUU 33aJja4aMU TOCBSILEH ClIie-
OYIOIIUN pa3ael, MPU3BAHHBIN TaKKe BBIICTUTH MAapaMeTphl, KOTOPHIE PEJICBAaHTHBI
JUTSL TUCKYpC-aHaIn3a KaTeropuu AeCTPYKTUBHOCTH, PEATH3yeMON B MOJIUTHYECKOM
JUCKYpCe.

2. AUCKYPC-AHANNS B NOJIMTUMECKON KOMMYHUKALIUN

2.1. MNoHaTmne «anCcKypc» u AUCKYpPC-aHanus

[Tpouno 3akpenuBIIMiicS B KOHIE XX B. B HAYYHOW IPAKTHKE TEPMUH «IUCKYPC»,
(UKCHPYIONINI TEM CaMbIM MHTEPEC JIMHTBUCTOB K YCTHOW KOMMYHHKAIIHH, SIBIISCTCS
CETO/HS IPUBJICKATEIbHBIM JIUIsl COBPEMEHHBIX 3apyOEKHBIX U OT€YECTBEHHBIX YUEHBIX
o0bekToM uccienoBanus. [1o ceil 1eHb caMbIM MOMYJISAPHBIM B OT€YECTBEHHOH JIMH-
TBHUCTHUKE OTIpeIeNieHHEM ocTaeTcs npemiokeHHast H./l. ApyTioHOBOM TaKOHWYHAS TPaK-
TOBKa JUCKypca KakK TEKCTa, MOrPY>KEHHOTO B *U3Hb (ApyTioHOBa, 1998), koTOpOit
BTopsT B.U. Kapacuk (texct B curyauun obmenus [2002]) u I''H. Manaenko (cMbIciio-
BOE B3aMMO/ICHCTBHE, TIOTPYKEHHOE B COIMAIBHO-KYIbTypHBIe ycioBus [2008: 325]),
T.€. IOHATHE «IUCKYPC» OIPEAEISIETCS] KaK CBA3HBINA TEKCT B COBOKYITHOCTH C IKCTpa-
JIMHIBUCTUYECKUMU — MPArMaTUYECKUMHU, COIIMOKYJIbTYPHBIMH, TICUXOJIOTMYECKUMU
u npyrumu (akTopamu. XoTs, kKak npusHarot . Baiic u P. Bomak, ‘In the English-speak-
ing world, ‘discourse’ is often used for both written and oral texts’ (Weiss, Wodak,
2003: 13).

HeonHopoaHOCT 1 MHOTOTPaHHOCTD JUCKYypca HOPOAMIIA €T0 MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE
TPAKTOBKH, pa3pabOTaHHbIC 3apyOeKHBIMA U OTEYECTBEHHBIMH JIMHTBUCTaMH, 0030p
U CHCTEMaTH3alUsl KOTOPBIX MO3BOJISET yueHbIM (cM., Hampumep, E.B. SlkumoBuu
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[2007], T.I'. Ho6pocknonckast [2014]) BBLAETUTh HECKOJIBKO KIIOUEBBIX TMOIXOI0B
K €r0 OIPENIENICHUI0 — CTPYKTYPHOTO (YUUTHIBAIOIIETO CUTYaTHBHBIN KOHTEKCT U DKCT-
paMHrBUCTHYECKHE (PaKTOPHI), QYHKIIMOHATIBHOTO (JIEMOHCTPUPYIOIIETO B3aUMOCBSI3b
C Pa3MUYHBIMU C(epaMU YeTOBEUECKOH NeATeNbHOCTH — HAYYHOW, MOJUTUYECKOM,
[Ie1arOrMYeckoi u T.J.), TEMaTU4eCKoro (0003Ha4YaoMEero OTpe3ku KOMMYHHKAIINY,
KOTOpBIE BBIIEIISIOTCS Ha 0a3e CXOJICTBA OT/ACNBHBIX XapaKTePUCTUK, HAIPHMED, aBTOP-
CTBa (IMCKYpC MUCATENS), TEMATUKHU (TEPPOPUCTUICCKHUI TUCKYPC) H IP.).

Beenennoe 3. Xappucom B cepenuHe XX B. IOHATHE AUCKypc-aHanu3a (Harris,
1952) cTumMyupoBaio MOSIBICHHE CAMOCTOSATENIHHOTO HAYYHOTO HANpaBJIeHHUs, KOTOPOE
cinoxmwioch B 1980-¢ rT. Ha 0a3e Teopuu pedYeBBIX aKTOB, MPArMaJTUHTBUCTUKH, JINH-
IBUCTUKHU TEKCTA, CEMHOTHKH H TIp., IOJIYYHJIO JalbHEHIIEe pa3BUTHE B TPYAaxX MHO-
T'MX OTCUECTBEHHBIX JTMHTBUCTOB.

[To MHEHHMIO HCcleoBaTENE, OCHOBHOM 3aJadyeil NTUCKypC-aHaanu3a B MOJIUTHYE-
ckoit kommyHukanuu (Political Linguistic Discourse Analysis) — BCKpBITh MEXaHU3M
CJIOKHBIX B3aUMOOTHOIICHUN MEXIY BJIACTBIO, MMO3HAHUEM, PEUYbI0 U MOBEACHHEM
(Hacker, 1996: 51).

B nunrBucTHyeckux paboTax, MOCBAIIEHHBIX aHAJIH3Y MOJUTHYECKOTO AUCKYypCa,
BBIJICIISIFOTCS JIBA OCHOBHBIX MOJAXO/A: JeCKpUNTUBHBIN 1 KpuTtndeckui (Chilton, 1994).
JlecKpUnTUBHBIN 1MOIX0 (POKYyCHPYET BHUMAHHWE HA PUTOPHUUECKOM aHAIM3e IyOnd-
HBIX BBICTYIUICHHH, B paMKax JTaHHOTO TOJIXO/1a BBITIONHSIOTCS HCCIEAOBAHUS SI3BIKO-
BBIX CPEJICTB, PUTOPUYCCKUX MIPUEMOB U MAHUIYJIATUBHBIX CTPATETUH, UCTIOJIb3YEMBIX
MOJIUTHKAMU B TEJISIX YOCXKIICHHUS; TIOIBEPratoTCsl aHAIN3Y COJICP)KaHHE TOTUTHYSCKUX
TEKCTOB, TIPH 3TOM TO3HUIIHS UCCIIEOBATENS PU OMUCAHIH (PEHOMEHOB MOJIUTHUECKOM
KOMMYHUKAIIUM OCTaeTCsl HEUTpaibHOU. «B 3apy0e:KHOM MONUTHYECKON JIMHTBUCTHKE
COCYILECTBYET MHOXECTBO BAPHAHTOB JECKPUIITUBHOTO aHAJIU3a MOJUTHYECKOTO JHC-
Kypca, MPeACTABIIONINX co00i HAOOp METONWK M TTOIX0/I0B, OOBETMHIEMBIX 110 TIPUH-
uy ,,(pamusbHOrO cxoacra‘» (bynaes, Uynunos, 2008).

[Ipu xpuTHUECKOM TOAX0JIe 0CO00E BHUMAHUE YEISIETCS COLMAILHOMY, T€HIEP-
HOMY M 3THHYECKOMY HEPAaBEHCTBY, HHTEPEC HCCIIEA0BATENECH COCPEJOTOUCH HA aHa-
nu3e GaKTOB 3J0YNOTPEOICHUS BIACTHIO, KOTOPBIE HAXOIAT BBIPAKEHHE B S3bIKE WU
muckypee. ‘CDA (Critical Discourse Analysis) takes a particular interest in the rela-
tionship between language and power. The term ‘CDA’ is used nowadays to refer more
specifically to the critical linguistic approach of scholars who find the larger discursive
unit of text to be the basic unit of communication’. ... ‘CDA often chooses the per-
spective of those who suffer and critically analyses the language use of those in power;
those who are responsible for the existence of inequalities and who also have the means
and the opportunity to improve conditions’ (Weiss, Wodak, 2003: 12—14).

[Mpunumas Bo BHEMaHuE (DAKT, YTO TUCKYpPC-aHAIIN3 «IIPECTABISIET 000 o0mmmp-
HYIO TPYIITYy pa3HOOOPa3HBIX 1O CBOEH CYTH, TMHTBUCTHYECKH OPUEHTHPOBAHHBIX IOJI-
xo10B» (JleontoBuy, 2011: 105), MeTO0IOTHYECKYIO aKTYaJIbHOCTh IPHOOPETAET BbI-
paboTka crierUUecKuX IpoLe/yp aHaIM3a pa3Ho00pa3HbIX TUIIOB TUCKYpCcOB. B 3a1a-
YM HACTOSIIETO MCCIEeIOBAHUS, B YACTHOCTH, BXOJIUT (hOpMYyTUpOBaHNE MPUHIUIIOB
U BbIJICJIEHHE NTApaMETPOB JTUCKYPCHUBHOTO aHAJIN3a JIECTPYKTUBHOCTH IIPUMEHUTEILHO
K MOJIMTUYECKOMY JUCKypCy. st 3TOoro, He ocTaHaBIMBasICh MOAPOOHO HA PACCMOTpE-
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HUU CYLIECTBYIOLIUX, MOPO CHIIPHO OTIIMYAIOIINUXCS APYT OT Apyra MOAXO0J0B U Mpel-
JlaraeMbIX METOJIMK, CKOHLIEHTPUPYEM BHUMAHUE Ha T€X KIKOYEBbIX MOMEHTAX, KOTO-
pbie OyayT BBICTYNATh MMapaMeTpaMu TUCKYpC-aHaAIIN3a KaTEeTOPHU AeCTPYKTHBHOCTH.

2.2. MeToauka n matepuan uccinenoBaHusi

[Touck emuHMIIBI TUCKYpC-aHAIN3a, 0€3yCIIOBHO, BCET/Ia MOTHBUPOBAH KOHKPET-
HBIMH LeIAMH UccienoBanus. OIHON U3 OCHOBHBIX JMCKYPCUBHBIX U JHCKYpCOOpasy-
IOIIMX €IMHUI] IPUHSITO CUUTATh MOHATHE peuegoe coovimue | KOMMYHUKAMUBHOE CO-
ovimue. OHO 00JIaIaCT CBOMCTBOM BBIICTIEHHOCTH U3 TIOTOKA MPOUCXOJISIIET0, HATHMYIH-
€M MPHUYUHBI, BPEMEHHON MPOTSHKEHHOCTBIO, TPAKTYETCS KaK THIl B3aUMOICHCTBUS,
KOTOPOMY TIPHCYIIM 00s3aTeNbHAs MPOCTPAHCTBEHHAS U TEMITOpAJIbHAS JIOKAJIH3aLusl,
NPUITHCBHIBACTCS UJIES PETYJIIPHOCTH, TOBTOPSIEMOCTH CTPYKTYPBI, BBIICISIOTCS yUacT-
HUKH 1 TPaHUIIbI COOBITHS, 00OCTaHOBKA, TeMa, MpaBuiia B3aumoaencTus (yOpoBckas,
1999). K enuuuiiaM uiieHeHUs AUCKYpPCa TAKKE OTHOCUTCS peuesoli JHcaup, BCTYTAIOIIAN
C KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIM COOBITHEM B pa3IMYHbIC OTHOIICHHUS: TOXKIECTBA (OMH PEUEBOM
YKaHP MOJKET TIOJTHOCTBIO TIOKPBIBATH OIPEJICIICHHOE KOMMYHHKATUBHOE COOBITHE), BKITFO-
YyeHus (PEeUeBOi KaHpP MOKET BBICTYIATh KaK YacTh TAHHOTO COOBITHS) MU MIEPECEUCHIUS
(pedeBoit KaHp MOYKET BXOJIUTh B Pa3HbIe KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHBIE cOObITHs) (Hymes, 1977).

IMonurnueckuil TucKype npecTaBiseT codoi ClI0)XKHOE MHOTOMEpHOe 00pa3oBa-
HHE, B NPOCTPAHCTBE KOTOPOTO JUIsS HAIIETO HCCIIEAOBAHMS MPEACTABIAIOT HUHTEPEC
MHCTUTYIIMOHAJIbHBIE (ITyOJIMYHBIC) KaHPBI CO CIIEAYIONMMH CYIIECTBEHHBIMH IPU3HA-
KaMH: MAacCOBBI TE€TEPOTCHHBIN ajpecar, OOLIECTBEHHO-3HAYMMAasl OPHEHTAIUsI CO/Iep-
YKaHUs KOMMYHHUKAIIUH, OCOOBIN COIMAIBHBIN CTaTyC TOBOPSILET0, 00 al0Iero «Ipa-
BOM Ha pedb», ero NpoQecCHOHANTBHO-PEUEBbIC HABBIKH.

AHaJn3 KaTeropuu JAeCTPYKTUBHOCTH B JAHHOM HMCCJICJIOBAHUH OCYIICCTBIISICTCS
Ha MaTepuase MPOTOTUITHBIX KAaHPOB HHCTHTYIIMOHATIBHOMN MOJIUTHYECKOW KOMMYHHU-
KaIi{, B KA4eCTBE OCHOBHBIX €MHUI] AaHAJIN3a BBICTYMAIOT MyOJIMYHbIEC TOTUTUIECKUE
JMCKyccum/1e0aThl (CTaTyCHO-MHAEKCAIbHOE OOILEHHE Ha YPOBHE «IIOJUTUK — IOJIH-
THK»), KOTOpBIE, Beiea 3a T. BaH JIelikoM, MBI OTHOCHUM K YHCITY CJIOXKHBIX KOMMYHHKA-
TUBHBIX cOoObITHH (BaH Jletik, 1994) u myOnudHbIe BBICTYTUICHUS, PEYH ITOJIATHICCKIX
JTUIEPOB (CTaTyCHO-MHACKCAILHOE OOIIEHHE Ha YPOBHE «IIOJMTHK — OOIIECTBOY /
«TIOJIUTHK — OOJIBIINE COLUAIIbHBIC TPYIIIBD)), pacCCMaTPUBACMbIC HAMU KaK JKaHp.

WutennnonansHas 6a3a MOIUTHYECKOTO AUCKYpPCa KOHIEHTPUPYETCS] BOKPYT OC-
HOBHOW KOMMYHUKATHBHOM T1eJTH — OOpBOBI 32 BIIACTh, aTOHAIBHBIN XapaKTep MOJIH-
THUYECKOTO JIUCKYPCa, B CBOIO OYEPEe/Ib, HAKJIAIBIBACT OTICUATOK HA BHIOOP CTPATETUU
U TaKTUKH KOMMYHHKAaTHBHOTO B3aumojeicTBus. C TOYKH 3pEHHS BBIACISAEMOU
E.W. Weiiran (Ieiran, 2000) 6a30BOM CEMHUOTHYECKOW TPHAIBI «HHTETPAILINAS — OpPH-
EHTaIUsl — aroHAJILHOCTBY JIAaHHbIE KOMMYHHKATUBHBIC COOBITUS U JKaHPHI M0 Xapak-
Tepy BeAyIIeld HHTEHIIMUA OTHOCSTCS K arOHAJIbHBIM JKaHpPaM.

K kateropusim nuckypc-aHanu3a, KOTOPbIE MOTYT CIIYXHTb €T0 KPUTCPUIMH,
M.JI. MakapoB cpeau Mpo4ero OTHOCUT KOMMYHHKATHBHYIO CTPATETHIO, METAKOMMY-
HUKaIUIo 1 Aeiikenuc quckypcea (Makapos, 2003).

ITockonpKy AMCKYpCHBHAS KATErOpHsl IOHUMACTCSl HAMH KaK €MHCTBO CTPYKTYPHO
OpPraHU30BaHHOTO KOMMYHHUKATUBHO 3HAYMMOTO COJICPKAHUSI U KOMIUIEKCA JIMHTBUC-
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THUYECKHUX U NMapaJMHIBUCTUYECKHX CPEICTB €r0 BBIPAKEHUS U HEMOCPEACTBEHHO CBsI-
3aHa ¢ BBIOOPOM KOMMYHHMKATUBHON JIMYHOCTBHIO 0A30BOM 11€71€yCTaHOBKH, CTPATErUu
Y TaKTUKA KOMMyHUKatuBHOro ToBeaeHus (Ilanuenko, 2010), To jist aucKypc-aHa-
JM3a KaTerOpuU AECTPYKTUBHOCTH, PEATH3YEeMON B MOJIMTUYECKOM JTHUCKYpCE, OCHO-
BOIIOJIArAIOILYI0 POJIb OyIyT UrpaTh KOMMYHUKATUBHbBIE CTPATETUU U TAKTUKU TOBO-
pAILero, MOTUBAMOHHO-MHTEHIIMOHAbHAsI 0a3a er0 KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO MTOBEICHHUSI.
He menee BaxHbIMH (DaKTOpaMu JJIsl aHAIN3A JECTPYKTUBHOCTH HAM TPEJICTABIISIOTCS
ClIeAyIOIINE:

— YYaCTHUKU KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOTO B3aUMOJICUCTBUS (BKJIIOYAsi CTATyCHO-POJIEBBIE
XapaKTEPUCTUKHU, SMOLIMOHATIBHOE COCTOSIHUE B MOMEHT KOMMYHHUKAIMH, CTEIeHb OJU-
30CTH OTHOILICHHH U TIp.);

— XpPOHOTOMN (B3aMMOCBS3b COIMAJIBHO 3HAYMMOTO MECTO OOLICHUS U BPEMEHH
COOBITHS);

— THIl PEYEBOTO B3aUMOICHCTBHUS (MOHOJIOT, JHAJIOT, MOJHJIOT), HATMIUE/OTCYT-
cTBUE Habmoaaress, hopMa KOMMYHUKAIMHK (TIpsiMast/HenpsAMas) 1 T.1.;

— COOTHOIIIEHHE 3MOIMOHAIBHOTO/PallMOHATIBHOIO KOMIIOHEHTOB B CUTYaIluu 00-
IIEHHsI, SMOTUBHAS SKOJOTMYHOCTh BBICKa3bIBAHUS.

Bb160p MHCTPYMEHTOB aHaM3a OO0YCIIOBIICH SMITMPUUECKAM MaTEPHUAJIOM: HCIIOJNb-
3YIOTCSl BHJICO3AITUCH O0IEH TPOAOKUTENBHOCTRIO 739 MuHyT (peusr X. KinuHTOH
u myOimunble BoIcTyIuieHus /1. Tpamma, Bkirouass opuumanbHoe 0ObsIBICHHE O HaMe-
penun 6amutotupoBathes B npe3uaeHTsl CIIA, peun nepen u3duparensiMu B pa3HbIX
mraTax AMEpUKH, y4acTue B qebarax ¢ wieHaMu PeciryOmKaHCKOM mapTHm) ¢ mocie-
JYIOIMM TPAHCKPHOMPOBaHMEM BepOabHOW COCTaBIsIOMIEH U (huKcaryeil HepepOasb-
HBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB, COIPOBOXKIAIOIINX aKT o0meHus. [Ipumepsl cogepxar CCbUIKY
Ha JaTy BBICTYIUICHHUS.

3. AECTPYKTUBHOCTb KAK ANCKYPCUBHAYA KATEFOPUSA

3.1. MoHaTHne «/ecCTPYyKTUBHOCTbY

B coBpemeHHOIT HayKe AECTPYKTUBHOCTD PACCMATPUBACTCS KaK XapaKTePUCTHKA
0c000r0 THIMA YEJIOBEYECKOH EATETLHOCTH — JIECTPYKTHBHOM NESITEIHbHOCTH, KOTOpast
MPOSIBIISIACH HA BCEX dTarax pa3BUTHUS delloBedecTBa. JleCTpyKTHBHAS IEATEIbHOCTh
OTIPEACIISIETCS KaK «CHeU(pHUIECKA YesioBedeckas (opMa akTHBHOTO OTHOIICHHS K MH-
Py, OCHOBHOE COJIEpYKaHHE KOTOPOI COCTaBIISIET pa3pyIIeHHE CYIIECTBYIOIMX 00ObEKTOB
u cucrem» (JIvicak, 1999: 5).

