-' 2023 Vol.21 No.1 7-17
PycucTtuka http://journals.rudn.ru/russian-language-studies

ﬂ Russian Language Studies ISSN 2618-8163 (Print); ISSN 2618-8171 (Online)
Y

ACTUAL PROBLEMS
OF RUSSIAN LANGUAGE RESEARCH

AKTYAJIbHBIE ITPOBJIEMbI
NCCIELOBAHNU PYCCKOI'O A3bIKA

DOI 10.22363/2618-8163-2023-21-1-7-17

EDN: YFQFRP
Research article

Speech acts and Russian text-generating discourse

Said Abdelhamid!‘”, Nikolai F. Alefirenko?'”, Irina I. Chumak-Zhun?

YYin Shams University, Cairo, Arab Republic of Egypt
2Belgorod State National Research University, Belgorod, Russian Federation

chumak@bsu.edu.ru

Abstract. The relevance of the study is determined by the hidden turbulence of such
concepts often used in Russian studies as “speech activity”, “speech acts” and “discourse”.
The aim of the work is to determine the genetic connections of this trinity and the functional
purpose of each of the categories under consideration. The main research means is the authors’
method of discursive-modus analysis of artistic speech. The research materials were dictionary
definitions from explanatory dictionaries of the Russian language, in particular from “Dic-
tionary of expressive stable phrases of the Russian language” compiled by V.Ju. Melikyan,
as well as utterances extracted from the Russian National Corpus. The authors found that
the communicative-speech act is a synergistic combination of mental-psychic and speech ac-
tivity. Mental-psychic activity involves mental acts — the thought processes of the communi-
cant at the moment of his locative readiness to make a statement and psychic activity of
searching for adequate ways to reflect a communicatively significant event in the discursive
consciousness of the communicants. Mental-psychic activity encodes and decodes the seman-
tic content of the author's intentions with the help of the means of the language system.
Speech activity produces speech acts — functional units of speech communication embodying
a purposeful speech action. In conclusion, the categorical essence of the speech act and dis-
course are generalized. The perspective of the research is the development of a cognitive-
pragmatic theory of speech-thinking activity based on the material of the Russian language.
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Introduction

The problem of the correlation between discourse, speech act and utterance
is topical for Russian language studies due to its latent turbulence. In spite of
the active use of these concepts in modern linguistic research, their correlation
has not been fully revealed. This is due to their complex genesis in the process of
textual discourse formation as a communicative event (Van Dijk, 1981, 1983).
The fact is that discourse as a communicative event is a complex unity of linguis-
tic form, meaning and action, i.e. a communicatively meaningful event (the cog-
nitive substratum of text-formation) and a speech-thought act (see: Hirvonen,
Wiklund, 2021: 309). However, this definition refers not to a speech act,
but to a communicative act. Unfortunately, these related notions often substitute
each other, although for effective text analysis in the aspect of cognitive lin-
guopoetics they should be distinguished. The is a challenge, since both notions
are multidisciplinary. Fundamental work in this field is J. Austin's theory of
speech acts, which clarifies the essence of speech action from the standpoint
of analytical philosophy and lays the foundation for linguopragmatics (Austin,
1999). His ideas in the interpretation of indirect speech acts are developed
by J.R. Searle (Searle, 1986), and in understanding the mechanisms of self-
expression — by M. Witek (Witek, 2021). In modern Russian studies, this problem
was closely approached by L.S. Gurevich who made an attempt to reveal the cor-
relation between communicative and speech acts (Gurevich, 2007), E.V. Milo-
serdova who fruitfully examined the pragmatics of speech communication' and
[.S. Shevchenko who proved the perspective of the research on the nature
of speech acts in the aspect of cognitive and pragmatic theory of dis-
course (Shevchenko, 2007).

The scientific novelty of our study is determined by a comprehensive ap-
proach to identifying the genetic and functional interrelationships of discourse,
speech act and utterance. The aim of the study is to show the cross-correlation of
speech acts and utterances with the discursive-cognitive mechanisms of their ge-
neration, which allows to interpret their functional-genetic correlation.