JlecTpyKTUBHOCTh HEpa3pbIBHO CBSi3aHAa C MOHATUEM arpeccud. Bce cymiecTBy-
fome Teopuu arpeccun (cMm. 0030p pador 3. @peiina, K. Jlopenna, U. Diton-Ditdec-
¢denpara, H. TunOeprena, A. bacca, JI. bepkosuma, A. banmypel, P. Bennepa u np., mpen-
craBiicHHbIC B [BoskoBa, 2014]), Tak WM WHAYE CTAIKUBAsCh C MHOrooOpa3uem Gpopm
Y MIPUYUH arpecCuu, HE CMOTJIM BHECTH MOJHYIO SICHOCTh B TOJIKOBAHHE JIAHHOTO TO-
HaTus. BriepBbie 3T0 clenan HeMEIKUN MCUXO0JIOT U McuxoaHanmuTuk 3. dpomm, Ko-
TOpPOMY M TIPUHAJICKUT 3aciyra BBEICHHs B HAYYHBIH OOMXOJ TEPMUHA «JIECTPYK-
THUBHOCTbY.
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I'naBHas unges 3. DpoMma COCTOUT B TOM, YTO OOBSICHEHHE JKECTOKOCTH U JIECT-
PYKTHBHOCTH UEJIOBEKA CIIelyeT MCKaTh HE B YHACJIEJOBAHHOM OT JKUBOTHOTO paspy-
HIMTETTbHOM MHCTUHKTE, a B TeX (pakTopax, KOTOPHIE OTIMYAIOT YeJIOBEKa OT €ro K-
BOTHBIX IIPEAKOB: HEOOXOAMMO CTPOTO Pa3INyaTh JOOPOKAYECTBEHHYIO arpeccHio, T.e.
arpeccuio «OMOJOTHYECKH aJalTUBHYIO, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIYIO TOAJICPKAHUIO KU3HIY,
OT «3JIOKAYECTBEHHOW arpecChy, He CBSI3aHHOM C coXpaHeHueM ku3Hm» (Opomm, 1994:
163). Eciiu nobpokadecTBEHHas! arpeccHsi €CTh peaklys Ha yrpo3y BUTAIbHBIM HHTE-
pecam MHIMBHAA, KOTOpas 3aJI0’KeHa B (priioreHese, CBOMCTBEHHA KaK JKUBOTHBIM, TaK
U JIIOJIIM ¥ BO3HHMKAET CIIOHTAHHO KaK PeaKIMs Ha Yrpo3y, TO JECTPYKTUBHOCTb Xa-
paKTepu3yeTCs MOJHOCTHIO MPOTUBOIOIOKHBIMU Ka4eCTBAMHU, T.€. HE SBJISCTCS 3all[H-
TOW OT HamaJIeHUs WM yIpo3bl, HE 3AJI0KeHa B (PUIIOTeHe3e, He CBOMCTBEHHA KUBOT-
HBIM, HOCUT OCO3HaHHBIM Xapakrep. «B 0CHOBe 3710kaueCTBEHHOW arpecCUBHOCTH HE
MHCTUHKT, @ HEKHI YeJIOBEUECKUI OTEHLIMA, YXOIAIIHA KOPHSIMHU B YCIOBUSl CaMOI0
cymiecTBoBaHHs yesnoBeka» (Opomm, 1994: 21).

OueBUAHO, YTO PA3IMYUS MEXKAY arpeccHell U IeCTPYKTUBHOCTBIO 3HAUUTEIbHBI.
Arpeccus, peanu3yeMasi Ha ITyTH YAOBJIETBOPEHHS Y€JIOBEKOM CBOUX HMOTPEOHOCTEH,
UCYe3aeT, KaKk TOJBKO IIeJIb JOCTUTHYTa. J|eCTpYyKTUBHOCTD € HEHAChITHA. MBI pa3-
nensieM TOuKy 3peHus O. @poMma, 4TO AECTPYKTUBHOCTD HE SIBIISIETCS BPOXKIECHHBIM
YeJIOBEYECKUM MHCTHMHKTOM U TE€OPHs BPOXKIEHHOM arpecCUBHOCTH U JAECTPYKTUBHOCTU
n30aBIIeT YEIOBEYECTBO OT 3a/1a4M MOMCKA MPHYMH POCTa IECTPYKTHBHOCTH B COBpE-
MEHHOI MUpe, «yCIIOKauBaeT HAC U 3asBIIET, YTO JIaXKE €CJIU BCE MBI JIOJDKHBI MTOTHO-
HYTb, TO MBI, TIO MEHBIIICH Mepe, MOXKEM yTemaTh cedst TeM, 4To Cy/p0a Hamra o0yc-
JIOBJIEHA CaMoM ,,IPUPOIOI* YeIoBeKa U 4TO BCE UIET UMEHHO TaK, KaK U JOJDKHO
obu10 maTH» (Tam xe).

JleficTBUTENBHO, paccMaTpuBasi, HapUMep, MOTUTUUECKUNA TUCKYPC, MPOILE U JIeT-
Ye PalMOHATN3HPOBATh IECTPYKTUBHOE KOMMYHHUKATHBHOE MTOBEACHUE MOJUTUKA TPH-
POIHOI BCTIBLTLUUBOCTBIO, (PUION€HETUUECKH 3aJI0’KEHHBIM arpEeCCUBHBIM MHCTUHKTOM,
HE)KEeJH HeXKeJIaHUEeM KOHTPOJIMPOBATH CBOM AMOIMH W/MIU CO3HATEIbHBIM HapyIie-
HUEM KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX HOPM.

Ananm3upys MOTHBHI arpeccu, A. bacc pa3rpaHinunBaeT THEBHYIO U HHCTPYMEH-
TaJIbHYIO (XJIQJJHOKPOBHYIO) arpeccuio, BbI3BAHHYIO HAMEPEHUEM MMOOSAUTh COTIEPHUKA
B COPEBHOBAHWH WJIM CTPEMJICHHUEM 3aIOJYYUTh HEUTO, YeM 00JagaeT Ipyroil uHau-
Buj (Buss, 1971: 10). Ham npencrasnsercs, 4To JaHHOE MPOTUBOMOCTABICHUE Yac-
TUYHO KOppenupyeT ¢ quddepeHnnanieil NoHATHI arpecCuu 1 JJeCTPYKTUBHOCTH.

Hecmotps Ha To, 4TO «I00pOKauecTBEeHHAsH (0OOPOHUTENbHAS) arpeccusi, Hew-
podusnonornuecknii MexaHu3M KOTOPOI CXOJIEH Y )KUBOTHBIX U YEJIOBEKa, SBISETCS
(akTopoM Guonorndeckoit aganramy, O. @poMM oTMeuaeT BaxHeHIMH (akT: y yeso-
BEKa arpeccusi MposBISETCS TOPa3I0 CHIbHEE, YeM Y )KUBOTHOTO.

B.J. J106peHbKOB BbICKa3ajl MHEHHE O TOM, YTO COBPEMEHHAsl TyMaHUTapHasl HayKa
HE J1aeT O0eCCIOpHOTro MEPEeYHsI BUTAIBHBIX MHTEPECOB YEIOBEKA. DTO YPE3BBIYAIHO
Ba)KHBII BONPOC, TaK KaK «3all[UTa BUTAJIHHBIX HHTEPECOB» €CTh KPUTEPHIA Pa3TUUCHUS
JOOpOKaYeCTBEHHOM U 3JI0Ka4eCTBEHHOH arpeccuu. Hampumep, motpeGHOCTH B CBOOOIE
U CaMOAKTyaJM3alliH, B ICUXUYECKOM KOM(OpTe U COLMAIbHOM YCIEXe, B YBaKCHUH,
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NPU3HAHUY, JIIOOBU U B COXPAHEHUU CBOEH CHUCTEMBI LIECHHOCTEN OTHOCATCSA K BHUTAJIb-
HBIM MHTEpecaM JIMYHOCTH, a 3HAUUT, MX 3allUTa SBJIETCS IPUMEPOM 100pOKaueCTBEH-
Hol arpeccuu (oOpenbkos, 2006: 94). C npyroii CTOPOHBI, IS YeIOBEeKa HE SBIISETCS
KHM3HEHHO HEOOXOIUMBIM MMETh TPHU KBApPTHUPHI WM MAIIMHBI, BUJIETh Bpara B Kax-
7I0M, KTO HCIIOBEYEeT OTJIMYHbIE OT HETO B3MUIAAbI, OCKOPOJIATh M YHHXKATh TOTO, KTO
BBIPAXKA€T IIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHYIO TOUKY 3pPEHUS, HO OH 3TO JEJIAeT C 3aBUJHOM pEryJsip-
HOCTBIO, PacCMaTpHBasl CBOU ACHCTBUS KAK 3aLUTY CBOMX BUTAJIbHBIX HHTEPECOB.
MBbI nosiaraeM, 4Tto 4acTh M3HAYaJIbHO JOOPOKAUYECTBEHHBIX arpeCCHUBHBIX MPO-
SBJICHUH B 4€JI0OBEYECKOM OOIIECTBE TPAaHCHOPMHUPYETCS B I€CTPYKTUBHBIE, © UIMEHHO
Ha 3TUX, U3HAYAIBHO JJOOPOKaYECTBEHHBIX MPOSBICHUSAX arpecCHH, JEKUT OTBETCTBEH-
HOCTb 3a OOJIBIIMHCTBO JIECTPYKTUBHBIX JIEHCTBUI B COBPEMEHHOM OOIIECTBE.
Pestomupys, oTMETUM, YTO, HECMOTPSI HA CXOKECTh BHEIHMX HPOSIBICHUH, arpec-
CHsl U JIECTPYKTUBHOCTh IPEACTABIAIOT COOO0M sIBIEHUs pa3HOU MpUpobl. B oTiuune
OT €CTECTBEHHOM, «J100pOKaueCTBEHHOW) arpecCcuy, KOTopasi CBOMCTBEHHA BCEM IIpe/l-
CTaBUTEJISIM )KUBOTHOIO MHPA, I€CTPYKTUBHOCTb €CTh CIOXKHBII (peHOMeH, CBOICTBEH-
HBII TOJIBKO 4e10BeKY. OJJHIM U3 BO3MOXKHBIX KaHAJIOB MIPOSIBICHUS 1€CTPYKTHBHOCTH
ABJIsieTCS OOIIEHUE — CaMbIi PacIpOCTPaHEHHBIN BU/] YEI0BEUYECKOM JesITeIbHOCTH.

3.2. MNoHaTHe «aAecTpPyKTUBHOE OOl eHue»

OCHOBHOI MOCTYJAT ASCTPYKTUBHOTO OOLICHUS — «51 XO3SHH MOJIOXKEHUsI, 2 MOU
cobeceTHUK — >KepTBa, U MPUUYUHUTH €l O0JIb JHOOBIMH CITIOCOOaMU — TOOJIECThY.
B coBpeMeHHOM «GKU3HEHHOH (MI0cO()UM» UMEHHO TAaKOW THIT OOIIEHUs TIOOLIPSAETCS
HOBBIMH COIIAJIbHBIMH HOPMaMH, U €CTh BCE OCHOBAHUS MOJaraTh, YTO JECTPYKTUB-
HOe OOlIeHNe OTBOEBBIBACT Bce 00Jiee 3HAUUTEIbHbIE TIO3UIIMU BO BCeX 0€3 MCKIIIoUe-
HUS cepax 4eI0BeYECKOH KOMMYHHUKALIUH, B TOM YHUCIIE U B IOJUTUYECKOM.

B Teopun KOMMyHUKaIMU TEPMHUH «IECTPYKTUBHOE OOIIEHUE» TPAKTYETCS BECh-
Ma HIUPOKO: 3TO «(POpMBI U 0OCOOEHHOCTH KOHTAKTOB, KOTOPbIE MaryOHO CKa3bIBAIOTCS
Ha JIMYHOCTH MIApPTHEpa U OCJIOXKHSIOT B3auMooTHomeHus» (Kynuusina u nip., 2001: 271).
B kauecTBe mpuMepoOB MPUBOISTCS MAaHUIYJISITHBHOE OOIICHUE, aBTOPUTAPHBIA CTUIIB,
pacnaj ¥ OCJIOXHEHHE OTHOIIEHUM 110 BUHE IapTHEpa BCIEICTBHE MATOIOIMYECKON
PEBHOCTH, 3aBUCTH, HapILccU3Ma. [leCTpyKTUBHBIM XapaKTepoM MOXKET 00J1aJaTh Aaxe
MOJTYaHHUe, €CJIM OHO MPUHUMAaET GOpPMY HaKa3aHHUs MAPTHEPA, a TAKXKE YMOIYaHUE.

B ocHOBe necTpyKTHBHOTO OOIIEHHS, IO MHEHUIO aBTOPOB, MOXKET JIS)KAaTh HEMa-
JI0 JINYHOCTHBIX YepT: JIMLEMEPHUE, XUTPOCTb, CKIIOHHOCTb K KJIEBETE, MCTUTEIbHOCTb,
SI3BUTEIBHOCTD, IMHU3M, XaH)KECTBO M T.J1. Takoe oOmIeHne He 00s13aTeIbHO Mpeciie-
IyeT JINYHYIO MaTepHUalbHYyIO BBITOAY. JINUHOCTH B TAKOM OOILIIEHUN MOYKET PYKOBOJI-
CTBOBAThCSI HEOCO3HABAEMBIMH MOTHBAMHU CaMOYTBEPXKICHUS, 370pafcTBa, MECTH, CO-
nepHuyecTBa U T.A4. K 1eCTpyKTUBHOMY OOIIEHHIO OTHOCST HE TOJIBKO arpecCUBHO-
KOH(MJIMKTHOEC M KPUMHUHOTEHHOE OOIICHHWEe, HO W JIOKb, 0OMaH, MaHHUITYyJIMPOBAHUE
U «apyrue GpopMbl BO3ICHCTBHS, HANIPABIIIEMbIE KOPBICTHRIME MOTHBaMuy» (KyHuIpiHa
u ap., 2001: 280).

Ha mam B3risin, caMo MOHMMaHHE KOPBICTHOCTH MOTHBOB JIOITYCKaeT HEOIHO-
3HaYHOE TOJIKOBAHWE, MAHMITYJIMPOBAHUE KE OXBATBHIBACT LIMPOKUN KPYT MOHSATUI
(B TOM UHCIIe U JI0KB/0OMaH) U ABJISIETCS CKOpee 00ILel cTpaTerueil moBeaeHusl, HeXKeln
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KOHKPCTHBIM MPOABJIICHUEM pPa3pyIIUTCIIBHOCTH. I/I3yquI/Ie sA3bIKA JOKU MPEACTABIISICT
coboii otaenbHoe uccaenoBanue (ITanuenko, 2010), B koTopoM BpaHbe, 0OMaH He BCeria
JeCTPYKTUBHBI. VI3BeCTHBIE BHIPAKEHHUS «JIOKDB BO OJIaro, «JI0Kb BO CIIACEHUE» CITy>KaT
HEOOJIBIIION HIUTFOCTPAINEH K TAaHHOMY TE3HCY.

Wtak, 4To ke MbI BKJIaJbIBa€M B MOHATHE JECTPYKTUBHOro oOmmenus? [Ipexnae
BCETr0, HEOOXOAMMO BEPHYTHCS K MOHUMAHUIO JiecTpyKTUBHOCTH 3. ®pomma. JlecTpyk-
TUBHBIA — 3TO HE MPOCTO CHHOHKM CJIOBa ‘pa3pyIIMTENbHBIN . JleCTpyKTUBHBIMH, 1O Ha-
1IEMy MHEHHIO, 03HAYaEeT ‘CO3HATENIbHO COBEPILIAIOIINI arpeCCUBHBIE IEUCTBUS C LEITBIO
NPUYUHUTH CTPaJaHus APyroMy MHIWBHUIY, MPU 3TOM HE YYBCTBYS YIPBI3CHHMH CO-
BECTH U TOJIy4ast yI0BJIETBOPEHHUE OT COBEPIIEHHBIX JestHuii . Takum oOpa3zom, aect-
PYKTUBHOE OOIIEHHUE MpPeJICTaBIsACT cOO0M TUI OOILIEHMs, HANIPABIEHHOIO HAa CO3HA-
TEJIbHOE NPEAHAMEPEHHOE IPUYMHEHHE COOECeTHUKY MOPAJILHOTO U (PM3UYECKOro Bpeia
U XapaKTepHU3yeMOro 4yBCTBOM YJIOBJIIETBOPEHUS OT CTpaJaHUM KEPTBbI U COZHAHUEM
cOOCTBEHHOM MPABOTHI.

4. AUCKYPC-AHAJIN3 AECTPYKTUBHOCTHU
B NOJINTUYECKON KOMMYHUKALIUN

4.1. Cneundunka peanusauum 4eCTPYKTUBHOCTHN
B NOJINTUYECKOM AUCKYpPCE

Cnemmduka nposBICHUH AECTPYKTUBHOCTH B MOJTUTHYECKOM JAHMCKYPCe Mpeaonpe-
JIETSIETCS] CYIIHOCTHBIMU NMPU3HAKAMH JAHHOTO THIA JUCKYpCa, a UMEHHO €ro MOTH-
BaI[MOHHO-MHTEHIIMOHAJILHON HampaBiIeHHOCThIO (00ph0a 3a BIACTh) U IOMUHHUPOBAHU-
€M MaHUITYJSITUBHOW (YHKIWH. JleCTpyKTHBHAsI MHTEHIHS HalpaBlieHa Ha HUCIIPOBEp-
YKEHHE ONIOHEHTA 1/HMJIH MMOHWKEHUE €TO MOJIUTUIECKOTO CTaTyca.

O6a kannuaara Ha noct npesuaeHTa CHIA npegoctaBuim Maccy NpuMepoB pea-
JM3alUN IECTPYKTHBHOCTU B TOJIMTHYECKOW KOMMYHHKAIIUH, OJHAKO OECCIIOPHBIM
JTUEPOM B 3TOM OTHOIIEeHUU sBisiercs J[. Tpamn. Ha ocHOBe aHanm3a mpakTUYECKO-
ro Marepuasa BbIICTUM KIIOYeBbIe MOMEHTBI peallu3allii JECTPYKTUBHOW MHTEHIIUN
B BeIcTyIUIeHHAX []. Tpammna.

Crparerust moNOKHUTEIBHOW CaMOIIPE3EHTALMH, PEATU3YIOIIAsCs B IIape ¢ Hera-
TUBHOM Mpe3eHTalMe MOJIMTUYECKOTO COMIEPHUKA U «padoTaromas» B KOHEUHOM UTOTe
Ha AUC(EeMH3aAIHI0 €r0 OTPUIATEeNIbHBIX XapaKTepUCTUK, B BeIcTyIuieHusx J. Tpammna
npeaenbHO U OTKPOBEHHO TurepOoam3upoBana. [IposBienne ee MOXXHO HaOIIOIATh B
BBICKA3bIBaHUX, JEMOHCTPUPYIOIIMX BBICOKOMEPHE M IPEBOCXOACTBO, IPaHUYAILEE
¢ OaxBanbcTBOM. [lo00HOMY BOCHPHUATHIO BO MHOTOM CHOCOOCTBYET YacTOTHOCTh
ynoTpebaeHnss KOHCTPYKUUI C TUYHBIM MECTOMMEHHUEM |, Kak, HampuMep, B CleIy-
IOLUX [TpUMeEpax:

(1) [1look presidential ... Most people like me (8-6-16).

(2) I've always had a talent (6-22-16).

(3) I'm the only person running for the presidency who understands this (4-27-16).

(4) My financial statement is so strong (3-3-16).

HecTpyKkTUBHOCTH BbicOKOMepHst /1. Tpamna «mpocBednBaeT» U B HeBEpOAIbHOM
NOBEJICHUH, Hampumep, peruinka B aapec M. Pomuu: I could have said Mitt drop to
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your knees COTIPOBOXIAETCS TUPEKTUBHBIM JKECTOM YKa3aTeJIbHOTO IMajblia MPaBoi
PYKH BHU3, HAIIOMHHAIOIIMM IIOBEJICHUE UMIIEpaTOpa M0 OTHOLIEHHIO K ciryraM (3-3-16).
B myGmmunbix BeicTymmenusx Jl. Tpamma AecTpyKTUBHOCTD Peali3yeTcst B OTPOM-
HOM KOJIMYECTBE KPUTUYECKHUX BBICKA3bIBAHHM, KAaK aJpECOBAHHBIX HETIOCPEICTBEHHBIM
y4acTHUKaM JUcKyccuu: Marco is not a negotiator / I watched him melt down and I’ll
tell you it was one of the saddest things I’'ve ever seen ... You're not a negotiator /
you’ll never bring peace (GOP debate, 2-25-16), Tak 1 HaIIpaBJICHHBIX HA MOJUTHYC-
ckue (Urypbl, HE Yy4acTBYIOIIME B JaHHOM KOMMYHHUKATHUBHOM COOBITHUH (TaK Ha3bl-
BaeMasi KpUTHKA «3a IJ1a3ay). MullleHsIMu o JOOHBIX aTaK CTAHOBSITCS:
a) HEIOCPEICTBECHHBIN MOJUTHICCKUN KOHKYPEHT:
(5) Hillary Clinton has perfected the politics of personal profit and even theft ... we
don’t need or want another Clinton or Obama / we just can’t take it any more ...
The most corrupt person (6-22-16);

(6) Hillary Clinton and her campaign of fear will try to spread the lie that these actions
will start a trade war (6-28-16);

0) wieHbl PecniyOiMkaHCKoOW TapTHH

(7) Mitt (Romney) is a failed candidate / he failed / he failed / horribly.... He ran
a horrible campaign ... he was horrible in the 3d debates / horrible ... the 2d
(o mombITKe BEIOOPOB) Was a great catastrophe (3-3-16);

(8) (Romney) incompetent, nasty guy ... (Rubio) you're a joker and we don’t want
jokers in our administration ... (Romney) he’s never going to win (2-26-16);

B) KOHKpeTHbIe penoptepsl / CMU B nenom

(9) The media is among the most dishonest groups of people I've ever met ... The NY
Times is one of the dishonest outlets I’ve ever seen in my life [2-26-16];

I) JACUCTBYIOUIMI MPE3UACHT U €r0 aIMUHUCTPAIUS

(10) I'm not a fan of Barack Obama ... These people are such liars ... stupidity of the
U.S. ... we are going to get rid of Obamacare and we are going to repeal and
replace it (3-3-16).

(11) Obama is totally incompetent ... inept president ... Horrible and incompetent
group that we have in Washington / They re absolutely terrible / it doesn’t get
worse / it can’t get worse (8-6-16).

(12) President Obama has weakened our military ... logic was replaced by foolish-
ness (4-27-16).

Kak BuHO U3 IPUBENECHHBIX BBIIIE IPUMEPOB, UL PealIU3alliu IECTPYKTUBHOCTH
XapaKTepHbl OOBUHUTENBHBIIN XapaKTep BbICKA3bIBaHUM, pa3Has CTENeHb HHTEHCUBHOCTU
KPUTHUKH — OT Pe3KO0il 10 37100HOM, MpeBanupoBaHUE OTPUIIATEIbHON OLIEHOYHOCTH.

C onnoii ctoponsl, JI. Tpamn mpeacraer Kak HEKU KPUTHUK-TPaB10I00, KOTOPBIH
OTKpPBITO U HEJHMLENPHUITHO OOBHHAET B HEKOMIETCHTHOCTH, KOPPYHIUH, Oe3neiicT-
BUU U T.[., IEMOHCTPUPYsI IIPU 3TOM IPAMOIMHEHHOCTh, KATETOPUUHOCTH U Oe3arien-
JISIUUOHHOCTb:

(13) She should not be president on any circumstances ... (Clinton) may be the most
corrupted person ever to seek the presidency of US (6-22-16).
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C npyroit CTOpOHbI, OOBUHHUTENBHBIN XapaKTep €ro BHICTYIUIEHHH HE BCera CBs-
3aH ¢ HaJIu4ueM (haKkToB, a HATIOMUHAET HEKOPPEKTHBIHN J1eMaroru4ecKuii mpuem «Iie-
pEXO0 Ha TMYHOCTHY, HAIIEJIEHHBIN HA JUCKPEIUTAIUIO MOJUTUYECKOTO CONTEPHUKA!

(14) Mitt was looking for zoning 49 car garage or something in California (3-3-16).

(15) He (Obama) plays more golf than professionals (8-6-16).

(16) We have Kerry that goes on bicycle races / he’s in bicycle race / he’s 73 years
old / 73 years old! / And I said it the last time I spoke / I swear to you I will never
enter a bicycle race if I'm president (8-26-15).

(17) Obama is going to be out playing golf / He might be on one of my courses /I would
invite him / I actually would say / I have the best courses in the world / so I'd

say / you what / if he wants to / I have one right next to the White House / right
on the Potomac (6-22-16).

Crnenyer OTMETUTh, UTO coaeprKaniuecs B peyax [[. Tpamma HeraTuBHbBIE OIICHKH
B aJipec AEUCTBYIOLIETrO MPE3UICHTa U MOJIUTUYECKUX NPOTUBHUKOB COOTHOCSITCS IIpe-
MUMYIIECTBEHHO C KOHIICTITYaIbHBIM TI0JIeM «J10%kb» (Lie / liar, false, deceptive, cheat-
ing, to rig, to steal):
(18) and when the president lies / which is a perfect lie / just as he lied on Oba-
macare ... (8-6-16).
(19) she is unbalanced ... she is a dangerous liar ... she is not a winner ... false
statements of Clinton (8-6-16).

(20) (Clinton) as you know / Most people know / she is a world-class liar (6-22-16).

OckopOutenbHas CEeMaHTHKA YCUIIMBACTCA 32 CYET CBOMCTBEHHBIX ISl CTHIIS KaH-
JUIaTa CTHIMCTHYECKUX MPUEMOB — MHOTOKPATHBIX JICKCUYECKHUX ITOBTOPOB: She is
a horrible horrible human being (8-6-16), anadopuIecKUX MOBTOPOB U KJIaiiMaKca:

(21) How are these people gonna lead us / How are we gonna / how are we gonna go

back and make it great again? / We can’t / They don’t have a clue / They can’t lead
us / They can’t / They can’t even answer simple questions / It was terrible (6-16-15).
(22) it’s virtually useless / It’s virtually useless / It is a disaster (6-16-15).

(23) We will lose jobs / we will lose employment / we will lose taxes / we will lose eve-
rything / we will lose our country (6-22-16).

Menee ocKOpOUTENBHBIM TI0 OpPME, HO OTHIOJIb HE IO COJICPIKAHUIO SIBIISCTCS
aneJUTMPYIOIee K UHTEIICKTyalbHOU cepe oOBUHEHUE, CHOPMYITMPOBAHHOE B BUJIE
PUTOPHUYECKOTO BOIPOCA:

(24) But all of these politicians that I'm running against now / they re trying to disasso-

ciate / I mean / you looked at Bush / it took him five days to answer the question on

Iraq / He couldn’t answer the question / He didn’t know / I said / Is he intelligent?
(6-16-15).

JleCTpyKTUBHAsI MHTEHIMSI OOBEKTUBUPYETCS TAKXKE B TOHAJIBHOCTH TIPEHEOPEKe-
HUS U [IPE3PEHUs], YHIKAIOUIEH JOCTOMHCTBO MOJMTUYECKOTO CotiepHuKa: This is what
we’re going to have as president (yka3piBas Ha M. PyOuo, crosimero crnpasa [GOP
debate, 2-25-16]). Uponusupyromas untonamus: if she (Clinton) ever became presi-
dent / God help us (6-22-16) Taxke CIyXHUT WITIOCTPAIUEH 1eCTPYKTUBHOCTH.
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Kpome Toro, Ha peanu3anuio cTpaTeruu JIeCTPYKTUBHOTO MOBEACHUS paboTaioT
CJICAYIONINE KOMMYHHKATUBHBIC TIPUCMBI:

— npsAMBbIe ockopOnenust — She took a little short circuit in the brain (ockopou-
TEJNBbHOE BBICKA3bIBaHUE, aipecoBaHHOe X. KIIMHTOH, COMPOBOKAAETCS XapaKTePHBIM
KECTOM «raJer] y Bucka» [8-6-16]); When you (M. Pomun) walk into a stage you can-
not walk like a penguin / he walks like a penguin (2-26-16);

— OCKOpOUTENbHBIE SPIIBIKKA U MPO3BUINA — TaK HAa3bIBAEMbIE TPAHCIIOHUPOBAH-
Hble 3Haku arpeccuu (Illeiiran, 2000). K nogoOHBIM sipibIkaM OTHOCATCS! HEIIOJIUTH-
yeckue neifopatussl, Hanpumep, John Kasich — dummy; Karl Rove — irrelevant
clown; an establishment dope; a Taxke 0CKOpOHUTEIbHBIC TIPO3BUIIA C MHBEKTUBHOMN
¢byukumeit Crooked Hillary; low energy, loser (Jeb Bush) u Muorue ap.;

— HaMEKHU HEeTPUJIMYHOTO COZIepXaHus B ajapec xypHanuctku Megyn Kelly (blood
coming out of her wherever); B OTBET Ha BbicKa3biBanue M. PyOuo (meMoHCTpupys
pyku nyOnuku) are they small? / and he referred to my hands / if they are small some-
thing else must be small / I guarantee you /there’s no problem (GOP debate, 3-3-16).

K crienmduyeckiM 3HaKaM arpeccuu, UMEIOIIMM OCKOPOUTENBHYIO MPUPOLY, Clie-
IyeT OTHECTH TAK)Ke M3/ICBKU U TIepeIpa3HUBAHNUS, KOTOPhIe 0OHAPYKUBAIOTCS TPaK-
TUYECKU B KOXKJIOM IyOJIm4HOM BhicTymienuu J. Tpamma.

Jnst wumrocTpalyy AeCTPYKTUBHOCTH B KOMMYHHKAaTHBHOM ToBenennn X. Kimn-
TOH MpoBeAeM aHanu3 BoicTymieHuss X. KinmnHToH mepen mu3zbuparensmu B T. PeHo,
mrat Heana, 25 aBrycra 2016 T.

BerynurensHas yacTh pedn IpecTaBisieT co0oi oOpasel] pean3aiyu CTpaTeruu
CaMONPE3EHTAIINU B LEJISX YCTAHOBJICHUSI KOHTAKTa C ayIMTOPHEH M MOJIYYCHUS CO-
uansHoro omoopenus. Tak, X. KiMHTOH 3asBisSeT CBOIO MPUHAAIEKHOCTD K JIFOISIM
u3 «manoro ousneca» (I want to be a small business president. My father was a small
business man), obelias yMEHbIIUTb POJIb OIOPOKPATUH, OCIA0UTHh HAJOTH U MPEoc-
TaBUTh MajioMy OW3Hecy BO3MOXHOCTH pocta (This week we proposed new steps to
cut red tape and taxes to make it easier for small businesses to get the credit they
need to grow and hire). CinoBocoderanue small business UCIONB3yeTCsS B KPaTKOM
BCTYIUICHUH 1IeCTh pa3. OqHaKo, yCTAHOBUB KOHTAKT ¢ ayauTopuei, X. Knuaron ne-
MEJICHHO TIEPEXOUT K peain3alliil OCHOBHOW LIEJIA CBOETO BBICTYIUICHHUS — KPUTH-
K€ MOJUTUYECKUX B3IVII0B cBoero onmnoHeHTa Jl. Tpamma.

Peun moctpoeHa B ¢opmMe BOOOpakaeMOTo IUANIOTa C ayAUTOPHEH, MOICPIKH-
Baromiet /. Tpamma, u peanusyer NeCTPyKTUBHYIO cTpareruio auddamanuu B pac-
cMaTpuBaeMoM JAucKypce. HamoMHuM, 94TO B IMPOKOM MOHMMAaHWU JAaHHBIH TEPMUH
0003HaYaeT JUCKPEAUTAIINIO, KOTOPAsi pacCMaTPUBACTCS KaK «aroHajabHass KOMMYHHU-
KaTUBHAs CTpATETHsl, MpeIHa3HAUYCHHAs ISl T0OEIbI Ha/l MPOTUBHHUKOM B KOMMYHHU-
KaTUBHOM KOH(JIMKTE U MOJb3YIOUIAsCs 3THUECKH HEJOIMYCTUMBIMHU CPEACTBAMIY
(Hccepc, 1999: 45). OrmeTum, uTo BO n30exkaHue oOBuHeHUH B quddamanmu X. Kimun-
TOH HE WCIOJB3YET MPSIMBIX OCKOPOUTENHHBIX HOMUHAIMK B aapec J[. Tpamna, omm-
CBIBasl €T0 JICUCTBHSI C MOMOIIBIO MIMPOKOTO AHANAa30Ha OTPULIATEILHO-OKPAIICHHOM
OMOTHBHOH JICKCUKHU:

(25) From the start Donald Trump has built his campaign on prejudice and paranoia.
(26) He is taking hate groups mainstream.
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(27) But what he’s doing here is more sinister.

(28) Trump took this fringe bigot with a few dozen followers and spread his message
to 11 million people.

(29) He promoted the racist lie that President Obama is not really an American citizen...

(30) He described Mexican immigrants as rapists and criminals.

C oanoi#t ctoponsl, X. KIMHTOH MCHONIB3yeT CTpaTerdid MUTHUrallUd, KOTOPYIO
MOJKHO OIIpE/ICTUTh Kak an attribution transfer strategy (Ilie, 2004), korna npsimasi He-
raTHBHas KBaTH(UKAIH caMoro uenoBeka (7pavn — napanoux) TpanchopMupyeTcs
B OITMCAHUE ero NeUcTBHiA U cI0B (OH nocmpoun ceoro kamnaruio Ha napatotiu). C npy-
TO CTOPOHBI, MMOJAO0HOE HEMPsMOE YKa3aHWe Ha JUdHbIe kadecTBa J[. Tpamma sBiis-
etrcst 9 PEeKTUBHBIM MTPHUEMOM, ITOAUEPKUBAIOLINM «3JIOBEIIUI OOJIUK OMITOHEHTA.

OMOIMOHAIBHYIO JIOMUHAHTY BBICTYIUICHHS MOKHO OOO3HAYMTh KaK «pacoBas
HEHABUCTH», U X. KITMHTOH OOBITPBIBAET €€ C MOMOIIBIO PA3THYHBIX CTHIUCTHYECKUAX
npueMoB. Bo-nepBbIX, 3TO MpueM MOBTOpa ONpPEAEIEHHON JIEKCUKHU: JIEKCEMBI C KOP-
HeM hate- UCTIONB3YIOTCS B peuH IAATh pa3, ¢ KOpHeM race- (racism, racial discrimina-
tion, racial resentment, racist (racist lie, racist comment, racist undertones, racist
ideology), racially-tinges rumours, racialists) — TpUHaIUaTh pas, supremacist — 4e-
ThIpe, bigot/bigotry — Tpwu, paranoia/paranoid — 4etvipe, prejudice — YeThIpe pasa.
Croub BBICOKAsI TUIOTHOCTH MOIMOHAJIBHO HArpy>KEHHOU JIEKCHUKH B TEKCTE CIIOCO0-
cTByeT co3nanuio obpasa JI. Tpamma kak pacucta, IIOBUHUCTA U MAPAaHOUKA, T.€. JINY-
HOCTH, HECOBMECTHMOH C HCATbHBIM 00pa30M aMEPUKAHCKOTO TPE3HUICHTA.

Bo-BTOpbIX, 01HIM 13 HaHOOJIEe YaCTOTHBIX MPUEMOB CTPATETUHU AUCKPEIUTALIUN
B peun X. KiimaTOH BBICTYMaeT Meradopa. B monmurnaeckoM TUCKypce TpaauilmOHHO
WCTIOJIb30BAHUE CTEPIITUXCS IMyOIUITUCTHUECKUX MeTadop, OCHOBHBIC (DYHKITMH KOTO-
PBIX — YCUJIEHHE 3MOLMOHAILHON OLIEHOYHOCTH BBICKA3bIBAHUS M MOJIETMPOBAHUE JIEH-
CTBUTENBHOCTH. [IpHrBeieM HEKOTOPBIE MPUMEPHI U3 PACCMATPUBAEMOTO BHICTYTICHUS:

(31) Trump is reinforcing harmful stereotypes and offering a dog whistle to his most hate-
ful supporters. — Boipaxenue ‘dog-whistle politics’ 0003Ha4aeT MOJMTHKY CO CKPBI-
TBIM PACHCTCKUM HJIM HAIIHOHAINCTHYECKUM COJIEPKAHUEM, AHAIOTHS TIPOBOIUTCS
C YIbTPa3BYKOBBIMU CBUCTKAMHU JIJIsI COOAK, KOTOPBIE HEPA3IHUUMBbI ISl YETOBEYe-
CKOTO yXa.

(32) A man with a long history of racial discrimination, who traffics in dark conspiracy
theories drawn from the pages of supermarket tabloids and the far / dark reaches
of the internet / should never run our government or command our military. —
PasBepHyTas MeTadopa, B KOTOpOH pean3yercs IOBTOp JIeKCeMbl ‘dark’.

(33) The last thing we need in the Situation Room is a loose cannon / who can'’t tell the
difference / or doesn’t care to / between fact and fiction / and who buys so easily
into racially-tinged rumors. — Boipaxxenne ‘a loose cannon’ 0003Ha4YaeT 4eIoBeKa,
OT KOTOPOTO BCETO MOYHO OYKHIIATH, HCTOYHHK MOBBIIIEHHOM OMACHOCTH 10 AHATIOTUH
¢ MyIIKO#, copBaBuIeiics ¢ nadera.

Crnenyromye npuMepsl onucbiBatoT . TpaMma kak 4yenoBeka, OTOPBAHHOTO OT pe-
TBHOCTH, BHOCSIIIETO CMYTY, )KECTOKOTO ¥ O€CUEIOBEYHOTO:

(34) Someone so detached from reality should never be in charge of making decisions
that are as real as they come.
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(35) And don’t be distracted by his latest attempts to muddy the waters.

(36) He would form a deportation force to round up millions of immigrants and kick
them out of the country.

X. KnunTon noxuepkusaet 6im3octs B3rAnoB Jl. Tpamna u B. [lytuna, oTkpbITo
Ha3bIBasl MOCIIETHETO «KPECTHBIM OTLOM KPAalHETO HALIMOHAIN3MA):
(37) And the grand godfather of this global brand of extreme nationalism is Russian Pres-

ident Viadimir Putin. — takum o0pa3oM, dKCTpanoimpyst ockopoienue Ha [I. Tpamma
(Trump himself heaps praise on Putin and embraces pro-Russian policies).

B nenom, X. KiimHTOH cTpemMuTcst co3aath aTMocdepy cTpaxa u HanpsbKeHHOCTH
BOKPYT JIMYHOCTH CBOETO ONIOHEHTA, OCEATh COMHEHUS B €M0 HOPMAJIBHOCTH, CIO-
COOHOCTH NPUHUMATh OTBETCTBEHHBIE PEIIEHUS U PYyKOBOAUTH CTPAHO.

4.2. AucKypc pearupoBaHus

JlecTpyKTUBHOCTH B IUCKYpCE TMOJIMTHKOB TECHO CBSI3aHa C TUCKYPCOM pearupo-
BaHUs, T.€. C BepOaIbHON W/MIM HeBepOaIbHON peakuueil ajpecaTa U TPETbUX JIUI]
(TIpecchl, OJIUTOIOTOB, MIMPOKOW ayTUTOPUU H TP.) Ha JUCKYPCUBHBIC TPOSBICHHUS
nectpyktuBHocTH. Hamomuum, uto corimacao C.H. [LTOTHUKOBOM, MOJ «IUCKYpCOM
pearupoBaHUs MOHMUMAETCs JII000H NTUCKYpPC, TPOU3BEICHHBI B KAaUeCTBE PEaKIUU
Ha quckypc nonutuka (Ilnotaukosa, 2005).

EcrecTBeHHas! CIIOHTAaHHAS PEAKIHs Ha OCKOPOJICHHE — 3TO OTBETHOE OCKOpOJIe-
HHE, ¥ 3TOT IPUHIIMI YETKO MPOCIICKUBACTCS B IPEABBIOOPHOM «auanorey Tpamm —
Knunton. Tak, B orBeT Ha ockopoutensHoe ooBunenue /1. Tpamna “Hillary Clinton
is a bigot who sees people of color only as votes not as human beings worthy of a bet-
ter future” X. KIIMHTOH CHa4YaJia OTBEYaET JIOCTATOYHO KOPPEKTHO, UCTIONB3YsI IIPUEM
cpaBuenust: ‘“‘You don’t build up coalition by insulting our friends or acting like a loose
cannon’’. OgHako B nocnenyromeit peun B Peno X. KnmuHToH yke He cTecHsETCs B BbI-
paXXEHHH CBOETO OTpUIATEeNIbHOTrO oTHOWEHHA K [I. Tpammy, HCHonb3ys «I3bIK HEHA-
BUCTH (@HAIM3 PEYU NMPUBEJEH HAMH B TIPEbIAYyIEM pasjeie). OTBeTHOU peakiueit
Ha OCKOPOUTEJBbHBIIN BBINA MOXKET OBITh TAK:KE UTHOPUPOBAHUE JCCTPYKTUBHBIX Ha-
MEpEeHHH aJipecanTta U NepeBOjl UX B UPOHUYHO-IOMOPHUCTUYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO. Tak,
Hanpumep, X. KIMHTOH 00BsACHSET, 4TO eIMHCTBEHHAs! IpobiieMa ¢ €€ 3J0pPOBbEM —
ato ayeprus Ha 1. Tpamna:

(38) Every time I think about Trump I get allergic.

Peakuus ayquropuu npeacTaBieHa Kak MEIUape30HaHCOM, TaK U BbICKAa3bIBaHHS-
MU TpaxkaH Ha ¢popymax, KOMMEHTapusMHU B CeTH U T.1. Hampumep, Ha yxe yroms-
Hytoe ooBuHenue JI. Tpamma Bemymue CMU oTpearupoBaiv BOJHOM MIOKAa U BO3MY-
mienust. CNN oryOnrkoBasa BUIE0 KEHIIMHBI B ay JTUTOPHH, UHTEPIIPETUPOBAB €€ BhIPa-
JKEHHUe JIMIa Kak Bo3Mylienue ciosamu Jl. Tpamma. Ha untepner-¢hopymax mpeacras-
JICHBl MHOTOYHCIICHHBIE PETUIMKH, KaK ONPaB/IbIBAIOIINE OCKOPOUTEIbHBIC BBIMAIbI
. Tpamma, Tak U MOPULIAIOIINE HX.