Methods and materials

In order to achieve the aim of the research, the communicative-synergetic
methodology for translating the horizontal (linear) context of the speech work
into the vertical (nonlinear) context was used. The following methods and tech-
niques are the most effective for implementing this methodological approach:
(a) the method of discourse analysis of the text with elements of linguistic her-
meneutics; (b) the method of the intent analysis with the techniques of linguocul-
tural interpretation; the method is aimed at reconstructing the author's intention
in the act of generating statements. The subtextual meaning (see: Chang, 2020: 3)

! Miloserdova, E.V. (2001). Pragmatics of verbal communication: textbook. Tambov:
TSU named after G.R. Derzhavin Publ. (In Russ.)
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is identified through explicating hidden cognitive and pragmatic markers in a spe-
cific discursive situation. The cognitive toolkit of related sciences was also used,
expanding the horizons of exploratory scanning of meaning-generating origins of
communicative-speech activity? (Gurevich, 2007; Zimnyaya, 2001; Kibrik, 1992;
Klyuev, 2002). The material of the research included dictionary definitions from
the explanatory dictionaries of the Russian language,’® in particular from the le-
xicographic work of V.J. Melikyan,* as well as the statements extracted from
the National Corpus of the Russian language.’

Results

As a result of analytical comprehension of the implicit communicative-
speech activity in the artistic texts, the interrelation of speech and communicative
acts in their connection with the statement was established.

Speech acts as dynamic units of integral nature (a combination of verbal and
mental elements) reflect the discursive situation and pragmatic settings of com-
municators.

Communicative acts represent complex psycho-linguistic processes produ-
ced by various interlocutive forces with dominating pragmatic factors.

The communicative act includes statements and speech acts. The communi-
cative-speech act is correlated with a discourse, generated by interaction of formal
speech and sense-forming mechanisms, harmonizing mental and speech acts.

The identified properties of all components of communicative-speech activi-
ty are confirmed by a retrospective analysis of phraseoschemes and stable models
of expressive set phrases of the Russian language.

Discussion
The status of discourse in communicative and speech activity

Discourse, based on centuries of accumulated experience of linguistic com-
munication, contains a stream of linguistic representations as part of speech acti-
vity (cf.: Tiittula, 1993; Stubbs, 1983; Geillner, 1981). In other words, when attun-
ing to text generation, the communicant relies on previously formed verbal repre-
sentations: (a) in early childhood on the harmonious combination of auditory
and motor images, (b) since school age also on visual images of words. Construct-
ing in the mind a communicatively significant event with the help of the units of
the thinking code (Pinker, 2004: 45—71), communicants simultaneously find cor-

2 Miloserdova, E.V. (2001). Pragmatics of verbal communication: Textbook. Tambov:
TSU named after G.R. Derzhavin Publ. (In Russ.)

3 Kuznetsov, S.A. (Comp. and Ed.). (1998). The big explanatory dictionary of the Russian
language. St. Petersburg: Norint Publ.; Dmitriev, D.V. (Ed.). (2003). The explanatory dictionary
of the Russian language. Moscow: Astril Publ., AST Publ.

4 Melikyan, V.J. (2016). Dictionary of expressive stable phrases of the Russian language.
Phraseoschemes and stable models. Moscow: Flinta Publ.

3 National Corpus of the Russian language. Retrieved from https://ruscorpora.ru/
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responding word images (see: Alefirenko, Nurtazina, 2018: 17—18) in their triune
register: auditory, motor and visual-letter (as if they see what is written). This idea
was expressed succinctly enough by V.E. Chernyavskaya: discourse is “a lin-
guistic correlate of the extreme degree of communicative and linguistic activity,
human consciousness and practice.”® Sharing this point of view, we still think it
is more correct to talk about discourse as a communicative-speech activity (act) of
communicants, connected with various extra-linguistic factors.

The communicative-speech act is a complex process, both linguistically
and psychologically, where various illocutionary forces interact, and the pragma-
tic component is dominant in the discourse’. The illocutionary force is understood
as the pragmatic effect of the harmonization of the purpose of the subject generat-
ing the utterance and the presupposition, which includes verbal and situational
contexts. The nature of these contexts is conditioned by the intentions of the sub-
ject generating the utterance.