Hecmotpst Ha To, YTO aHANM3 TUCKypca PearupoBaHUsl MPEICTABIAET COO0M TeMy
OTJEJILHOTO UCCIICIOBAHUSA, OH TaK)K€ MOXKET OBITh BKIIIOUEH B aHAIIU3 JIECTPYKTHUB-
HOCTH B OJIUTHYECKOM JHUCKYpCE.
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5. SAKJTIO4HEHUE

JleCTpyKTUBHOCTb B MOJUTUYECKOM JUCKYPCE MHTEHIMOHAIbHA M PeaIu3yercs
Kak cneruduueckas crparerus ropopsiiero. OckopOUTeNIbHbIE PEIUIMKU OTUTUKOB —
pe3yJIbTaT HE CIIOHTAHHOT'O YMOLIMOHAJIBHOIO BCIUIECKA, a TIIATEIBHO IMPOAYMaHHON
CTpaTeTHH MOHM)KEHUS CTAaTyCca ONIOHEHTA, YXYALICHUS eTo MyOIMIHOTO HMUIKA.

B npoananm3npoBaHHbBIX MyOIMUYHBIX e0aTax U MpPeABBIOOPHBIX BBICTYIIJICHUSAX
HOJIUTHKOB IIPEACTaBICHbI BCE MPU3HAKHU JAECTPYKTUBHOIO OOLIEHUS: psAfl BEpOATbHBIX
1 HeBepOAIBbHBIX KITIOYECH — TMoKa3aTesel MpsMOi 1 KOCBEHHOM arpeccu.

CXoJIHBIE UEPTHI U CPEJICTBA BBIPAXKCHUSI AECTPYKTUBHOIO MTOBEACHHUS, JEMOHCT-
pupyemble kananaatamu Ha noct npesunenta CIIA, oOGyciosnens! o01eilt ctpaTerueit
ArOHAILHOCTH TIOJIMTUYECKOTO JUCKypca (OOphObI 3a BIACTh) M MHTCHIUEH MPHHIKE-
HUS W/WITH TUCKPEIUTALUH ITOJTUTHYECKOTO COMEPHUKA.

IToBenenue [I. Tpammna xapakTepu3yeTcsi OTKPBITBIM CTPEMIIEHHEM K KOH(pOHTa-
IIMY, TIOBBIIICHHOW KOH(JINKTHOCTBIO, BBICOKHM TPayCOM 3KCIIPECCUBHOCTH U 3MO-
TUBHOCTH. [IeCTPYKTUBHOCTD Pean3yeTcsl P MOMOIM UCIIOIB30BAHUS PEUYEBBIX aKTOB
IIOJIOKUTEJIBHON CaMOOLICHKH, BKIIIOYasi XBACTOBCTBO, M PE3KO OTPULIATEIBHOMN OLICH-
K{ ONIOHEHTOB, BKJIIOYAs MPSIMbIE OCKOPOJIEHUS, BEICMEUBAHHS, UPOHUIO, U3ICBKU
Y YHUKECHHMSL.

X. KnuHTOH peannsyeTr IeCTPyKTUBHYI0 MHTEHLUIO AUCKPEIUTALMHA COIIEPHUKA
IpY NTOMOIIY HENPSMBIX IIPUEMOB, IIEpeHOCca accolMaluii, Mmeradop U BBICOKOM dac-
TOTHOCTH 3MOILIMOHAIBHO OKPALIEHHOH JIEKCHKH.
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DESTRUCTIVENESS IN POLITICAL DISCOURSE

Yana Volkova, Nadezhda Panchenko

Volgograd State Social-Pedagogical University
27, Lenin Prospekt, Volgograd, Russia, 400066

Destructiveness is among the fundamental discourse categories that play a significant role in the
organization of communicative interaction and define the pragmatics of discourse; its study helps to under-
stand some mechanisms and principles of communication, identify strategies and tactics used by a destruc-
tive communicative personality. The relevance of this study is determined by the increasing aggressiveness in
various types of discourse, and, accordingly, by the need to extend the knowledge of destructive behavior
of a communicative personality. The study is based on the theory of discourse-analysis and theory of de-
structiveness (Z. Harris, T. van Dijk, A. Buss, E. Fromm, D. Ponton, K. Hacker, R. Wodak. N. Arutyunova,
V. Karasik, M. Makarov, E. Sheigal et al). Developing the theory of destructiveness and relying on Erich
Fromm’s research (1973), we specify the concept of “destructiveness” in relation to the political discourse
and compare it with the related concept of aggressiveness. The paper analyses the category of destructiveness
in modern US political discourse, using excerpts from the speeches of the candidates for presidency of
2016. Particular attention is paid to the dominant destructive intention — to harm the reputation of the
opponent and reduce his political chances, as well as to the functions of verbal aggression: on the one
hand — to discredit the opponent, bring accusations, on the other hand — to poison the audience mind
against him/her and arouse the feeling of danger posed by a political opponent. The analysis of verbal
and nonverbal means of destructiveness in the US political discourse is carried out. The article concludes
that abusive remarks of politicians do not result from spontaneous emotional outburst, but from an elaborated
destructive strategy where the agonistic nature of political discourse stipulates the use of instrumental
aggression (Buss, 1971) for the sake of the conquest of power, lowering the opponent’s status, deteriorating
his/her public image.

Key words: political discourse, destructiveness, aggression, destructive communication, discursive
strategy, discursive category
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AMERICAN POLITICAL DISCOURSE:
IRONY IN PRE-ELECTION CAMPAIGN 2016

Anna Gornostayeva

Moscow State Linguistic University
38 Ostozhenka str., 119034, Moscow, Russia

This article represents the analysis of American modern political discourse, mainly the field con-
nected with the pre-election campaign 2016. It explores primary genres of political discourse (speeches,
announcements, debates, party programmes), as well as secondary genres (commentaries, discussions,
interpretation, political interviews). Owing to the fact that political communication embraces the whole
range of informal political processes in society, the field of research includes the so-called informal political
socializing. The aim of the paper is to study the use of irony and its functions in political discourse. The data
used for the study were taken from candidates’ speeches, interviews with political and public figures, and
recent witty sayings/comments. The study is based on the theory of critical discourse analysis (M. Bilig 2007,
Teun A. van Dijk 2009, N. Fairclough 1996, P. Graham 2007, J. Lemke 2007, S. Scollon 2007), political dis-
course analysis (A. Beard 2001, D. Ponton 2011 etc.) and theory of irony (L. Alba-Juez 2014, S. Attardo
2007, R. Giora 2001, 2003, L. Hutcheon 2005, B. Komlosi 2010 etc.). The analysis showed that irony is
a frequent communicative strategy used by politicians in pre-election campaigns, it performs different
functions, such as aggression, defense, entertainment and some others and plays a positive role in commu-
cation with the audience. When used expertly, irony contributes to making political discourse more ex-
pressive and convincing. An ironic politician is a better manipulator of public opinion than one unable
to use irony.

Key words: irony, politician, political genres, functions, mechanisms, linguistic means

1. INTRODUCTION

As the time of the presidential elections, 2016 in the USA is approaching, candi-
dates and their pre-election campaigns attract increasing attention. As usual, there are
obvious leaders who are very likely to be successful and those who take part in the
event to gain popularity, or out of pure interest or for some other reason. In the Dem-
ocratic Party, the highest position has always been held by Hilary Clinton (with the
only serious rival Joe Biden, but he refused to take part in the election). The Republi-
can party has been represented by many well-known figures, among whom are Jeb
Bush, Mitt Romney, Ben Carson and, as it turned out during the election campaign,
the most interesting and influential candidate — Donald Trump. The final battle is be-
tween the two charismatic and most articulate persons — Clinton and Trump whose
influence upon an audience is great.

The aim of this study is to state the role of irony in the speeches of the candi-
dates and draw a conclusion whether it helps them to create a positive image and
achieve their goals. The material analysed proves that the use of irony by the speaker
and its interpretation by the recipient do not depend on ideology or membership of the
Republican or Democratic party. It rather depends on individual characteristics, the
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situation, and the cultural level. The candidates whose speeches are analyzed in this
paper are the following:

Jeb Bush (uses irony quite sparingly);

Ben Carson (rare cases of irony, mainly to attack his opponent);

Bernie Sanders (occasional cases of irony);

The final contestants — Hilary Clinton (sticks to an official tone, practically no
irony at all during the whole campaign, apart from Al Smith dinner) and Donald Trump
(a really ironic speaker, bright examples of the use of irony). Mrs. Clinton is often
criticized for not having a sense of humour and using ready-made jokes prepared by her
speechwriters — as Donald Trump ironically remarks at Al Smith Memorial founda-
tion dinner (October, 20, 2016):

1 am sure Hilary is going to laugh quite a bit tonight, sometimes even at appropriate
moments.

And:

You'll notice Hillary’s not laughing. That’s because she knows the jokes and all the jokes
were given to her before the dinner by Donna Brazile'.

Mrs. Clinton wisely admits to not being as amusing as her opponent:

1 am not known_for my sense of humour... people say I am boring compared to Donald...

And adds ironically, saving her face and stressing her own positive sides:

...but I am not boring at all! In fact I am the life of every party I attend... and I have been
to three. And when the parties get out of hand it is important to have someone responsible
to get everyone home safe.

The main genres of political discourse which are involved in the current US pre-
election campaign are as follows: public speech, presidential debates, political inter-
view and informal talk on political subjects which includes the exchange of opinions,
parody, jokes about politics and politicians, discussions of political events in blogs (for
example, the death of Margaret Thatcher caused the real battle between her fans and
opponents in the Internet [Ponton 2011]). Thus, in this paper, I am going to analyze
the speech of those running for presidency along with the comments of journalists and
cultural figures which contain ironic comment. The material includes ironic remarks
of political and cultural figures (current American president Barack Obama, former presi-
dent Bill Clinton, senator Alan Greyson, actor Seth Meyers, actor Jimmy Fallon etc.),
devoted to the candidates and their pre-election campaign.

2. IRONY AND HUMOUR
IN POLITICAL DISCOURSE, NOW AND THEN

The role of humour and irony in political life as a means of attacking opponents
was noted long ago and widely used by rhetors of ancient times (e.g. by Cicerone). A par-
ticular device known as Socratic irony (when one person pretends to be ignorant about
an issue to lure the other person into explaining it) performs a defensive function and has
been widely used in rhetoric up to the present day.

1

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QO0ryocAv8Zw.
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Some decades ago, reserchers defined political humour as “public property rework-
ed and applied to new situations over and over again” [Schutz 1977: 25], with one of
the main functions — discharging tension and relieving the situation: “For politicians:
you can’t simply deny the matter... the obvious alternative is humour... craft a joke or
two about the issue... the issue will shrink in importance” [Lewis 2006].

Researchers of modern American political humour stress the two-pronged attitude
to it in society. On the one hand, humour is considered a source of pleasure, an anti-
dote to stress. On the other hand, humour can produce different effects: it may convey
trustworthy or false information, cause love or hatred, reveal a problem or disguise it
[Lewis 2006]. The situation has resulted in deep confrontation between the elaborate
integration of humour in American political discourse and the opposite process — using
it more sparingly to observe political correctness.

Some linguistic cultures (e.g. British, Greek, Italian) are characterized by a long
tradition of using irony in political debates as a way of manifesting the eloquence of
skillful speakers. Modern political discourse uses irony as well as other stylistic devices
to ensure an influence on the audience and maintain its interest. Political discourse,
highlighting events and facts from an ironic point of view, presupposes the active role
of the audience; it gives up conventional views, as scientists state [Beard 2001]. The ad-
dressee turns into an active interpreter, rather than a passive information consumer.

Ideally, every politician should be a speaker and a writer, defending a definite
platform. His/her language activity creates a certain image which may be more or less
convincing for the audience. Rhetoric skills, the ability of weighing up words and ideas,
formulating the style of social life via the style of speech have always been the tasks
of any politician. As many researchers of critical discourse analysis state [Bilig 2007,
Fairclough 1996, Gouveia 2007, Graham 2007, Lemke 2007, Scollon 2007, van Dijk
2009], there is a direct established relationship between society and discourse and while
“being influenced by policy at the same time a politician “does” such policy” [van Dijk
2009: 86].

Political speech of a high quality should strike the right balance between a seri-
ous side and entertainment which presupposes inserting ironic comment, humour, anec-
dotes, and references to funny situations. The skillful use of irony contributes to political
discourse and makes it more vivid and convincing, whereas an ironic speaker masters
the art of manipulating public opinion far better than one devoid of irony.

3. IRONY AS A LINGUISTIC PHENOMENON

Irony is a notion viewed and understood widely from different points of view.
Leaving out interpretations of irony as a philosophical and ethical category, I concentrate
on its definitions from the point of view of the language:

“Irony — language which expresses a meaning other than that literary conveyed by the

words, usually for humorous or dramatic effect” [Cristal 1995: 170].

“Irony — the use of words to convey a meaning that is the opposite of its literal mean-
ing: the irony of her reply, “How nice!” when I said I had to work all weekend >

% http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/irony.
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“Irony — the use of words that mean the opposite of what you really think in order to
be funny, a situation that is strange or funny because things happen in a way that seems
to be the opposite of what you expected”>.

“Irony: 1. a form of humour in which you use words to express the opposite of what the

words really mean; 2. a strange, funny, or sad situation in which things happen in the oppo-

site way to what you would expect”*.

“Irony — the expression of one’s meaning by using language that normally signifies the
opposite, typically for humorous or emphatic effect; a state of affairs or an event that seems

deliberately contrary to what one expects and is often amusing as a result”>.

It can be derived from the definitions that the key words in most of them are oppo-
site and contrary. Consequently, literally irony is associated with something not true.
Indeed, as irony is connected with violation of contextual coherence and cultural norms
and does not correspond to addressee’s expectations [Attardo 2007], some scholars
characterize it as insincerity and pretense.

This study regards irony from different angles — as an utterance, as a speech act,
as a speech genre. All these notions are united by the sense they convey. An ironic ut-
terance existing separately, without connection with the interlocutor’s reaction cannot
be considered a speech act. It is a text, containing irony as a stylistic device. Ironic speech
act (both successful and unsuccessful) exists only in discourse, as a result of the speaker’s
and listener’s collaboration. It cannot be fully realized without understanding on behalf
of the addressee. Irony as a speech genre is more complicated and functions in the
framework of a situation, event, text. It uses certain mechanisms and corresponds to
the author’s communicative intentions. Thus, the following definition of irony may be
acceptable.

Irony is a speech genre which is based on language manipulation and presupposes
the use of a word, expression or saying in a sense, different from its literal meaning.
The function of irony corresponds to the communicative intention of the speaker, irony
reflects people’s mentality and has ethnic and cultural peculiarities.

Irony is viewed from different positions: there are theories supporting the speaker’s
position as well as those focusing on the listener which are based on a high degree of
ironical speech creativity on the part of both participants — the addresser and the ad-
dressee [Hutcheon 2005]. Irony cannot realize its functions to the full if, owing to some
reasons, the interlocutor fails to recognize and interpret it. So, irony is not always
a ready-made tool — it is a form of cooperation between the addresser and the addressee.
The interplay between speaker and listener should naturally be taken into account when
analysing irony.

Much has been written about the negative modality of irony. Traditionally, this phe-
nomenon is regarded as “inferred contradiction” [Alba-Huez 2014] with a disguised
negative sense. However, irony can convey positive sense and is not necessarily connect-
ed with the meaning of the opposite. Linguists point out that irony is based not only
on contradiction but also on hyperbole and litotes [Giora 2003]. There is a distinct con-
nection between what is said and what is meant but these components are not identical

* http://www.thefreedictionary.com/irony.
4 MacMillan English Dictionary for Advanced Learners.
> Oxford dictionary.
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and cannot replace each other. The pragmatic sense of the utterance should be clarified
and amended by the context.

Sometimes, it is difficult to define whether irony is based on “contrary sense”
because the word does not have it. B. Komldsi gives an example of non-existing contrary
sense to the notion “white”:

What a beautiful white wedding dress she has! Context: Contrary to the traditions and
expectations (i.e. the bride’s dress is white), the bride’s dress is pink.

This example does not correspond to the common idea that irony is based either
on the contrary meaning or exaggeration or understatement. A dress cannot be whiter
or less white; there is no colour opposed to white. This phrase conveys an ironic sense
based on a connection between what is said (What a beautiful white wedding dress
she has) and what is meant (the wedding dress is pink, not white). The meaning, contrary
to white is undefined; it may acquire different forms: white/not white, white/pink,
white/black [Komlosi 2010]. The point is that in reality the dress is not white as the
words claimed it to be. Therefore, listeners, applying Grice’s truthfulness maxim, are
forced to recognise this as ironic in order to account for the discrepancy between what
their eyes tell them and what the speaker’s words mean.

Other researchers support this idea and state that the functions of irony are much
wider and emotions conveyed by it are far richer than just a negative attitude: “When
a speaker is being ironical, he is not always trying to convey the opposite of the prop-
osition or the literal meaning of the utterance; nor is he always echoing some previous
utterance; nor is he always pretending. The ironic speaker may be doing all, some or
none of these things and still be ironic” [Alba-Huez 1995: 14].

The idea of the functions of irony being wider and more variable than just a neg-
ative attitude can be proved by numerous examples of discourse. There is irony which
has the function of hyperbole or understatement, as well as irony as a function of cor-
rection, rather than negation:

(1) The storm brought us a little rain today. (A camper describes nasty weather: irony

as understatement.)

(2) The whale is not very thin. (A girl describes her friends: irony as understatement.)

(3) 1 am extremely popular. I am the God. (said by the guest star to the host of the show:

self-irony as exaggeration.)

(4) I come from Bolton. Not from Michael Bolton. (said by the guest star to the host of

a show: irony as correction.)

Success or absence of success in using irony in speech communication depends a lot
on the skills of the speaker, propriety and ethics, but in general, the use of irony makes
a welcome contribution. When it is necessary to lower tension and optimize interpersonal
relations, irony is a useful tool. It is often used to avoid negative estimation, to soften
critics and to defuse strong emotions: “...the author avoids being directly critical... this
is construed as a matter of appreciation rather than judgement. Here the use of irony en-
ables one to be positive rather than negative” [Martin, White 2005: 221].

Ironic utterances may be intended as well as unintended. If the author did not try
to convey an ironic message but the addressee found one, this utterance contains un-
intended irony. R. Giora remarks: “An utterance is considered an unintended irony in

183



l'oprocraeBa A.A. Becmnux PYJIH. Cepus: Jluneeucmuxa. 2016. T. 20. Ne 4. C. 179—196

case it is unintended literally but is perceived as ironic by overhearers. Intended ironies
take longer to read than their unintended equivalents” [Giora 2003: 176] and gives an
example of cheating at the exam as a context for an utterance which can be considered
willingly or unwillingly ironic: “I would never be involved in any cheating”. These are
the words of a good student whose notes were copied by his badly-prepared friend
who eventually got a good mark. The phrase is considered ironic no matter whether
the first student was aware of his friend’s cheating or not. Even if the phrase is devoid
of irony, the addressee (who is well aware of the bad student’s cheating) perceives it
as ironic. As irony is a product of collaboration between the speaker and the listener,
in this case it is the addressee whose interpretation contributes to the ironic effect. In any
case, taking into consideration the inability of the bad student to pass the exam, the
remark of the good student sounds ironic.

4. FUNCTIONS AND MECHANISMS
OF IRONY IN A POLITICAL CONTEXT

The skill of inserting witty sayings in a political dialogue is an integral part of a suc-
cessful politician’s image. This analysis shows that ironic speakers are more efficient
in influencing and manipulating an audience than those avoiding irony. Self-irony helps
to prevent possible criticism or discourage opponents. Ironic statesmen know how to
use this tool: “Politicians use jokes as a strategy aiming to embarrass their opponents
in the eyes of other politicians. They joke to avoid discussions of pressing issues”
[Fialkova, Yelenevskaya 2013: 218]. By contrast, those who stick to the official style are
less popular. Obviously, to make an ironic speech popular, a lot of conditions should
be fulfilled, such as the historical and cultural context, and the extralinguistic situa-
tion. The addressee should be aware of the present political and economic situation:
“...in order to fully appreciate the meaning and significance of political humour one
has to be familiar with the relevant political culture, the nature of disagreements and
conflicts that are derided or condemned, and the goals of competing and struggling po-
litical forces” [Fialkova, Yelenevskaya 2013: 216].

Researchers single out a number of functions of irony, ranging from turning a dull
political text into a vivid colourful one to self-expression of a political leader or political
analyst. Irony and humour serve as an effective instrument during pre-election campaigns
and as a channel to release tension and aggression: “When people need to relieve tension
and pain, give vent to anger and reinforce the boundaries between in- and out-group
members, they often resort to humour and ridicule” [Fialkova, Yelenevskaya 2013:
215—216]. It is possible to group all the enumerated functions of irony into three
streams: attack, defence and entertainment.

As for the mechanisms of irony, the following ones can be singled out: paradox;
breaking communicative expectations; ambiguity; an absurd conclusion; revealing the
self-evident; denying the self-evident; a sudden change of style register et cetera. [Gor-
nostaeva 2013: 172—190]).

5. ATTACK

Irony in its attacking function has a social character, and is directed to accentuating
the faults of society and is similar to satire. It is meant to criticize and accuse.
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Debates in American parliament often contain sharp criticism. For example, in a de-
bate in the House on health care reform in 2009, senator Alan Greyson uses irony while
accusing the Republicans of being unfair:

They understand that if Barack Obama were somehow able to cure hunger in the world
the Republicans would blame him for overpopulation. They understand that if Barack
Obama could somehow bring about world peace they would blame him for destroying
the defense industry®.

The phrase contains ironic paradox — the deliberate construction of illogical se-
quence which suggests a hidden sense (in this case, the speaker’s negative attitude to
the Republicans).

Ironic attacks often contain ambiguity which can only be understood by those fa-
miliar with the extralinguistic situation:

In an interview with Diane Sawyer, Hillary Clinton said she would make her decision

on running for president ‘by the end of the year.” Specifically, the year 1998’

This phrase of an American actor and host of a TV show has bitter irony, referring
to the period when ex-president Bill Clinton’s adultery became widely known. Accord-
ing to Seth Meyers, it is the desire to take revenge on her disloyal husband that dominates
Hilary Clinton’s pre-election campaign. He thinks it was in 1998 when she took the
decision to outperform him in politics because of jealousy which has influenced her all
these years.

The mechanism of absurd conclusion is used in candidate Ben Carson’s speech
to attack his opponent:

If Hilary is the candidate, which I doubt... That would be a dream come true. She is
taking advantage of useful idiots®.

The combination of a positive idea a dream come true and a paradox useful idiots
create an ironic effect. Mr. Carson proceeds his ironic attack, using an unusual tactics
of giving advice on what to do to make things worse:

If I tried to destroy this country what I would do is trying to increase the national debt

and step off the stage as a world leader and our enemies would increase while we decrease
our capacities and that’s what she is doing.

Criticizing an opponent becomes more effective if ironic ambiguity is involved.

For example, speaking about Donald Trump, Hilary Clinton refers to his past involve-
ment in estimating models at beauty contests:

People look at the Statue of Liberty and they see a proud symbol... a beacon of hope

for people around the world. Donald looks at the Statue of Liberty and sees a four. Maybe
a five if she loses the torch and tablet and changes her hair’.

09.10.2009 http://yquotes.com/quotes/alan-grayson.

7 Seth Meyers, http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/hillaryclinton/fl/Hillary-Clinton-Jokes.htm.

8 YouTube. Dr. Ben Carson’s Speech — 2016 First Republican Presidential Debate. 7.08.2015,
Fox Channel.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q0ryocAv8Zw.
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Indeed, Trump’s track record with women is notorious and comparing the Statue
of Liberty to one of his girlfriends is truly ironic. Later in the same speech, Mrs. Clinton
again used ambiguous hints and referred Trump’s concern for her health:

Donald really is as healthy as a horse. You know, the one Viadimir Putin rides around on.

Here, she implicitly accuses Trump of being too loyal to Russia, and at the same

time, uses a defensive function of irony which helps to avoid questions about her own
health.

6. DEFENCE

Irony as a means of defence is a very productive tool in political debates. Here is
a dialogue between two Republican candidates running for presidency — Donald Trump
and Jeb Bush:

Interviewer. Are you a puppet for your donors?

Bush. Absolutely not. The only guy who wanted me to change my views and gave
me money is Donald Trump. He wanted casino gambling in Florida.

Trump. No. I promise — if  wanted it [ would have got it.

Bush. You got Hilary Clinton to come to your wedding because you gave her
money. Maybe you work for Hilary Clinton...

Trump. 1 am a businessman, I’ve got to get along with everybody.

Bush. But the fact is...

Trump. Excuse me... Jeb, for a second...

Bush. No!

Trump. More energy today, I like that".

While Jeb Bush conforms to an officially serious style, and accuses his opponent,
Donald Trump feels at ease and discharges tension with the aid of irony (if / wanted it
I would have got it, More energy today, I like that), which helps him sound superior and
tolerant.

Sometimes, Trump’s irony of defence turns into aggression, such as in the debate
with Hilary Clinton:

Clinton. [t is just awfully good that someone with the temperament of Donald Trump is

not in charge of the law in our country.
Trump. Because you would be in jail''.

Mr. Trump uses ironic exaggeration, and speaks about imprisoning his opponent.
It helps him to deny her accusations and turn the tables on her.

The strategy of defense is used by Jeb Bush at the end of his speech to avoid an
awkward silence:

1 will be a Commander-in-Chief to get back in the business of creating a more peaceful
world... Please clap!"

' YouTube. Donald Trump vs. Jeb Bush | Presidential Debate Highlights 16.09.2015.

""" YouTube. Presidential Debate — DT: Bc you’d be in jail! — Hillary Clinton vs. Donald Trump
09.10.2016.

12 YouTube. Jeb Bush: “Please Clap...” 3.02.2016.
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Here, irony arises precisely from the disruption of a normal scheme: the audience
applause follows their spontaneous approval of a performance. Asking for applause in its
absence means not being successful, so the speaker tries irony in a defence function,
and saves his face.

During political interviews, politicians are bombarded by tricky questions and often
irony is the only way to react and save their face:

Interviewer. When it comes to foreign policy you say there is a lot to learn. You admit that

you have to study up. You said that The Baltic States are not a part of the
NATO. You are unfamiliar with the major political parties in Israel and do-
mestically you thought that Alan Greenspan had been a treasury secretary
instead of Federal reserve chair. Aren’t these basic mistakes? And don’t they
raise a legitimate question about whether you are ready to be a president?
Ben Carson. The most important thing is to have brain..."3

Here, the candidate uses the mechanism of revealing the obvious: it is evident that
every person has a brain and there are many more other conditions to be fulfilled in order
to become the head of state. Rather than denying accusations or justifying himself, he fo-
cuses on the positive side. Eventually, it helped him to avoid a direct answer.

Another important function of irony is relieving tension at dangerous moments
when a heated debate is likely to turn into a fight. The skill to defuse arguments and
stop confrontation with a joke is an important ability of a wise leader. Press conferences
can be especially thrilling for the ready-made remarks and questions of journalists,
and may catch a politician off his guard. Irony, used at the right time and on purpose,
contributes to the positive image of the speaker. Sometimes, irony is not only desirable,
but necessary, like in the case of Bill Clinton’s remark about his wife:

She’s having a little fun being a private citizen. Not Bill Clinton fun, but fun nonethe-
less™.

Everybody understands the hidden sense in former president’s words and what
“fun” he refers to, and it seems the only way to preserve dignity — to speak openly
about some unpleasant events.

This strategy is used by Donald Trump at Al Smith dinner (October, 20, 2016),
when he deliberately raises an unpleasant issue and makes fun of it:

The press this year is more biased than ever. You want an example? Michelle Obama
gives a speech and everyone loves it, it’s fantastic. They think she’s absolutely great. My
wife, Melania, gives the same exact speech and people get on her case and I don’t get it!"

This ironic response to allegations of plagiarism levelled at his wife’s Convention
speech should stop all criticism for ever.

The current US president Barack Obama employs the same strategy. Here is his self-
irony in response to accusations from the Republicans:

I've been called worse on the basketball court'.

% YouTube. Dr. Ben Carson’s Speech — 2016 First Republican Presidential Debate. 7.08.2015
Fox News Channel.

' http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/hillaryclinton/fl/Hillary-Clinton-Jokes.htm.

15 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QO0ryocAv8Zw.
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And a phrase prepared in advance for the speech in Westminster abbey:

In this hall people who spoke were the Pope, her Majesty the Queen, Nelson Mandela,
and now me... which is either a very high bar or the beginning of a very funny job"'.

Comparing himself to other famous people, Obama deliberately diminishes his role,
using irony in a preventive function.

Politicians are ironic about themselves in pre-election speeches, speaking about per-
sonal traits, appearance or, for example, age:

When I was a little boy my father used to love coming here. It’s a long time ago... [won’t
say how many years because I love to think I am a young man'®.

In the same speech, Trump uses ironic exaggeration to stress his popularity among
women:
Nobody could be better or do better for women than Donald Trump. I'd rather do well

with women than with men. With men I am doing great — I am just killing everybody. With
women... they are not so terrible but they could do better.

The mechanism of irony violates communicative expectations: instead of stressing
such traits as generosity, a concern about the electorate, Trump shocks the public with
uncommon announcements in a political context: I am just killing everybody, women are
not so terrible. It makes his speech informal and narrows the distance between the speak-
er and the audience.

7. ENTERTAINMENT

Entertainment is one of the main functions of irony in modern political discourse.
Linguists even suggest the new term — “infotainment” which means “information +
entertainment” [Fialkova, Yelenevskaya 2013], becoming more and more popular today
when the public craves for fun and sensation rather than political news. One of the ways
to create “infotainment” is irony.

The coming presidential election poses a vast field for irony, sarcasm, and witty
remarks. Journalists and observers never miss a chance to exploit the topic:

Hillary Clinton is now in lowa. She’s spending every waking minute of her day meeting
ordinary people, and it’s to prepare her for a job in which she will never again meet an
ordinary person (David Letterman).

Bill Clinton was being interviewed recently, and he said that despite all the speculation,
Hillary hasn’t said anything to him about running for president in 2016. Though in fairness,
she hasn’t said anything to him since 1998 (Jimmy Fallon).

Republicans are already trying to paint Hillary Clinton as too old to be president. In fact,
a new ad claims she’s so old that she could be a Republican (Conan O’Brien).

This week in New Orleans, Hillary Clinton said she still doesn’t know if she’s run-
ning for president in 2016. Isn’t that unbelievable? With 315 million Americans, what

http://www.allgreatquotes.com/barack_obama_funny quotes.shtm.
17 YouTube. President Obama Addresses the British Parliament, 25.05.11.
'8 YouTube. Presidential Election 2016: Donald Trump in Miami FULL Speech HD 3.02.2016.



Anna Gornostayeva. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2016, 20 (4), 179—196

are the odds she’s the only one in the country who doesn’t know she’s running for president
in 20162 (Jay Leno)".

Jeb Bush may run for President. Bush Presidencies are like ‘Caddyshack’ movies. They
should have stopped with one (David Letterman).

Jeb announced on the Internet that he is exploring a 2016 bid for president. And to in-
crease his chances, he’s going to run as just ‘Jeb.’ He said, ‘My last name? It’s not im-
portant (Seth Meyers)™.

Such informal talks about political events are popular with an audience and play
a big role in either supporting a candidate’s image or ruining it. Irony in these phrases
is mostly based upon ambiguity, and is clear for those who are aware of the circum-
stances. The addressee is supposed to know certain facts about the Bushes and the Clin-
tons. Other candidates are less often the laughing stock. The general trend is: the more
popular the statesman, the bitterer the irony. Still, there are some witty sayings about
less successful candidates (they are often mentioned in opposition to Hilary Clinton):

Mitt Romney we think is going to run again. He says he has no plans to run, but he said
if he did run, this time things would turn out differently. Yes they would. This time he would
get his ass kicked by a woman (Bill Marr).

Joe Biden said that Hillary Clinton’s decision to run for president won't affect his de-
cision to launch a campaign. While Hillary says Biden’s decision to run for president won'’t
affect her becoming president (Jimmy Fallon).

A New York Times poll says that eight out of ten Democrats want Hillary Clinton to run
for president in 2016. The same poll also shows that ten out of ten Democrats want
Chris Christie to run against her (Seth Meyers).

Joe Biden said this week that he still dreams of being president. To which Hillary said,
‘Keep dreaming’ (Jay Leno)?'.

It is clearly seen that Mrs. Clinton as the leader is an object of irony, while her
rivals are far less interesting for journalists’ and analysts’ bitter remarks. It is unlikely
to be her platform or ideology that attracts so much attention; rather it seems to be her
character, her lack of humour, and some facts from personal life.

Clinton’s main opponent, Mr. Trump, is known to laugh at himself (and at the
whole race for presidency), and probably this feature spares him bitter remarks from
others. Here are some of his phrases after the heated debates are over:

I'm a modest person, in fact, many people tell me that modesty is perhaps my best qual-
ity. Even better than my temperament.

We can be civil to each other. Hillary accidentally bumped into me and she very civilly
said, ‘Pardon me’, and I very politely replied, ‘Let me talk to you about that after I get into

office’.

' http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/hillaryclinton/fl/Hillary-Clinton-Jokes.htm.
? http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/2016-Election/fl/2016-Election-Jokes.htm.

21 http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/2016-Election/fl/2016-Election-Jokes.htm.
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If by any chance she gets elected she wants me to be either her ambassador to Iraq
or Afghanistan. It’s my choice®.

Trump’s self-irony, his readiness to make a witty remark defend him from a lot
of criticism and make him a charismatic political figure.

8. MEANS OF EXPRESSING IRONY

Irony poses great challenges for creativity and variety — including the ways of
expressing it. Ironic utterances are based on metaphors, hyperbole, litotes, comparison,
quotation, and word play et cetera. This paper concentrates on language means only, and
disregards non-verbal ways (widely practiced by the so-called “third American party” —
Libertarians)®.

Metaphors are one of the favourite ways of expressing irony. The most interesting
ones are newly composed words based on well-known expressions. For example, Barack
Obama speaks about the attitude of his opponents to himself:

My campaign is criticized because I talk about hope too much: “he is so naive... he is
idealist. His head is in the clouds, he is a hopemonger ... he is peddling false hopes ™.

The new word hopemonger (antonym to warmonger) stuck to the current president
in 2007. Obama deliberately stresses his nickname with a great deal of self-irony.
Some ironic metaphors can sound quite offensive:

Mitt Romney said he is considering a third presidential bid. Romney said he got the idea
from watching his dog repeatedly run into an electric fence (Seth Meyers)®.

A similarity between a candidate for presidency and a stupid animal is not pleasant.

The same is true about the following remark characterising Joe Biden and made by presi-
dent Obama:

He is warm, he is cuddly, loyal, enthusiastic, you just have to keep him on a tight

leash — every once in a while he goes charging off and gets himself into trouble. Enough
about Joe Biden™.

Despite positive attributes, the general attitude is indulgent and superior which is
emphasised by the metaphor to keep on a tight leash, which is associated with dogs.
The irony seems to derive from the application of animal characteristics to something
that is not an animal.

2 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QO0ryocAv8Zw.

The Libertarians use funny and tricky ways of capturing attention of the audience, like the strip-
tease performed by James Weeds at Libertarian Party Convention, Orlando, 30th of May 2016.
Wearing boots on their heads, transparent raincoats with no underwear, dressing like Batman,
Superhero or Harry Porter are also ways of expressing their own position and ironic attitude
to politics in general used by some party members.

2 YouTube. Barack Obama Best speech ever, 19.09.13.

» http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/2016-Election/fl/2016-Election-Jokes.htm.

% President Barack Obama, at the 2009 White House Correspondents’ Dinner.
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Another metaphor refers to the strong character of Hilary Clinton:

Scandals don’t weaken Hillary Clinton, they only make her stronger. Hillary Clinton eats
scandals for breakfast (Bill Maher)?’.

Hyperbole is another productive way of expressing irony. To stress the role of his
party in the political arena, the Libertarian leader Gary Johnson uses exaggeration and
ironic paradox:

1 think the majority of people in this country are libertarians, but they don’t know
about it*®.

Donald Trump ironically exaggerates the role of money in pre-election campaign:

When you are going to be Number 1 everybody is willing to give you money. It’s in-
credible!®

Hilary Clinton, speaking about her husband and the advantages of the Democrats,
uses quotation:

When my husband was asked: “What did you uniquely bring to Washington?” — he
answered: “Arithmetic”™.

In this phrase irony functions as a violation of communicative expectations — in-
stead of naming something significant, great and pompous,the answer is simple and
unambitious.

Ironic comparisons create vivid images which stick in people’s minds:

Being president is like running a cemetery: you've got a lot of people under you and
nobody'’s listening (Bill Clinton)*'.

Or:

Some of the candidates... they didn’t know the air conditioning didn’t work. They sweat-
ed like dogs... how are they going to be nicest?*

Mr. Trump’s speech is full of bright comparisons. For example, he speaks about re-
storing Miami Hall and draws parallel to reviving the country:
About reconstruction:
This room new... We have five ball rooms We have 700 rooms we have golf courses...
A man came up to me and said: Mr. Trump it is a tremendous place... it is a really success-
ful place! If you could do the same for the US that would be unbelievable! And you know:
doing it for the US might be easier to do than doing this job here®.

Here, Mr.Trump may be quite serious and non-ironic, but listeners can perceive
his words as full of irony, as common sense says that the whole country is certainly big-
ger and harder to reconstruct than one building.
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http://politicalhumor.about.com/od/hillaryclinton/fl/Hillary-Clinton-Jokes.htm.

% YouTube 01.06.2016. The party crashes: meet the Libertarians.

¥ YouTube 3.02.2016 Presidential Election 2016: Donald Trump in Miami FULL Speech HD.
30°22.12.15 http://hillaryspeeches.com.

31 http://quotes.lifehack.org/quote.

YouTube. Donald Trump Presidential Announcement Full Speech 6.16.15.

YouTube. Donald Trump Presidential Announcement Full Speech 6.16.15.
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Finally, word play is a very efficient tool of irony. Here are some examples.
Introducing her father to the audience, Ivanka Trump says:

My father is the opposite of politically correct: he says what he means and he means
what he says™.

Ironic paradox here is built on parallel constructions and the new positive sense
of “the opposite of politically correct’. The intended meaning is to describe Trump as
a sincere, straightforward person, not a hypocrite. Ms. Trump continues:

When it comes to building bridges, he can do so figuratively but also has the rare ability
to do so literally on time and under budget.

The set expression to build bridges is used in one sentence in both meanings —
literal and figurative.

The same strategy is applied by Bernie Sanders, expressing the desire to beat Donald
Trump — figuratively, of course, during the presidential race. However, the literal mean-
ing of the verb is still present in his ironical tone:

— Do you focus on beating Donald Trump or Hilary Clinton?
— I am looking forward to beating Donald Trump. I will enjoy this race. And with secre-
tary Clinton... I think we will do it as well’>.

Irony here arises from the extra linguistic situation (Mr. Sanders would eagerly give
Mr. Trump a good beating if he could). Saying that he is looking forward to beating
Donald Trump, he means both senses of the verb to beat, so irony is based on word play.

9. DISCUSSION

As can be seen from the examples above, modern political discourse is full of ironic
remarks. Irony in the US pre-election campaign is used by those running for presidency
in formal and informal speeches as well as those who afterwards comment on the situa-
tion. Irony plays an essential part in debates in order to belittle opponents and seem supe-
rior, to persuade the audience, to save your face in an awkward situation, and to avoid
answering tricky questions. At the same time, irony helps to hold the attention of an
audience, to accentuate important points, and to contribute to the positive image of the
speaker. Thus, all these three functions — attack, defence and entertainment — cooperate
to achieve the ultimate goal of political discourse — to gain power.

It has been noticed that those political figures who lack a sense of humour and
take themselves too seriously invite a lot of jokes and bitter remarks from observers
of the political scene. By contrast, fun-loving politicians, who master irony and self-
irony receive fewer negative reviews and are rarely made fun of. Ironic utterances are
a way to prevent criticism, to bring an undesirable issue to a quick end, or switch to a new
topic.

Different mechanisms of irony are often combined to produce the necessary effect.
In the examples above, the most effective ones are paradox, ambiguity, absurd conclu-

3 YouTube. Donald Trump Presidential Announcement Full Speech 6.16.15.
3 YouTube. 9.12.15. Bernie Sanders Looks Forward to Beating Donald Trump.
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sion, and revealing the self-evident. The boundaries between the mechanisms are not
always distinct: in combination, they serve the same aim. Speakers use irony in the form
of metaphors, ironic comparisons, hyperbole, and word play et cetera. All these means
serve to make a speech bright, memorable and appealing to an audience.

10. CONCLUSIONS

1. Political discourse is a form of communication which presupposes an active
role of the audience, and turns the addressee into a concerned interpreter. Given the
current trend of combining information with fun, modern political speech of high quality
should strike the right balance between a serious side and entertainment. The attitude
to irony and humour in modern American political discourse is different, but practice
shows that skillfully used irony contributes to the effect of a speech, helps to achieve
a communicative function and increases the speaker’s influence on an audience.

2. A skillful speaker strikes the right balance between a serious message and fun.
Ironic comments help to relieve tension, attract attention to certain points and, ultimately,
contribute to the positive image of a politician. Public attitude shows that ironic speakers
are more popular and more successful than those who only maintain an official style.
Thus, irony is an important and integral part of modern political discourse.

3. The material analysed shows that irony is used by all candidates in the presi-
dential race (at different frequency and in various functions). Even those who tend to
stick to the official style and be reserved in their speech (e.g. Hilary Clinton) use irony
in order to draw attention to certain facts, and to entertain an audience. Bernie Sanders
disguises (and at the same time, accentuates) his negative attitude to the opponents by
means of irony. This device helps Ben Carson to attack opponents, save his own face and
avoid unwelcome questions, Jeb Bush — uses the same to fill in awkward silence at
the end of his speech. The candidate who applies irony most often is Donald Trump and,
therefore, may be defined as an ironic speaker since irony is an inherent trait in his style
of speech. This politician employs ironic comments to his opponents in order to criticize
and, in the long run, outperform them; he also uses self-irony to prevent attacks or ease
tension. In reality, most of his ironic phrases are a part of his show, and are meant to
amuse and please his audience.