The main purpose of the communicative-speech act is “not simply the me-
chanical construction of sounds, but the construction of meaning” (Searle, 1986:
151). Its essence is indicated in the definition communicative to the word act
(Latin communicare — ‘to make common, bind, speak’ + act — ‘action’). Relying
on the Searle definitions, we can conclude that the communicative-speech act is
a synergistic combination of mental-psychic and speech activity (see: Mei, 2019:
50; Prozorov, 2021: 126).

Mental-psychic activity encodes and decodes the semantic content of the author's
intentions with the help of language. This activity combines (a) mental acts —
the communicant's thinking processes at the moment of his locutionary readiness
to produce a statement and (b) mental activity, searching for adequate ways of
reflecting the communicatively significant event in the minds of communicators.
Speech activity produces speech acts — functional units of speech communication,
which embody a purposeful speech action (see: Ballmer, Brennstuhl, 1981; Geifner,
1981). In line with similar reflections, L.W. Borger calls the speech act (SA)
an “elementary unit of speech” that is expressed in communication with the help
of linguistic means (Borger, 2004: 7). Attention is drawn to the binarity of the
speech act, which reflects (a) the communicative situation and (b) pragmatic atti-
tudes of the communicators (Alefirenko, 2008). The features of the speech act are
revealed in the following definition: (1) it is a unit of communication; (2) pos-
sessing dynamism and (3) constructed with linguistic means. The effectiveness of
the SA depends on how adequately the addressee identifies the addresser's com-
municative intentions (see: Grigoreva, 2007).

So, the speech act appears to be the minimal unit of speech activity (its pro-
cess and result), the separate act of speech, in normal cases represents dialogical

¢ Chernyavskaya, V.E. (2014). Linguistics of text. Linguistics of discourse: Textbook (p. 34).
Moscow: Flinta Publ., Nauka Publ. (In Russ.)

7 Miloserdova, E.V. (2001). Pragmatics of verbal communication: Textbook. Tambov:
TSU named after G.R. Derzhavin Publ. (In Russ.)
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process of text generation. This process is based on the inseparable unity of speak-
ing and auditory perception (understanding the semantic content) of the produced
text. Here we can draw a parallel with R.O. Jacobson's definition of the oral
form of the speech act as “the set of speaking, listening, perception and under-
standing” (Jacobson, 1985). The recognized model of speech communication of
R.O. Jacobson and the whole Prague functional school is developed in J. Austin's
theory of speech acts. According to the concept of the British linguistic philoso-
pher (Austin, 1999), the structure of the speech act includes the following phases
of verbal actions manifestation: locution (the act of statement generation), illocu-
tion (the pragmatic component of the semantic content of the statement, reflecting
the communicative purpose of the addresser) and perlocution (speech influence).
In this three-level representation of SA, the basic mechanisms of communicative-
pragmatic action were singled out. In line with the concept of the Moscow
psycholinguistic school, speech activity is defined as a substantive, active, moti-
vated and purposeful process of transferring an idea, formalized by means of lan-
guage (Leontev, 2007; Zimnyaya, 2001). It consists of speech acts with the fol-
lowing main properties: (a) the intention of the addresser to inform, express or
induce something; (b) the purposefulness of the statement (the intention to inform
about something) and (c) the conventionality (conditionality).

Therefore, we can conclude that to producing SA means to construct an ut-
terance (see: Zhirova, 2020: 85), to make a reference (attribute the statement
to the object of thought) and predication (attribute the content of the object of
thought to reality). Such speech-thought coherence allows (a) to relate the state-
ment to genuine realities, (b) to make the statement purposeful, (c) to make
the addressee to react accordingly — something that serves (d) to create the integri-
ty of the discourse.

All this is represented in [.A. Bunin's poem In the Hot Gold of the Pyramid
Sunset, where “Along the Nile, amusing the foreigners, / Sailing boats are shining
in silk into the water / And a white Luxor steamship is running.” The author is
gazing into the lilac distances: “There, in the south, / In the Nubian wild south,
they are cloudy, sultry / And still so alien to the world, reserved, / As they were
under Khufu, under Cambyses... From there, I have brought / A bow and a green
and honey quiver, / A shield of hippo skin, a slender dart, / Panther fur, a chain of
the chainmail, / But why I need all these things, I don’t know.”