It is still a debatable question whether irony helps to win an election campaign, but
it certainly contributes to the image of the speaker and influences an audience.

It may be noted that ironic remarks as comments on election campaign are mostly
about Mrs. Clinton, and include hints on her family situation and her past (made by Bill
Marr, Jay Leno, Seth Meyers etc). Jeb Bush, being a member of a famous family, also at-
tracts many ironic remarks by such show-men such as David Letterman, Jay Leno et
cetera. Other candidates deserved less attention from observers.

© Anna Gornostayeva, 2016
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AMEPUKAHCKWX NOJINTUHMECKUI OUCKYPC:
MPOHUS B NPEABbIBOPHON KAMIMAHWUN 2016 r.

A.A. T'opHocTaeBa

MOCKOBCKUH TOCYIapCTBEHHbIN JIMHIBUCTUUECKUA YHUBEPCUTET
119034 Poccus, yr. Ocmooicenka, 0. 38

Cratbs npeacTasisieT co0Oil aHaIM3 COBPEMEHHOro noiutuyeckoro auckypea CIIA, a numeHHO
TOW 00JacTH, KOTOpasi CBsI3aHa C MPEIBBIOOPHOHN KaMIaHHe! KaHAWIATOB B MPE3UCHTHI Ha BBHIOOpAx
2016 1. PaccMOTpeHbI Kak MePBUYHBIC PEUEBBIC XKAHPHI (PEUH, 3asBICHNS, 1e0aThl, MAPTUITHBIC POTPaM-
MBI), TaK U BTOPUYHBIE (KOMMEHTHPOBAHUE, 00CYXKICHUE, UHTEPIPETaLys, MOIUTUYECKHE HHTEPBLIO).
TToCKOMBKY MOMUTHYECKAsT KOMMYHHKAITHS TTOAPa3yMEBaeT BECh JHANa30H HE(POPMATBHBIX MOMUTHICCKHX
NPOILIECCOB B 00IIECTBE, B cepy MCCICAOBAHHS BOILIO TaK Ha3bIBaEMOE HE(OPMAIbHOE MOJIMTHUECKOES
o6mienwue. Llensb cTaTh — MMOKa3aTh POJb HPOHUH B AMEPUKAHCKOM TTOJUTHYECKOM JAUCKYPCE U BBIICTHUTD
ee Gpynkuun. [IpuBoANTCS MOAPOOHBIN aHAIN3 MEXAaHU3MOB U SI3BIKOBBIX CPEICTB BBIPAKEHHS UPOHUH.
B xadecTBe aHAIM3UPYEMOr0 MaTepHaa UCIIONB30BANIICH OTPHIBKHU U3 MPEIBHIOOPHBIX peueii KaHIuAaToOB
Ha TOCT TPE3U/ICHTa, HHTEPBBIO C TIOMUTHIESCKUME U obmmecTBeHHbIME Aestesivmu CIIIA, a Taroke coBpe-
MeHHbIe ahOpHU3MBI N3BECTHBIX JIUI. MeTO0JIOrHuecKol OCHOBO! CTaThH MOCTY>KHIIH PAabOTHI 110 KPUTH-
yeckomy aHanmsy auckypcea (M. Bilig 2007, Teun A. van Dijk 2009, N. Fairclough 1996, P. Graham 2007,
J. Lemke 2007, S. Scollon 2007), ananu3y nonutnueckoro auckypea (A. Beard 2001, D. Ponton 2011 u ap.),
paboThI, MPEICTABISAIONINE Pa3IMUHBIC TIOAXO0/bI K ocMbIcicHuio uponun (L. Alba-Juez 2014, S. Attardo
2007, R. Giora 2001, 2003, L. Hutcheon 2005, B. Komlosi 2010, u T.1.). CTaTbsi COAEPIKUT BBIBOBI O TOM,
YTO UPOHMS SIBIIIETCS OTHOW M3 HanOoJee pacpOCTPaHEHHBIX CTPATErHil, UCIIONB3YEMBIX B IPEIBBIOOD-
HBIX BBICTYIUICHHSIX KaHIHAATOB, OHA BBIIOJHSET Pa3Hble GYHKIMH, CpeId KOTOPHIX HAIMaJeHNe, 3aIliTa,
pa3BIeUCHNE U Ap., OHA MOXKET UTPaTh MOJIOKUTENBHYIO POJIb BO B3aHMOJICHCTBUH C ayTUTOPHEH — yMero
WCIIOJTb30BaHHAS MPOHHS JeNaeT MOMUTHISCKIH TUCKYpC OoJiee SPKUM, SKCIIPECCHBHBIM M YOEIUTEIBHBIM,
a MIPOHUYHBIN TIOJIMTHK BJIaJIeeT HCKYCCTBOM MaHHITYJIMPOBAHUS OOIIECTBEHHBIM MHEHHEM JIy4Ile, YeM
oparop, 00XoIsAIniCs 6e3 UPOHUH.

KarwueBble cioBa: HUPpOHUs, MOJIUTHK, MOJTUTUYECKUH JKaHp, (byHKIII/II/I, MEXAaHU3MBbI, S3bIKOBBIC
CpeaCTBa

HCTOpl/Iﬂ CTaTbH:

Jata mocrymienus B pepakuuto: 20 oktsaops 2016
Jara npunsitus x nedatu: 29 Hos6ps 2016
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ANCKYPCUBHbIE 9MOLUUMN:

KOONEPALUUA U ANCCOHAHC. WWaxoeckuiht B.U. lnccoHaHc
3KOJIOFTMYHOCTU B KOMMYHUKATUBHOM Kpyre:
yesnoBek, A3bIK, aMouumn (MoHorpadpus). — Bonrorpan:
U3n-so «UM Nonunkapnos U.J1.», 2016. — 504 c.

Beiuio B cBeT yHUKaNbHOE M3jaHnue — MoHorpadus npodeccopa Bonrorpaackoro
rocyJapcTBEHHOI0 COLMAIbHO-Nefarorunyeckoro ynusepcurera B.M. [laxoBckoro
«/luccoHaHC 3KOJIOTUYHOCTH B KOMMYHHUKATUBHOM KPyTe: YeJIOBEK, S3bIK, SMOLIHM.

Kaxercs, 9ro mpobiaembl, TOJHUMAaeMble B KHUTE, JISKAT HA MMOBEPXHOCTH U 3HA-
KOMBI K&KIOMY U3 Hac: 6€3 MO HEMBICIIUMA KH3Hb YEJIOBEKA; B Pa3HbIX CUTYalUsIX
HMOLIMH MOT'YT TIOMOTATh WM MEIIATh B3aMMOIIOHUMAHUIO; CIIOBOM MOKHO YOUTBH U BO3-
POUTB; SMOIIMU TIEPEIAIOTCS CIOBAMH, HO 3TO HE BCETJa UCKPEHHUH OTYET O BHYT-
PEHHEM COCTOSIHMH; JIF0OOOH SI3BIK pacriojiaraeT MHOTUMM BapUaHTaMU JUIs NepeJauu
HAIINX YyBCTB; CIEAYET YUUThCS B KOMMYHHKATUBHBIX CUTYallUsIX YIPABISTH CBOUMHU
SMOLMSIMH U CUATHIBATH UY>KUE TICUXOJIOTMYECKHE COCTOSIHUS; KIIacCCHYeCKask JTUTepa-
Typa yUuT HAWITY4YIIUM 00pa3oM BepOaIM3aliy HAIUMX YyBCTB U T.1.

MOHO ¢ yBEpEHHOCTBIO CKa3aTh, YTO HA3BaHHBIC TEMBI CTAJIH HACTOJILKO IPHU-
BBIUHBIMHU B TOM 4HcIie O1arogapsi MHOTOJIETHEW HAyYHOH M TPOCBETUTENILCKOM padoTe
npodeccopa B.M. IllaxoBckoro, ero KHUraM, BBIACP)KABIIMM MHOTHE NEpPEH3IaHUS:
«Kamezopuzayus amoyuti 6 nexcuxo-cemanmuvecxkou cucmeme azoika» (1987), «/lune-
sokynomyponocus smoyutdy (2004); «/lunesucmuueckas meopus smoyuti» (2008), «Omo-
yuu: OONUHEBUCIMUKA, TUHesUCmUKa, aunegokyromyponocus» (2010), «lonoc amoyuii
6 A361K060M Kpyee homo sentriens» (2012), «OmomusHas 1uHe803K0102USL 8 COBPEMEH-
HOM KOMMYHUKamuerHom npocmparcmse» (2013), a Takke myOIuKanusM B U3TaAHUIX
«Mup pycckoro cioBay, «Pycuctukay, «Ctpaterust Poccum» u ip., BocTpeOOBaHHBIX
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HE TOJIbKO YYCHBIMH, HO BCEMH, KTO UMEET JIEJI0 C SMOTUBHBIM CJIIOBOM, 3a00THTCS
0 cyap0e HallMOHAIBHOTO S3bIKa, ONpeeNseT IMyTH poccuiickoil nonuTuku. Tak ocBa-
MBaeMasl YUTATeNIMU HHPOPMAIHS ITOCTETIEHHO «OBIA/ICBAET MacCaMim» M CTAHOBUTCS
3HAaHUEM.

OpHako cyTh OOJBIIOTO YYEHOTO COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI BUJETh TO, YTO BUACTHU
BCE, HO yMaTh TaK, Kak He AyMasl HUKTO. V1 HOBoe M3/1anne — npsiMoe TIOATBEPIKICHHE
9TOMY: HOBBI MaTepHasl — COBPEMEHHBIE TUCKYPCHl U HOBbIE KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIC CH-
Tyaluu, ONIOCPEI0BAaHHBIE SMOLUSAMHU; HOBBIE 3a]1aul — «JIEMOHCTpALMs MOIyca SKOJIO-
TUYHOCTH KOMMYHHKAIIMH BCEX BHJIOB, KOPPEIUPYIOUINX C ICUXOIMOIIMOHATBHBIMHU
¢axTopamMH, KOHKPETHBIMUA 3MOLIMOTEHHBIMH CUTYalUsIMH, B KOTOPbIE MOMAIAeT IMO-
IIMOHAJIbHAS S3BIKOBAsI IMYHOCTH U OOIIECTBO B IETTOM» (C. 2); HOBast METOOJIOTHS —
JIMHTBOAKOJIOTHYECKHUIA B3IJIST HA MPOOJIEMbI KOOTIEPTUBHOTO M TUCCOHUPYIOIIETO KOM-
MYHHMKATHBHOTO TTOBEACHHS SMOIIMOHAIBHON S3bIKOBOM JIMUHOCTH; HOBAsl YMTATEIBCKAS
ayIMTOPUSI TEX, KOMY aJIpeCOBaHA KHUTA — JIMHIBUCTBI, )KyPHATUCTHI, YAHOBHUKH BCEX
BETBEH roccirysk0bl, eAaror.

Hoctarouno oowemubIi Tpya (504 c.) BKIO4aeT B ceOs MpPEIKCIOBHE aBTOPA,
MIECTh YacTe «Om JAUHSBUCMUKY IMOYULI K IMOMUBHOU TUHCB0IKONIO2UUY, «IMOYUU
KaK NCUXONUH2BUCTNIUYECKAS OCHOBA IMOMUBHOU TUH2809KONI02UUY, «Obwue onpocul
IMOMUBHOU TUH2B0IKONO2UUY, «KMeOutinas TuHe803K0N02U», «IKON02US HE2AMUBHOO
00WeHUsn, «IK0I02UA NOZUMUBHO2O0 0OUjeHUs, COCTOSIINX N3 HECKOJIBKUX TJ1aB U IIa-
parpadoB, TIOCJIECIOBUE aBTOPa, MAaKCUMAJIbHO TIOJHBIN CIIUCOK JINTEPATYPhI, YEThIPE
NPUIOKEHUS 110 TPOOIIEME SKOJIOTHH SMOLIUH.

OnHako KHUTa OCBaMBaeTcs 06e3 MpeyBeTNIEeHUs «Ha OJHOM JIBIXaHUW»: YATATENb
HE OIIYIIAET THKEIOBECHOCTH WM MHOXKECTBEHHOCTH PacCMAaTPHUBAEMBIX BOIPOCOB,
TaK Kak MOHOTpa(dust HamMcaHa JOCTYITHBIM SI3bIKOM, C UCTIOJIb30BAaHHEM BEpPOAIbHBIX
WILTIOCTPAIMH, COBPEMEHHOTO S3bIKOBOTO MaTeprasia, KJIaCCHYECKUX LUTAT, IPUTY, aB-
TOPCKUX TIOSICHCHUIA, aHAJIM3a KOHKPETHBIX PEYEBBIX CUTYAIUH, C YIOMHUHAHUEM peaThit
U UMeH Haulero BpeMeHu. Co3/aeTcsi OUulyluleHHe, YTO aBTOp IOMOTraeT pa3o0paThCs
B CJIO)KHOCTSIX JTUCKYPCHUBHBIX 3MOIMOHAJIBHBIX CUTyalldil KaXIOMy YHTATENO B OT-
JeTTbHOCTH, TIPH 3TOM 000011125t 1 HAyYHO OOOCHOBBIBAsI KOMMYHUKATHBHBIN OIIBIT CO-
BPEMECHHHKOB.

3a BUOMMOM CTMJIMCTUYECKOM JIETKOCTBIO, OJTHAKO, CTOSIT CI0>KHBIE TEOPETHUECKNE
npoOJIEMbl IMHTBUCTHKH, OJTHH U3 KOTOPBIX YK€ 00CYKIAr0TCSl HAYYHOU OOIIECTBEH-
HOCTBIO, IPyTHe COBCEM HOBbIE M HEOCBOCHHBbIE. OrpaHUYECHHBI 00bEM pEleH3UH
HE I03BOJISET TepeaaTh Bce OOraTcTBO MPOOJIEMATHKU U JOPOTUX aBTOPY WAEH, Ipen-
CTaBJICHHBIX B KHUTE. OCTAaHOBUMCS Ha (DyHIAMEHTAIBHBIX MOJOXKEHHUSAX €ro JUCKYp-
CUBHOM KOHIIETILINY.

W3BecTHO, YTO SMOTUBHASI JIMHI'BOAKOJIOTHSI — HOBAsi OTPACIb S3bIKO3HAHUS, BbI-
pociiasi U3 JIMHIBUCTUKHM SMOIMIA M CTaBIIIasi aKTyaJbHBIM HAIIPABICHHEM HCCIIEI0BaA-
HUSI MX TUCKYPCHUBHBIX METaMOp(o3 U MPaKTUIECKON IIEHHOCTH Jyts oOmeHus. [lonpo6-
HO 3TOT BOMNPOC aBTOP OOCY’K/IAeT C YMTAaTeNieM B MPEICIOBUU, BTOPOE Ha3BaHHUE KO-
TOPOTO «IDMOYUOHATLHAS TUHESBONIACTIUKA YETI08EUECKO20 0OUJeHUS.

B mepBbIX 4acTsAX KHUTH aBTOP MOSCHSAET MCTOKH SMOTHUBHOM JIMHTBOAKOJIOTHU
UcxoJis U3 (yHIAMEHTAIBHBIX CBOMCTB BepOaIM30BaHHBIX AMOIIMI M BUTAJIBHON 3HAYH-
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MOCTH JIJI YeJIOBEKa HKOJIOTUYHOCTH IUCKYPCHUBHOTO €ro MOBEIEHUS (CM., HAaIpuMeED,
paznen 2.2. Yactu 2: «Ponb 9MOYUOHATbHO2O UHMENNeKMA 8 A0ANMUBHOM 0OWeHUU
(moronune Ha nosumue)). SMOTHBHOE CIIOBO B pabOTe paccMaTpPUBAETCS HE TOJIIBKO KaK
ANIEMEHT SI3bIKa, HO U KaK peueBoe JCHCTBUE, OCHOBA AUCKYPCUBHON aKTHUBHOCTH T'OBO-
psumx (cM. Hatpumep, paszzaen 1: «Maeuueckas énacms c106a Kax npoorema >dMomue-
HOU NIUH280IKONO2UU» B TIABE «YHUBUMENbHAA NpaMamuKa SMOMUEBHO20 CLOBAY
YacTu 3).

KyneMuHatmei paccyxaeHuil aBTopa, Mo HalleMy MHEHHIO, SBIISIETCSI PacCMOTpe-
HME 0COOEHHOCTEN MeANIHOM KOMMYHUKAIIMK U pealn3alyy B Hell (pyHJaMeHTaIbHbIX
NPUHIAIIOB KOONIEPATHBHOCTU M TMCCOHAHCA SMOIIMH, MepeaBaeMbIX c1oBoM (Yacts 4.
«Meoutinas nunegosxkonocua»). Umenno B nannom paszene B.M. 1llaxoBckuii Ha npu-
Mepe KOMMYHHUKAIIMH B MEJMHHOM JTUCKYpPCE JEMOHCTPUPYET KPEaTUBHOCTh SIMOTHBHO-
ro OOIICHHUS ¥ HYMOILIMOTEHHBIX TEKCTOB: 3/1€Ch MPOUCXOAT U3MEHEHUS B IPUBBIYHOMN
HMOTEMHOCTH SI3bIKa, POXKAAIOTCS KPeaTeMbl KaKk MHAMKATOP OECKOHEUHBIX MTOTECHIUH
SI3BIKOBOTO PA3BUTHS, PA3BUBAIOTCS MAHUITYJISITUBHBIE BOZMOKHOCTH AMOIIMOHAILHOTO
croBa (cM. pazzen «lIcuxoamMoyuoHanbHas sHepeemuKa «OemcKol KHONKUY 8 Npeosbi-
OOPHOU MAHUNYTIAMUBHOU KOMMYHUKAYUUY).

OC0OEHHOCTSIM HEraTUBHOTO U TIO3UTUBHOTO SMOIIMOHAIBLHOTO OOILICHHUS TTOCBSIIIE-
HBI 9acTH 5—6 MoHorpaduu. OCHOBHOM Te3UC aBTOpa COCTOUT B crieayromeM: «Orpom-
HOE KOJIMYECTBO MyONMKalUil pa3InYHbIX pa3/elloB COBPEMEHHOW HayKH (...) CBUje-
TEJBCTBYET O BCEBO3PACTAOIIEH AMOITMOHAM3AINH TJI00aTbHOTO KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOTO
MPOCTPAHCTBA, 00 MHTEHCU(HKAIIMN COLHAIBHOM, STHUUECKOW, KOH(PECCHOHAILHOW Ha-
MPSDKEHHOCTH, MEPEXOISIIEH B aKTUBHYIO arpeccHioy; « OMOIMH JICHCTBUTEIBHO Opo-
CHJIM Cepbe3HbI BBI30B M homo sapiens U ero s3bIKy U (PaKTHYECKH TpaHC(HOPMHUPOBATH
homo sapiens B homo sentiens. OTcio1a — JTOMUHHUpYIOIEe HECACP)KUBAHUE SMOLIUI
BO BCEX Cepax YeIOBEUECKOro OOLICHNUS, BIUIOTh JI0 JICJIOBOW U JAa)Ke JAUIIOMATHYe-
CKOi» (C. 241). B cBsi3u ¢ 3TUM cTaBUTCS BOIPOC O TEHCHOHAIBHOCTH (HATPSKEHHOCTH)
Y TTAaCCHOHAPHOCTH (TEPIUMOCTH) B OOLICHNUH; O HEOOXOJMMOCTH pa3rpaHUICHUS SIB-
neHnit ockopOneHns U addekTrBa (Ha MpUMeEpe UCTIOIF30BAaHMS MaTa); BAKHOCTH CO-
CTaBJICHUs IPABOBOTO CIIOBaps apPEKTHUBHOM (MHBEKTUBHOMN) JIEKCUKH, (hPa3eOIOTHH
U BBIPOKEHHH ¢ KOTHUTHBHO-IMCKYPCHUBHBIMU J€(PUHHUINAMHU, «KOTOPOTO IOKa eIle
HET Jake B MpoeKTe» (C. 245); 00 IKOJOTHIHOCTH/HEIKOJOTUIHOCTH TOJICPAHTHOCTH
KaK MPEOJ0JICHUS 1 HEBBIPAXKEHUSI CBOETO HECOTJIACHsI ¢ KOMMYHUKATHBHBIM ITapTHE-
pom (c. 245); 0 HeOOXOUMOCTH Pa3pabOTKU CIICIUATILHON METOIUKH CHUKEHUS TEH-
CHOHAJIILHOCTH B OOILICHUHU BCEX ypPOBHEW: MHAWBUAYaIBHOTO, TPYIIIIOBOTO U UHCTUTY-
LHUOHAJILHOTO; 00 AMOIMOHAJILHON PUpPOie KOH(PIUKTA, BETYIIETO «K MOpYe CaMOYyB-
CTBUS, K 00MAaM, OCKOPOJICHUSIM H ITPOYUM HEIKOJIOTHYHBIM TEPEKUBAHMAM, YXy/IIIIa-
IOLIMM KayeCTBO KU3HU M CaMoro si3blka» (c. 251); o cTeneHu J0BEpHsl SMOLMOHAb-
HOMY CJOBY: «PeanbHOro mMupa B SI3BIKOBOM pENpE3eHTAlMA HE cymecTByeT. 1 aTo
HaJ/I0 PU3HATh pa3 U HaBCETJa, Kak METO/I0JIOTHUECKOE MOJIOKEHUE JTMHTBUCTUYECKON
HAyKH M 9eJIOBEKOBEACHHUS B 1eoM» (C. 257); 0 TONEpaHTHOCTH M €€ COOTHOIICHUH
¢ (peHOMEHOM CMEIIaHHBIX AMOIMMI, KOTOPBI TpeOyeT CrelruatbHOr0o BHUMAaHUS JIMH-
TBHCTOB-IKOJIOTOB (C. 275).
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Conepxanne MOHOTpauu IEMOHCTPUPYET, YTO B MEIUIHOM JUCKYpPCE OTpa)aeT-
Csl KOMMYHHKATHBHOE MOBEJICHUE HOCHUTENICH SI3bIKa B MHBIX cdepax: cM. (ppeiMbl mo-
JMTHUYECKOT0, SKOHOMHYECKOTO, penuruo3Horo (PIIL), MeauuuHCcKoro, CHOPTUBHOTO,
XYJ0XKECTBEHHOTO JUCKYPCOB, TUCKYpca 00pa30BaHus M HAYKH, MHTEPHET-IUCKYpCa,
rei-aucKypca, TUCKypca OTACTbHBIX TOJIUTUKOB (cM. auckype B.B. XKupunoBckoro).

Kak moka3piBaeT aBTOp, CONMAIBHBIC IMOIMU OOJIE3HEHHO M OCTPO MPOSIBIISIOTCS
B COBPEMEHHOM MEXIyHapOIHOM OOIEHHH U MH()OPMAIIMOHHBIX BOMHAX (CM. COOBITHS
B Ykpaune, Cupun, Typiwn, Bo @pannun u ['epmannu u 1p.). IMEHHO HEIKOIOTHYHBIE
IMOIHH, [0 MHEHHUIO aBTOPA, JISKAT B OCHOBE TMOPOKIAEMBIX CETOIHS 00pa30B BHYT-
PEHHETO ¥ BHEIIHErO Bpara, CTUMYJIUPYIOT atMoc(epy HEOBEpHUS U TOI03PUTEIBHO-
CTH, KOTOpasi MOJICP>KUBACTCS IMIUPOYAUIIMMU BO3MOKHOCTSMHU aKTUBHO MOPOXK/Ia-
€MBIX HETaTUBHBIX HOMUHAIIHH.

B T0 e BpeMsi TUCKYpCHBHOE W3yYEHUE SMOLMOHABHOTO MMOBEJICHUS HAIIIUX CO-
BpeMeHHHUKOB 1o3BoJinio B.U. [1laxoBckomy Mo-MHOMY B3TJISIHYTh HAa COOTHOIIIEHUE
AKOJIOTUYHOCTH M 3HAKa AMOIMH, B KOTOPOM YacTO HET MPSMON 3aBUCUMOCTH, MHOTOE
orpeIessieTCs IUCKYPCUBHO: «CHUTyanusi poxaaeT DMOIHI0, DMOIHUS POXKIACT HOMHU-
HAlMU-KPEaTeMbl, TIOCIICAHUE POXKAAIOT IMOIMH, KOTOPhIE B CBOIO ouepeab pediex-
CUPYIOTCSI B HOBBIX HOMUHAIWIX (...)» (c. 461). B aTOM M mposiBisieTcss KOMMYHHKa-
TUBHBIN KPYT, COSTUHSIOMINI YEIOBEKA, SI3bIK U YMOIUH.

Marepuan [Ipunoxxenus 3 peneH3upyeMoro W3IaHus HArJIAAHO MOKA3bIBAET, YTO
B Pa3HBIX IUCKYpCax 3MOTHUB MOKET BBICTYNATh KaK B CBOCH MIO3UTHBHOM, TaK U B He-
raTUBHOW MOJIAIBHOCTH, a HEPEJKO MPOSBIsIET ce0s aMOMBaIEHTHO. DMOIMOHAIbHAS
MEPEOPUCHTAIIUS CIIOB B COBPEMEHHBIX JTIUCKypcaX MOpa3uTelIbHa, MHOTa TIPOTUBOpE-
YHT JIOTUKE 3J[PaBOTO CMBICIIA, HO a0COJIFOTHO COOTBETCTBYET SMOIMOHATBHOMY OCBO-
€HHIO MHPa COBPEMEHHUKAMHU. DTUM OOBSCHSETCS MOJI0KEHUE OT/ACIIBHBIX CIIOB U PeYeM
B Tabnmiax [Ipunoxenus 3, cpean KOTOPHIX MHOXKECTBO CJIOB, €Ile HEIaBHO MMEBIIINX
CTaTyC AMOIMOHAILHO HEUTpanbHBIX: penymayus (+) u (-), demoxpamus (+), Hagede-
HUe KOHCMUMyyYuoHHo2o nopsaoka (—); onnosuyuoHusie napmuu (—); kapyceav (=), Ku-
oamw (—); nampuomuueckoe osudicerue (+), sepmuxanv (—); peghopma (—), «8edrciusvie
moouy,; bananomexnonozuu (=), mpeno (+),; opatie (+), eononmep (+); nuonep (+);
Eepomatioan (—), omxpoimums (=), degywika ¢ kocoti (—) 1 Ap.

BeposiTHO, MOXKHO IMCKYTHPOBATh C aBTOPOM OTHOCHUTEIBHO 3MOILIMOHAIBLHOTO CTa-
Tyca HEKOTOPBIX €IWHUI] B MPUBEACHHBIX MaTepUaiax, OJHAKO OECCIOPHO OAHO —
COBPEMEHHBIC TUCKYPChI OSCIIPeIeIbHO HAPALIMBAIOT MIKATY OTPHIIATEIBHO 3apsHKCH-
HBIX SMOTHBOB, BCE OoJIee 3arycKasi MeXaHu3M HEeTaTHBHBIX SMoImi B oomecTse. [1Ika-
JIa TIO3UTHBHBIX €IMHUI], B TOM YHUCIIE HOBOOOPA30BaHUiA, €CIIM HE YMEHBINACTCS, TO
SIBHO 00O0TAIIaeTCsl 3HAYUTEIILHO MEJIJICHHEe, a T04ac U MEePEBOAUTCS B TACCUBHBIN
3arac JIEKCUKH U (ppazeoIorHH.

He sBrisieTcst HCKIIIOYEHHEM B 9TOM CMBICJIE U COBPEMEHHBIE Xy10)KECTBEHHBIC
MIPOU3BEICHUS, TOPOIKIAOMIASI SMOIIMOHAIBHBIC 00pa3bl HETATUBHON KPEaTHBHOCTH.

Be3ycnoBHO, MaTepHa NPUIIOKEHUS OTPayKaeT HHTPOCHEKIINIO aBTOPa, HO BMECTE
C 3TUM OH (PMKCUPYET WHTPOCICKIIUIO S3bIKOBOIO OCBOCHHS KHM3HU HAIIIMX COBPEMCH-
HHKOB: JKypPHAJIUCTOB, YATATENICH Ta3er, 3aBCeriaTacB COIMANBHBIX ceTell B MIHTepHeTe,
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HOJUTHKOB U MOJUTTEXHONOroB. CyOBeKTHBHOE U NMPUHIMIINAILHO HEHA0I0AaeMoe
SMOLIMOHATIBHOE CO3HAHME IpaXkJaH coBpeMeHHOM Poccun n3meHuuBo, HO, Oy lydn Bep-
0aJIbHO 3aKPEIUIEHHbIM, OHO CTAHOBUTCS JOKYMEHTAJIbHBIM CBUAETEIbCTBOM KapTHUHBI
mupa poccusiH 10-x rr. XXI B. KponotinBo coOpaHHbIM cenuaiucToM B 001aCTH Bep-
Oanu3anuy 3MOIMH 1 3aQUKCUPOBAHHBIN B MOHOTpaUH, 3TOT MaTepUall IPEACTABIIET
LEHHOCTh /I MPAKTUKOB, PaOOTaIOLIMX CO CIOBOM, U I OyAyLIMX HUCCIECIOBAHUMN.
710 Tarke oOpalieHue K rocyJapCTBEHHbIM M OOLIECTBEHHBIM MHCTUTYTaM IPHIATh
COLIMAJIbHYIO 3HAYMMOCTh CYILECTBYIOLIEH Mpo0ieMe U MPUHATh MEPhl K 3MOLIMOHAIIb-
HOM 9KOJIOTU3a1MH HAILIEro OOLIECTBA.

Hayunoe coo01ecTBO SI3bIKOBEA0B U MPAKTHKOB, paOOTAIONIMX CO CIIOBOM, MOKHO
MIO3/IPaBUTH C MOSIBIICHHEM (YHIaMEHTAILHOTO M COLIMAIBHO 3HAYMMOT0O TPY/Ia MO JIMHT-
BOAKOJIOTUM IMOILMH, KOTOPBIH, 0e3 COMHEHUs, OyaeT BOCTpeOOBaH U CTUMYJIUPYET
HOBBIE pabOTHI B 3TOH 00JIaCTH.
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IOBUJIENHAS X MEXXAYHAPOOHASA
HAYYHAY KOH®PEPEHUUSA «MOJIUTUHECKAA JIMHFBUCTUKA:
NMPOBJIEMbI, METOO0J10NNs, ACNEKTblI UCCJIEAOBAHUA
N NEPCNEKTUBbI PA3BBUTUHA HAYHYHOIO HAMPABJIEHUSA»
r. EkatepuHOypr, 26—30 ceHTa0pa, 2016 r.

3HauYUMBIM COOBITHEM B HAYYHOW JKU3HM HMCCIIEI0BATElIeH, 3aHUMAIOLIUXCS aKTy-
IBHBIMH NPOOJIEMaMH OJIMTUYECKOW KOMMYHHKALIUH, SIBUIACh CTAaBIIAsl TPAJULIUOH-
HOI KOH(epeHIHs 10 MOTUTUIECKOHN JIMHIBUCTUKE NIPU Y PajbCKOM IoCy1apCTBEHHOM
nejaroruyeckoM yHusepcurere (r. EkarepuaOypr), KoTopast B 3TOM rofly IpoBOIHIach
B I0OMJICHHBIH, ecsThIi pa3. MI3BecTHOCTh KOH(EPEHIIMHY BO MHOTOM OIIPEJIENISIeTCs TEM,
YTO OPraHU3aLHOHHBI KOMUTET BO3IVIABIIAET OCHOBOIOJIOKHUK yPaIbCKOM MIKOJIBI I10-
JUTUYECKOHN JIMHIBUCTUKH, TOKTOP (PUIIOJIOTHYECKUX HayK, Ipoeccop, 3aciy KeHHBIN
nesitenib Hayku Poccuiickoit ®enepaunn Anatonuid [IpokonseBuu Yyaunos. Cratyc
KOH(EpEeHIIUU MOTBEPAKIAETCSI aBTOPUTETHOCTBIO €€ FOCTeH M YJaCTHUKOB, a TaKXkKe
BBICOKMM peHTHHroM musnaBaemoro B YpI'TIY nmpodunsnoro xyprana «llonmurndeckas
JIMHTBUCTUKAa», BKJIFOUEHHOrO B nepeueHs BAK Poccun.

Kondepenuuto otkpeinn pexrop YpI'TIY mpodeccop AneBruHa AnekcaHIpoBHA
CuMoHOBa U TpezceaaTeNb OpraHU3alIOHHOI0 KOMUTETa KOH(pepeHuu npogdeccop
Amnaromuii [IpokonseBuu UynuHoB. Bo BerynurensHON yacTu ObUTM 0003HAYEHB! AKTY-
AIBHOCTh MOJMTUYECKON JTUHTBUCTUKH JJISl COBPEMEHHOM POCCUIICKON HAYKH, a TaKKe
3HaYMMOCTb BKJIa/la YPAJIbCKOM ILIKOJIBI B Pa3BUTHE JaHHOTO HAIIPABIICHHUS.

B ocHOBHBIE 1HU KOH(EPEHIUH TPOXOIMIHN KaK IICHApHBIE, TaK U CEKIIMOHHbIE
3acenanusl. Ilo Tpaguimuy JOKIIaIbl YMTAIM BeIyIIUE POCCHHUCKHE HCCIEN0BATENN B 00-
JaCTU JIMHTBUCTHKH U CMEXHBIX TYMAHUTAPHBIX JUCLUILINH.

ITepBoe mieHapHOE 3acelaHue OTKpbUIA JOKTOP (pritojormueckux Hayk, mpodec-
cop 3.K. TemuprazuHa, KoTopasi IOCBATHIIA CBOE BBICTYIUIEHUE CTHJIMCTUYECKOMY aHa-
Jn3y OMNIO3UIMOHHOTO Auckypca Kasaxcrana. CriocoObl co3nanus sddexra neMoHn3a-
U B aHJIOA3BIYHOM MeJHa-IUCKypce ObLIM PACKPBITHI B HOKJIAAE AOKTOpa (HIOIOTH-
yeckux Hayk, npodeccopa JII'Y um. A.C. [lymkuna C.B. MBanoBoii. B pe3ynbTare
UCCIICIOBAHMUS €10 BBISIBICHBI TAKUE SI3BIKOBBIE CPEICTBA, KAK HCIOIb30BAHUE KINYEK
U KyJIbTYpHO-00YCJIOBIEHHOH JIEKCUKH, PeJIIHs K OOJbIIMM LIEHHOCTSM, TOJIKOBAHUE
JIEKCUYECKUX €UHUIL] U3 YYXKHUX SI3bIKOB, aBTOPCKAasi JHAHTUOCEMHUsI 1 MHOTHE IPYTUe
cpeacTBa, o0ycnopiauBatomue GopmupoBaHue BpaxxaeoHoro odpasza Poccuu B 3apy-
6exxubIx CMU.

KoprmycHble TEXHOIOTUH B MCCIIE0BAHUY MOJUTHYECKONH MeTahOpOIOruy ObLTH
HpeZCTaBlIeHbl B OKIae JokTopa ¢rionoruyecku Hayk O.0. bopuckunoit (Boponex-
CKHI TOCYIapCTBEHHBIM YHUBEPCUTET), B X0JI€ KOTOPOTO YYaCTHUKH 3aceJaHus y3HaIIU
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0 KPUIITOKJIACCHOM MeToauke aHanu3a. JJoktop ¢unonorunueckux Hayk M.B. I'aBpu-
JIOBA MPEJICTaBUIJIa HOBBIE HAIIPABIICHUS U3yUYEHUS! KPEOJIM30BaHHBIX TEKCTOB B 3apy-
0eXHOM ryMaHUTapHO! Hayke. Jlokia [ Ol MOCBSIIEH TAKOMY MEXIUCIUIUTNHAPHOMY
HaIlpaBJICHUIO, KaK COL[MAJIbHASI CEMHUOTHKA, a TAKKE OMHCAHUIO METOA0JI0TUYECKUX
MO/IX0/I0B K aHAIM3y KPEOJIU30BaHHBIX TEKCTOB.

OXHBIIEHHYIO TUCKYCCHUIO BBI3BAMI JoKiIaj mpodeccopa Cubupckoro ¢enepaib-
HOTO YHHBEPCUTETA, JOKTOpa (Griionoruueckux Hayk A.B. KomMoropoBoii o s3bIKOBBIX
MapKepax MaHUITY IS B TOJIIPU30BAaHHOM JIUCKYpCe. YYaCTHUKU KOH(EPEHIINU BCTY-
MK B TIOJIEMHUKY O TPaHHIIAX MPUMEHEHUSI TePMUHA «MAHUIYJISALUS, a TAKKe 10 T0-
BOJly HEKOTOPBIX aCIEKTOB MapaMeTPU3aLMH NOIIPU30BAHHOIO AUCKYypca. 3aBEpILnI
IUICHApHbIE BBICTYIUIEHHS JOKJIA]] 3aBEIYIOLIEro Kadeapoi oOLIero s3bIK03HaHMsA U pyc-
ckoro si3eika YpI'TIY, npodeccopa T.A. I'pununoii u npodeccopa H.U. Konosanosoit
O CTEpPEOTHIAaX B MEHTAJILHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE COBETCKOM cKka3ku. MccienoBaTenu mpo-
JIEMOHCTPHPOBAIIN CIIOCOOBI TPAHCIIAILMH COBETCKHX HJI€0JI0re€M IOCPEICTBOM JITEpaA-
typHOro nipomsBeneHus JI. Jlarmaa «Crapuk XOTTaObI9», a TaKyKe MPOCIICIIITN TUHA-
MUKY HJI€OJIOTHYECKUX YCTAHOBOK B COLIUYME.

WuTepec npeacTaBuiiv U CEKIMOHHBIE 3aceaHusl KOH(pEpEeHIMY, Ha KOTOPBIX BbI-
CTYIWIN JIOLEHT VIBaHOBCKOro rocynapcrseHHoro ynusepcutera C.A. MaHuK ¢ JOKia-
nom «CemanTrueckoe nose “terrorism”: ot “conventional terrorism” k “lone wolf attack”™
u “grievance-field violence”» u noneHt [leH3eHCKOTO rocyapcTBEHHOTO YHUBEPCUTETA
O.B. bapa6amr ¢ gokinagom «OcoOCHHOCTH KaTeropu3anui (heHoMeHa KOPPYITITUH BHE
IOpUIMYECKOro AUcKypca». Kpome Toro, npo3Bydan Aokiaj npenogasaTenst Mockos-
CKOI'0 IroCyJapCTBEHHOTI'O JIMHIBUCTHUYECKOrO yHUBepcureTa E.I1. MypamoBoi o nosnu-
TUYECKOM CIIOTE KaK YKaHpe MOJIMTHYECKON pexsiambl. Kpyriblil cron «Mctopust v auH-
IBUCTHKA» MPUBJIEK YUYACTHUKOB KOH(pEPEHINH «(PpaHIy3CKOI» TeMaTUKON TOKIIAJI0B
o Poccun rnazamu Hamoneona (moxtop ucropudecknx Hayk B.H. 3emiioB), BausHum
Benukoit @paHITy3cKoii peBOIONNN Ha JIGKCHYECKUN COCTaB s3bIKa (JOKTOP (HUIIOTI0-
ruueckux Hayk E.M. Kak3anoBa), a Takxe Pycckoil kamnanun Hamosneona B 3epkaiie
MHPOPMAIIMOHHOW BOWHBI (KaHIMIAT ncTopruecknx Hayk A.A. [ToctHrkoBa). B pamkax
KpYTJIOro cTojia Takxke BbICTYNUI npodeccop [Ipemonckoro ynusepcutera Pecry0-
mukn Crosaxun Mosed) Cunko ¢ OTKpbITOI Jekiueii 06 o6pase Poccuu B cOBpeMeH-
Hoil CrioBakuu.

TpaauimoHHO KOH(MEpEHIUs MPUBIEKaeT BHUMAHUE HE TOJIBKO JMHIBUCTOB, HO U
CHEIUAIMCTOB U3 CMEKHBIX 00JIacTel 3HAHWUM, TAK)KE 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX B JIAHHOM MPO-
6nemaruke. [10CTOSIHHBIM yY9aCTHUKOM KOH(EPEHIIUH SBIAETCS KaHIUIAT TICUXOJIOTHU-
yeckux Hayk K.B. 310ka30B, KOTOPBI BHICTYMII C IOKJIQJIOM O BIMSHUM AaHOHUMHOCTHU
aBTOpa Ha IapaMeTpbl YIPO3bl, a TAKKE BO3MOMKHOCTH IPEACKA3aHU €€ pPealbHOCTH
1 BBINIOTHUMOCTH. KOH(epeHIHIo Takke MOCeTHIIa H3BECTHBIN MOIUTONIOT, TOKTOP TIO-
mutndeckux Hayk O.D. PycakoBa, koTopas caenana JOKIa] O HOBOM HUCCIIEN0BATENb-
ckoM monie «Soft Power» (Msrkas Cuia). C 1OKIaioM 0 TAKTHYECKAX MeTia BBICTYTIHIIA
JOKTOp MOJUTHYECKUX HayK, nmpodeccop kadeapsl nepuonndeckoit neyatu CII6IY
I'.C. MenbHuK.

B nepuon npoBenenust KOH(OEPEHIINN yYaCTHUKH TAKXKe TOMYIHIN BO3MOXXHOCTh
MPOMTH CHEMAbHO OPraHU30BaHHbIE KYpChI MOBBIIEHUS KBAMpHUKauN «MeTomomo-
TUs TICUXOJIOTO-TMHTBUCTUYECKON SKCIEPTH3bl KOHMDIMKTHBIX MOJIUTHYECKUX (IKCTpe-
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MHCTCKHX) TEKCTOB» B 00beme 72 yacoB. J{jst 3TOH 1iesin opraHu3aTopaMu ObUTH IpH-
IJIALIEeHbl AaBTOPUTETHBIE CIIELIUANIUCTHI B JAHHON 00JI1acTH.