The author objectifies SAs in statements, at the same time relating them
to the purposeful reproduction of Egyptian realities (the deserted Nubian south —
the desert between the Nile and the Red Sea hills; under Khufu — the son of Pha-
raoh Sneferu; the name of Kambiz, the eldest son of Cyrus II the Great, is associ-
ated with the era of Persian domination in Egypt). This kind of discursive pre-
dication, associated with the author’s feelings, cannot but evoke a corresponding
emotional response from the readers. Here we see the inclusion of SA in the event
discourse of the poem.

AKTY AJIbHBIE TTPOBJIEMbI UCCJIEJJOBAHUI PYCCKOT'O SI3BIKA 11



Abdelhamid S., Alefirenko N.F., Chumak-Zhun LI. 2023. Russian Language Studies, 21(1), 7-17

Thus, the SA is realized in the utterance. Through utterances SA as a poten-
tial unit of communicative and speech activity forms the discourse. In this context,
a distinction is made between a potential and a real utterance. The potential utter-
ance is a category of psychology of speech. It emerges at the stage of internal pro-
gramming as a basis for producing a speech utterance (see: Leontev, 2007). Ac-
cording to A.A. Leontev's concept, the initial stimulus for generating an utterance
is the motive for communicative intention, which leads to the inner speech inten-
tion, when the theme, the topic of the statement, and the rheme (what exactly
the author is going to say about the given object of thought) are identified.
After establishing the connection between the presupposition (~ theme) and
the target (~ rheme), the processes of predication and nomination start, and
the real speech utterance is formed. Discourse serves as the speech-thought me-
chanism for utterance generation. The purpose of discourse is to establish seman-
tic links between the acts of predication and nomination forming a discursive
model (~ structural scheme) of the utterance.

At the same time, the utterance does not leave the limits of discoursion.
It remains one of the important components of its product — discourse, and the SA
itself has the status of communicative-speech formation. Being included in the
discourse or in one of its fragments, the utterance becomes their integral compo-
nent (Figure).

Communicative-speech activity

Speech activity < SA, SA, SA...

Locution

SA as a potential unit of communicative-speech activit

and nomination
Discourse — the product of predication

Communicative-speech activity and discourse

The speech act and communicative-speech activity

As the figure shows, the communicative-speech activity is a psycho-
linguistic phenomenon, which, combining the act of generation and the act of per-
ception of the utterance, performs complex interlocutive functions. This definition
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contains the quintessence of human intellectual activity, notes its integral (verbal-
mental) nature.

Speech acts as purposeful actions, which are carried out according to
the principles of communication in the given linguistic culture, are the means of
embodiment of communicative and speech activity. According to J. Austin's theo-
ry, SAs are not so much units of speech communication as units of speech beha-
viour (Austin, 1999). SAs contain the capacity and ability to communicate. Its es-
sence is in the potentially presented information about how exactly the communi-
cants can interact, based on the knowledge, intentions and mental attitudes of
the communicant intending to make an utterance (Frank, 1999; on the pragmatics
of discourse see: Gruber, 1996). SA is a unit that participates in discourse through
an utterance, i.e., it forms a text-forming discourse.

Thus, speech acts (actions of speech production, realizing the proposition (re-
ferencing and predication), actions embodying the author's intentions) are the con-
stituents of communicative-speech activity, which, in addition to SA, also includes
mechanisms of thought verbalization. By virtue of this, communicative-speech
activity serves as a platform for “the interaction between the sender and the re-
ceiver, which is based on the message” (Pocheptsov, 1986: 84). So we can con-
clude that communicators, committing communicative-speech acts, simultaneously
perform acts of speech (cf.: Klyuev, 2002). This idea is clarified by A.E. Kibrik,
who believes that the speech act as a “discretely allocated tact of discourse” is one
of the components of the communicative act. Its other components, according to
the author, are: (a) discourse, (b) the communicative (external) situation determin-
ing the topic of communication, and (c) the situation (the subject environment of
the participants of speech communication) (see: Kibrik, 1992: 289). In order to
adequately understand this judgment, it is necessary to emphasize the difference
and the correlation of communicative acts and speech acts, as their correlations
with discourse depend on this. It was established that SA is a constructive unit of
discourse (see: Shevchenko, 2007: 69), which itself turns out to be a component
of the communicative act. This is explained by the dialectical essence of SA,
its diametrically opposite and at the same time interrelated hypostases. One of
them refers to the communicative situation, the second — to the communicative
event (the cognitive substratum of discourse).