BBonHas yacTh, CBA3aHHAS C YTOJIOBHO-IIPAaBOBBIMU OCHOBaMHM JKCIIEPTHU3 IO Ipe-
CTYIUIEHUSIM SKCTPEMHCTCKOM HaIpaBJICHHOCTH, OblIa C/eNaHa J0LEHTOM Kadenpbl yro-
nosHoro npasa YpHOU MB/] Poccun M.H. KocapebiM. OCHOBHBIMH JTOKJIATIUKAMHU
KypCOB CTaJIM JIOKTOp (prtonorudeckux Hayk A.M. IlnoTHukoBa, KoTOopas cocpeaoTo-
YUIach Ha MPOOJIEMHBIX BOIPOCAX KOMIUIEKCHBIX ICUXOJIOTO-TMHT BUCTHYECKUX 3KCIEp-
TH3 U IPOBOKATUBHBIX PEUYEBBIX JKaHpaX, U KaHAuAAT puiiosnornueckux Hayk M.B. Ao-
JIMH, KOTOPBIM, Cpeau MpoUero, packpblll 0COOEHHOCTH (hOpMYIUpPOBaHUS BOIPOCOB
1 BbIOOpa METOZA MpU MPOBEJCHNUH IKCIIEPTHU3, a TAKXKe MIPEACTaBHUI HJI€0I0r0-Peit-
TMO3HBIE TEKCThI Kak 00beKT FkcrepTusbl. A.Il. UyainHOB NOABITOXKUI IPOrpaMMy Kyp-
COB TIOBBIIIEHHs KBaJIM(UKALUK, PAacCKa3aB O TPAJUIMOHHBIX M HOBBIX METOJHKAX
JMHIBUCTUYECKOM SKCHEPTH3bI IIOTUTUYECKOTO TEKCTA.

BaxkHpIM 0110JIHEHNEM KOH(EPEHIIUH CTall KOHKYPC MEXYHAPOAHBIX HAYYHBIX
nyomukauuil «Ilonmutrdeckas koMmyHuKanus». [lobeanTeny u TUIIIOMaHThl KOHKypca
OBbLIN HarpaxAeHbl COOTBETCTBYIOLUIMMHU JAUIIOMAMU U TIOIyYWIA PABO BHEOUEPEIHOI
nyOsukarmu B xKypHaie «Ilonmutinyeckas TMHTBUCTHKa». Bee rocti koHbepeHny Obuin
HarpaxJeHsl cepTudukaramu ydacTHUKOB. [lo uroram koHdepeHimn Obu1 OmyOnmKo-
BaH COOPHUK JIOKJIAJIOB.

IToMMMO HachIEHHON HAYYHOM MPOrpaMMbl Y4aCTHUKHM KOH(EPEHIIUU TaKXKe BOC-
MOJIB30BATUCH BO3MOKHOCTBIO MTOCETUTH BBHICTaBKH ExarepuHOypra mim HaclaauThCs
TeaTpaJbHbIM IIpeAcTaBIeHueM. [IJIs xKenaromux ObUIM OPraHU30BaHBI MEIINE YKCKYP-
CHH TIO IIGHTPY ropoJia ¢ MOCEIIEHNEM OCHOBHBIX JI0CTONPUMEYATEIbHOCTEN.

© Canyos P.T., 2016
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MEXAYHAPOAHbIA ®OPYM:
«KUTAU U PYCCKUN MUP:
A3bIK, KYJIbTYPA U ,,MArKASl CUJ1A“ KYJIbTYPbl»

NyaHuxoy, 13—14 Hos0psa 2016 r.

13—14 Hos16pst 2016 . B I'yaHTyHCKOM YHHBEPCUTETE HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3bIKOB M MEK-
nyHapoHoi Toprosiu (I'yanwkoy, Kuraif) coctosiics mextyHapoansiii popym «Kurait
u Pycckuii Mup: s3bIK, KyJIbTypa U ,,MATKask CUIa“ KyJbTypbD», IOCBAIICHHBIH 00CYyX-
JICHUIO aKTYaJIbHBIX IPOOJIeM S3bIKa, KYJIbTYPHI M ‘MATKOW CHIIBI” KYJBTYPHI, @ TAKKE
U s13bIKa, KYJIBTYPBI U HAIMOHAIBEHOW Oe3omacHocTH. B dopyme nmpuHSUM ydacThe BUJI-
HbI€ YYEHbIE U CIIEUUAINCThI U3 Beaylnx YHuBepcutetoB Kuras, Poccun, Kazaxcrana,
Kupruzun, Uannu, Bearpun u CIIA.

Henu 1 3agaun Gopyma 3aKIr04aInch B 0OMEHE ONBITOM U MHEHHSIMU O COBPEMEH-
HBIX TCHJICHIUAX U B3TIIAAaX Ha MPOOJEeMy «SI3BIK U KyJIbTypa Kak ‘MsrKas cuia’y,
Ha BOTIPOC O B3aUMOCBSI3H SI3BIKA, KyJIbTYpBl U HAIIOHAJIBHOW O€30MacHOCTH, a TaKkKe
B IIPUBJICYEHUH MOJIOJIBIX YUEHBIX K HAYYHOU AESTEIbHOCTH.

Ha oTtkpbiTin ¢opyma npucyTCTBOBAIM M BBICTYIIIN C PEUYbI0 TaKUE MMOYETHBIC
rOCTH, Kak mpe3ujieHT Poccuiickoii akagemun o0pa3oBaHus, MPEe3UACHT MeXyHapo/I-
HOM accolalMy MpenojaBaTesieil PyCCKOTo S3bIKa W JINTEPATypbl, NPEACceaTeNb M10-
MeYnTeNHLCKOro coBeTa houma «Pycckuit mup» JI.A. BepOuikas, reHepaIbHBIN KOH-
cyn PO B I'yanuwxkoy A.JI. [IpocBupkun, npe3uneHT Poccuiickoi accolmanyy npuKia-
HOU JIMHTBUCTHKH, NIPEICEAATENb HAYYHO-METOAUYECKOTO COBETA 10 MPENOIaBAHUIO
WHOCTPAHHOTO $13bIKa B HES3BIKOBBIX By3aX NMpH MwuHHCTEpCTBEe 00pa3oBaHus PO
C.I'. Tep-MunacoBa, riaBa HaMOHAJILHOIO pekropara YHuBepcureTa [llanxaiickoil op-
ranuzaimu corpyaauyectsa B KHP Cynsp [Oii-xya, npopekrop ['yanyHckoro ynusep-
CUTETa NHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB U MEKIYHApOJHOU TOproBiu YxoHb JIu-xaHs.

Beicryruienns JI.A. Bep6umkoii, C.I'. Tep-Munacosoit u Cyns FOiixya 3amanu oc-
HOBHbIE BEKTOPBI paboThI Bcero opyma.

PaboTta mieHapHoTO 3acemanus Havanach ¢ gokiaana npod. JILLA. Bepoukoii «Pyc-
CKHI1 sI3bIK COBpeMEeHHOM Poccun», B KOTOPOM MOAYEPKUBAETCS, YTO HET HALUU O€3
SI3BIKOBOM OOIIHOCTH, SI3bIKOBOM NMPH3HAK HAPSAY C SKOHOMHYECKUM, TEPPHUTOPHAIb-
HbIM, STHUYECKUM U TICUXOJIOIMYECKUM SIBJISIETCS OJJHUM K3 OCHOBHBIX IMPU3HAKOB Ha-
LUHU. SI3BbIK — HE MPOCTO CUCTEMa 3HAKOB, 3 MHCTPYMEHT OpraHU3alM >KH3HU O0IIecTBa
U 4€JI0BEKA. SI3bIK — CpeJoTOYME U BBIPA3UTEIIb BCEH HAPOAHOM KU3HH, €€ lyXa U ce-
TOAHSALIHETO COCTOSTHHUSL.

Bcenen 3a JILA. BepOuikoii ¢ 1okmaioM BEICTYITHIIA T71aBa HAIIMOHAIBHOTO PEKTO-
para YIIIOC B KHP npod. Cyns HOii-xya (JlansHbckuii YHUBEPCUTET HHOCTPAHHBIX
S3BIKOB), KOTOpasi B CBOEM BBICTYIIEHMHM OCTAHOBMJIACH HA MCTOKAX U MPOUCXOXKICHUN
UJICU €BPA3UICKOM PErMOHAIBHOM UHTETPALINY, a TAKXKE HA /1€ U OCHOBHBIX IIPUHIIM-
Iax CO3/1aHMs €MHOro r'yMaHUTapHOro npocrpaHcrsa EBpazuum Ha ¢one unen «Crbl-
KOBKHM MHTETPAIIMOHHBIX MpoekToB Kutas u Poccumy». [Ipesunent HammonamsHOTO 00-
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miecTBa npukiagHoi auHrBucTHKH 1pod. C.I'. Tep-MunacoBa (MockoBckuii rocynap-
CTBEHHbIH yHuBepcuteT uM. M. B. JlomoHOCOBa) B cBOeM J0KIaze «SI3bIK MO — Bpar
MOM HJTH IPyT MO#?» 000CHOBaJIa aKTYaJIbHOCTh UCCIIEIOBAaHMS TIPOOJIEMBI S3bIKA, KYITb-
TYpbl 1 HAITMOHAJIBHOM 0€30MacHOCTH, PaCKpbLIa POJIb s3bIKa B (POPMHUPOBAHUH JTUIHO-
CTH, HAIIMOHAJILHOTO XapaKTepa, HAIIMOHAJIBHOTO MEHTAJIMTETA, YACIUB 0CO00€ BHUMA-
HHE TaKUM BOIPOCaM, KaK arpeccusi 1 KCeHO(OoOws, JIexkKaIIuM B OCHOBE MEKHAIIMOHAIb-
HBIX H MEXKYJIBTYPHBIX KOH(QJIUKTOB.

[TpoGiema sI3pIKOBOM JTMYHOCTH ObLTa TIOAHATA U B BeIcTyIUieHHH Tipod. Cyns [ly-
dan (XoimyHisHckuii yauBepcutet, KHP), koTopoe ObII0 MOCBSIIICHO MpobIeMaM HH-
TepHpeTaly HEHTPATLHOTO TEPMUHA «SI3bIKOBAsI JIMYHOCTH» B COBPEMEHHOW JIMHTBHUC-
THKE, UCTOKAM €0 BO3HUKHOBEHUS 1 OCHOBHBIM HAIIPaBJICHUSAM HCCIIEIOBaHUSL.

B pamkax ¢popyma 13 HOS0ps paboTtanu 4 cekiuu, Tie YYaCTHUKH TIPEICTABIIN
pe3yJIbTaThl CBOMX TEKYIIUX UCCIIECIOBAaHHMA.

Ha nepBoit cexnmm — «HarmioHanbHbIN A3bIK KaK OCHOBA U TApPaHT HAIMOHAIBHON
KyJbTYPbl U UACHTUYHOCTHY» — ObUT pACCMOTPEH LBl Sl HHTEPECHBIX BOIIPOCOB.
Hoxnang K.M. Aneesoit (PXTY um. [I.M. Mengneneesa, npodeccop kadenpst puio-
codun) OBUT MOCBSAIICH PACCMOTPEHUIO TIPOOIIEMBI SI3BIKOBOM KapTHHBI MUPa B CaMo-
ObITHOM HaeHTHYHOCTH KbIprbi3a. JI.H. JlaBnetOaeBa (Kazanckuii gpenepaibHblii yHU-
BEPCUTET, 3aB. Kadeapoil repMaHCKON (UIOJOTHUN) OCBETHIIA S3BIKOBYIO MOIUTHKY
B Pecniybnmuke Tartapcran. B goknane E.M. Mummesoit (MI'Y um. M.B. JlomoHocoBa),
MOCBSILIEHHOM MPENoIaBaHUIO aHTJIMHCKOTO s3bIKa B Poccuu, ObLIM OJHATHL BOIIPO-
CBI COXpaHEHHS HAIIMOHAIBHON KynbTyphl U uaeHTHIHOCTH. O.A. [TaBmoBckas (MI'Y
uM. M.B. JlomoHOCOBa) OCTaHOBHMIIACH HA IMHACTHYECKUX Opakax W mpoOiieMax Halimo-
HaibHOM maeHTuuHocTH. JLII. PaxmmbexoBa (MOCKOBCKHMIT TOCYIapCTBEHHBIH JINHTBU-
CTUYECKUI YHUBEPCHUTET, 3aB. Ka)eIpoil BOCTOYHBIX S3BIKOB MEPEBOIECKOTO (PaKyIIbTe-
Ta) BBICTYIIMIIA C TOKJIATOM «Brasenne poaHbIM S36IKOM U podeccrs EPEBOAINKAY.

Bropas cexuus HazpiBasiach «HalnoHanbHbIN A3bIK KaK OCHOBA M TapaHT HALMO-
HaJILHOW 0€301MacHOCTH M HEe3aBUCUMOCTH». 31ech BoicTymin npod. K.b. Ypaszaesa
(EBpazuiickuii HarmoHaneHbIN yHUBepcuTeT uM. JIL.H. I'ymunesa, Kazaxcran) ¢ nokia-
nom «Kazaxckoe cpeJHEeBEeKOBOE MPaBOCY/IME: MEXaHU3M KYJIbTYPHOW 0€30IacHOCTH
Y COXpaHEHMs HAITMOHAILHOM MIeHTHIHOCTIY, Tipod. O.A. MBanoBa (MI'Y M. M.B. Jlo-
MOHOCOBA) ¢ JOKJIa7goM «MeTtadopudeckue penpe3eHTaHThl 0eKEHIEB B HEMEIKUX
CMWN»; mpod. B.A. Tloznees (BsiTckuii rocyaapcTBeHHBIN YHUBEPCUTET) C TOKIJIAIOM
«IIposiBieHNEe KOTHUTUBHBIX CTEPEOTUIIOB B MHOAITHUYECKHUX MPO3BHUIIAX»; TPOd.
H.O. Ocunosa (Barckuii rocy1apcTBEHHBIN YHUBEPCUTET) C JOKJIAA0M «I eHIepHbIN
JTUCIIICH W KOH(DIMKT MEXIUYHOCTHOW KOMMYHHKAIIMU B TIOJMAITHUYHOM TPOCTPAH-
ctBey; mpod. M.M. Comnsimkuna (Kazanckuii penepanbHbIli yHUBEPCUTET) C JOKIAIOM
«CpenctBa BepOasbHOI arpeccuu MpoQecCHOHATBHBIX CYOKYNIBTYP», KaHaUaaT (uio-
nornueckux Hayk 3.P. 3unnarynmuna (Kasanckuii genepaibHbIil YHUBEPCUTET) C JIOK-
nagoM «O6pa3 Kutas B COBpeMEHHOM PYCCKOSI3bIYHOM (POJIBKIIOPEY.

Tpetbs cexys OblIa MOCBAIIEHA KYJIbTYPHBIM TPAJULMAM KaK UCTOUYHUKY MEXKITY-
HapoAHbIX KOH(IUKTOB. Ha Heit npo3Bydanu nokianst mpod. O.A. JleontoBuu (Bomro-
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TPaJICKUA TOCYAaPCTBEHHBIN COITMATIBHO-TIEIAarOTHYECKUI YHUBEPCUTET) TI0/] HA3BaHUEM
«KoHCTpyKTUBHAS U JECTPYKTHBHASI MEKKYJIbTYpHAs KOMMYHUKAIIHUS Yepe3 MPU3MY
cemeitHoro HappatuBay; npod. O.M. Makcumernko (MOCKOBCKHI TOCYIapCTBCHHBIN
obnacTHON yHHUBepcuTeT) — «HOMUHAINS HAIMOHAIBHOCTEH ¢ OTPHUIIATEIIHHON KOHHO-
tanuei»; npod. M.M. [13aranun (CyXyMcKuii rocy1apCcTBEHHbIM yHHUBEpcUTET B TOU-
mucu, ['py3ust) Ha Temy «[ py3HHCKHE 3aCTONBHBIC TPAAUIIMHU B SMIOXY TTI00AN3AITUIDY
u 1p. Kanngunat ucropuueckux Hayk W.M. [TaBmoeckuit (MI'Y um. M.B. Jlomonocosa)
MIOCBSITUJI CBOM JIOKJIAJl QHATIM3Y PETMOHAIBHOM crelu(HKY OCBEIEHHs HOIUTHYECKUX
koH(pukTOoB B eBponeiickux CMU; nonent .P. HlapdyranHoB mpoaHamuzupoBai
BIMsSIHUE reorpadudeckux (akTopoB I0KHOTO permoHa Kuras Ha mporecc n3ydeHus
PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa MECTHBIMU CTyIeHTaMU (MOCKOBCKHI TOCyJapCTBEHHBIH YHUBEPCH-
TeT / I'yaHayHCKUI yHUBEPCUTET HHOCTPAHHBIX S3bIKOB U MEXIyHApOJHOI TOProBIN).

YerBepras ceKLus, KOTOpask Ha3bIBAJIACh «SI3bIK M KyJlbTypa KakK ‘Msrkas cuia’y,
npoxoawia Ha aHriauiickoM si3eike. [lpod. T.B. Jlapuna (Poccuiickuii yHUBEpCcUTET
Jpy>KObI HAPOJIOB, IIaBHBIN penakTop xypHana «Bectuuk PYJIH. Cepust: Jlunrsuctu-
Ka») MpeIcTaBuiIa uccienoBanne Ha Temy «Language and ethnic identity», B koTopom
Ha MaTepuaje aHITMHCKOro, PyCCKOrO M KMTalCKOTrO SI3bIKOB IOKa3ajla, Kak dTHUYECKast
UJCHTUYHOCTD OTPAXKAaeTCsl Ha pa3sHbIX YPOBHSAX SI3bIKA U NPOSBIIETCS B IUCKypce. JIok-
nan nokropa Hunakmm Cypesinapass (lenuiickuii YauBepcuret, Munus) «Language
as a provocater of ethnic discriminationy» pacKpbil psii BAXKHBIX COIMOKYJIBTYPHBIX
Y COIMOJIMHTBUCTUYECKUX TPOOJIeM, CBSI3aHHBIX ¢ UMMUTpaHTamu B Huu u TpynHo-
cramu ux aaantanuu. B.M. O3tomenko (Poccuiickuii yHUBEpCUTET IpyKOBI HAPOJIOB,
TOIEHT KadeIpbl HHOCTPAHHBIX 3bIKOB KOpHINUECKOro MHCTUTYTA) BBICTYIINI C JIOK-
nanom «Manipulation of public opinion in mass media», rie MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAI BaX-
HOCTb 3HaHMS MEXaHU3MOB M CPE/ICTB MaHUITYJISIIMH OOLIIECTBEHHBIM CO3HAHUEM, HC-
MOJIb3YEMBIM B TIOJUTHYECKOM JTUCKYPCE, U TPOTUBOCTOSHIS WH()OPMAMOHHBIM
Y TICUXOJIOTUYECKUM BoWHaM. Mogaepatop cekinuu npod. M.D. Konypbaes (MI'Y
M. M.B. JloMoHOCOBa) MHUIIMMPOBAT MHTEPECHYIO JUCKYCCHIO TIO 00CYKIaeMbIM TIPO-
O1eMaM ¢ pUBJICYCHHEM MPUCYTCTBOBABIINX HA CEKIIMU KUTAHCKUX CTYACHTOB.

Ha 3akmountensHOM MIIEHAPHOM 3aceJaHUM MPO3BYYaU CJI0Ba OJaroAapHOCTH
roctsiMm Popyma, 03BYUEHBI IIaHBI JAIBHENUIIEr0 HAYYHOTO COTPYAHUYECTBA. Y YaCTHH-
KU BBIPA3HWJIH MTPU3HATEILHOCTh OpraHu3alMoOHHOMY KomuteTy opyma B nuie mpod.
Sn Ko, aupektopa MHCTUTYTa €BpONENCKHX A3BIKOB U KYJIBTYp I 'yaHIyHCKOTO yHHMBEp-
CUTETa MHOCTPAHHBIX S3BIKOB U MexyHapoaHoi Toprosiu (I'YUSA u MT), pykoBoau-
Tensa Pycckoro nentpa npu nopaepxke @onpa pycckuit Mup B I'yanuwkoy. Bee ydact-
HUKU OTMETWJIM BBICOKMI HAy4HBIA U OpraHU3alMOHHBIN ypoBeHb Dopyma, obecreyeH-
Helii HCTUTYTOM eBpornelckux s3b1k0B U KynbTyp [ YU u MT u Llentpom pycckoro
S3bIKA, U BBIPA3HJIIM JKEJIAHUE CIETAaTh €r0 TPAAULMOHHBIM.

['octu I'yanwkoy moObIBajM Ha SKCKYPCHU T10 TOPOAY, @ TaKXKe IMOCETHIIN YHH-
BEPCUTET B COIIPOBOXKICHUH TIPENIOAABATEIICH 1 CTYJCHTOB (DaKyJIbTETa PyCCKOIO SI3bIKA.

[To uroram dopyma Oynet ormyOIMKOBaH COOPHUK HAYYHBIX JTOKJIA]IOB.

© Au K», 2016
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