In this context, it is important to adequately understand what makes SA
a “discretely distinguishable tact of discourse.” In our opinion, it is possible
thanks to those units that are generated in the speech act. Such units, as we al-
ready noted, are utterances. However, in order to agree with this judgment, it is
necessary to clarify what is meant by an utterance, since this concept has received
an ambivalent interpretation in the theory of speech acts and in the doctrine of co-
herent speech organization. Such ambivalence of an utterance is due to its correla-
tion both with the speech act, and with its derivative — a speech work (the thought
expressed by words). In the communicative-speech aspect, the main syntactic
unit is the utterance — a speech correlate of a sentence — a construct with an ab-
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stract, impersonal, typical meaning, while an utterance has a situational, personal
semantic content. Utterances are usually understood as statement fragments of
a speech stream. Speech acts, as we defined earlier, are units of speech communi-
cation, so we cannot identify them with the fragments of the speech stream,
i.e. with the segment units of speech construction. In simple words, in the para-
digm of cognitive linguistic poetics, the utterance is not exclusively a correlate of
the reproduced sentence, because it often turns out to be larger than the sentence.
The point is that the formation of coherent speech includes a semantic unfolding
of the utterance not into a separate sentence, but into a chain of sentences com-
bined in a single denotative space. Thus, in N. Gumilev's poem Egypt, the seman-
tic content of the utterance unfolds into a stanza depicting a whole discursive
situation from a non-event perspective: “The sphinx lies down on the guard of
the sanctuary / And with a smile looks down, / Waiting for guests from the desert, /
Of whom you know nothing.”

The cultureme “Egypt” contains various linguistic images, which appear
“Like a picture from an ancient book, which illuminated... evenings” of the poet.
It is realized in speech acts consisting of complex multi-stage actions (locution,
illocution and perlocution), purposefully produced by the poet in order to affect
the addressee not only emotionally, but also intellectually. By creating in this way
a unified denotative space with the reader, the author selects in his lexicon indi-
vidual means of expressing his intentions (see: Witek, 2021: 326): moods, feel-
ings, evaluations and personal attitude towards the communicative event.

Thus, the process of utterance generation (see: Chumak-Zhun, 2017: 56) is
a complex speech-thought activity that simultaneously activates the mental and
linguistic code in their constant interdependent intertwining.

Conclusion

Speech act, being an elementary unit of speech communication, (a) reflects
the communicative situation and (b) pragmatic settings of the participants of
communication. Further research of speech acts will allow to penetrate into their
categorical features as (1) units of communication; (2) possessing dynamism
and (3) constructed not only by explicit, but also by implicit linguistic means.

The speech act should not be identified with physical speech, from which
it differs in its integral nature: a combination of verbal and mental components.
This is its categorical specificity: being a psycho-linguistic unit, the speech act is
a potential unit of speech communication. It contains the possibility and ability to
communicate.

Speech acts are speech actions. In this, speech acts differ from communica-
tive acts. Communicative acts present the interaction of the sender and the receiver,
which is based on the message. By performing communicative acts, speech acts
are also performed at the same time. Thus, speech acts with the help of utterances
turn out to be connected with discourse, acting as their modelling links.
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To produce SA means (a) to construct a statement factually, (b) to make
predication: to correlate the utterances with reality, (c) to make it purposeful,
(d) to cause the appropriate reaction of the addressee. The procedural nature of
the speech act means that they are embodied in utterances.

The in-depth research of speech act structure (three phases of speech activity:
locution — producing the utterance, illocution — expressing the pragmatic purposes
of the utterance, and perlocution — the act of influence) will show fine borders
of functional and genetic coincidence of all components of the communicative-
speech activity.

Discourse is a correlate of communicative-speech activity: a complex psycho-
linguistic process, produced by various interlocutive forces with dominating
pragmatic factors. Its elements are utterances and speech acts. Their consideration
through the prism of text-generating function of discourse opens the way to com-
prehension of coherence of formal-speech and sense-generating mechanisms har-
monizing mental and speech acts.

The global perspective of the research is the creation of a cognitive and
pragmatic theory of speech-thought activity.
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AHHoOTanusl. AKTyaJbHOCTb HCCIIENOBAHUSI ONPENENIACTCS CKPBITONH TypOyJIEHTHOCTBHIO
TaKHX 4acTO UCIOJb3yEMBIX B PyCUCTUKE MOHATUMN, KaK «pedeBas AeSTENbHOCTbY, «PEUEBbIE AKTbD)
u «ucKypey. Llens paboTel — onpernieieHne reHeTHIeCKHX CBA3EH 9TOro TPUEANHCTBA U (DYHKIIN-
OHAJIBHOTO TpeIHA3HAYEHHs KayKI0H M3 paccMaTpUBaeMbIX Kareropuil. OCHOBHOI HHCTpyMEHTapuii
UCCIIEA0BAaHUs — aBTOPCKUM METOJ| JUCKYPCUBHO-MOJYCHOI'O aHAJIM3a XyIOXKECTBEHHOM pedu.
Martepranamu HCCIIeIOBaHMS MOCITYXXIIH CIOBapHbIe Ne(HHNINK U3 TOJIKOBBIX CIOBapeil pyc-
CKOTO $13bIKa, B 4aCTHOCTH U3 «CIoBaps 3KCIIPECCHBHBIX YCTOMUYMBBIX ()pa3 PyCcCKOTO S3BIKA»
B.1O. MenuksiHa, a Takxke BbICKa3bIBaHUS, M3BJIEUCHHbIE U3 HallMOHATBHOTO KOpIyca pycCKOro
S3bIKA. Y CTAaHOBJIEHO, YTO KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHO-PEUCBOH aKT IPECTaBIseT COO0M CHHEpruitHoOe
COUYETaHUE MEHTAIBHO-TICUXUYECKOH U peueBOil IeaTeNbHOCTH. B MEHTaIBHO-ICHXUYECKON Jes-
TEIILHOCTH COIPSDKEHBI MEHTAIbHBIE AKThl — MBICIIUTENIBHBIE IPOLIECCHI KOMMYHHUKAHTa B MOMEHT
€ro JIOKyTUBHO! TOTOBHOCTY IIPOU3BOAUTH BbICKA3bIBAHUE U IICUXUYECKAsl JEATEIIbHOCTD, BELYIIIAs]
TIOHCK aJeKBaTHBIX CIIOCOOOB OTPAKEHHSI KOMMYHHKATHBHO 3HAYMMOTO COOBITHS B THCKYyPCHBHOM
CO3HAHHMU OOIIAIOMINXCS. MEHTaIbHO-TICUXUUECKAs AESTENbHOCTD C TIOMOILBIO CPECTB SA3BIKOBOM
CHCTEMBI KOAUPYET U JIEKOAUPYET CMBICIOBOE COAEPHKAHUE aBTOPCKUX MHTEHLUH. PeyeBas nes-
TENBHOCTH MPOU3BOMUT PEUEBBIE aKThI — (DYHKIMOHATIBHBIE SIMHHIIBI PEIEBOTO OOMIEHNS, KOTOPBIE
BOIUIOIIAIOT LeJIeHaNpaBIeHHOe pedeBoe aericTBre. JlaHbl 0000IeHns KaTeropuaibHON CyIITHO-
CTH PeueBOro akTa u auckypca. I[lepcrnextuBoil uccnenoBanus sBIsAeTCs pa3paboTKa Ha MaTepua-
JIe PYCCKOT'O s13bIKa KOTHUTHBHO-MPArMaTH4eCKON TEOPHU PEUEMBICITUTENBHOMN AESITENBHOCTH.
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