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1. INTRODUCTION

This issue of Russian Journal of Linguistics continues the focus on Discourse
Analysis which we began with the first special issue devoted to the topic (2016, 4). The
aim of our publication is to stimulate discussion and the exchange of ideas on these rich
subjects, in order to benefit the international community of discourse analysts. In the first
volume, we presented some theoretical perspectives on Discourse Analysis, including
recent research in discourse pragmatics, stylistics and speech genres, with work illustra-
tive of current trends in both Russian and Western discourse analytical traditions. They
have, once again, demonstrated that there is, as yet, no universal theory of discourse.
However, the incremental growth of interest in research on discourse is an irreversible
process, because, as A. Kibrik rightly pointed out, discourse is “the only real linguistic
object of language”. One cannot disagree with the reasoning of the scientist: “People talk
to each other in discourses, rather than sentences, much less morphemes or phonemes ...
Therefore, the natural evolution of linguistics as a science should start with discourse
studies, and only on this basis should it explore the smaller units, obtained as the results
of analytical procedures” (Kibrik 2009).

In this second issue, we present chapters in both languages, on a variety of topics
of interest, some of which have a more theoretical focus, while others could be thought
of more in terms of the application of DA methodologies to data from a variety of social
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contexts, and of the role of language units of different levels in the construction of a par-
ticular type of discourse.

The first part of the issue presents research in discourse semantics and pragmatics;
we then have chapters on discursive practices and on political discourse.

2. DISCOURSE SEMANTICS AND PRAGMATICS

Problems in discourse semantics and pragmatics are the focus of many scientists
who work in Russia and worldwide (Baranov, Plungian, Rakhilina 1993, Ponomaren-
ko 2004, Sinelnikova 2013, Chernjavskaja 2012; Alba-Juez and Mackenzie 2016,
Kecskes 2014, Leech 2014, Wierzbicka 1991/2003 and many others), who deal with is-
sues of nomination and the functioning of different language units, reflecting the pro-
cesses involved in speaker-hearer interaction.

The volume starts with the article by J.R. Martin, one of the best-known
scholars working in Systemic Functional Linguistics, the functional approach to lan-
guage developed by M.A K. Halliday that has been influential in many fields of language
research, including Critical Discourse Analysis. Among his many significant contribu-
tions to linguistic theory (Martin 2007, 2013; Martin and Rose 2003, 2008 etc.) is the
Appraisal Framework (Martin and White 2005), a taxonomy of semantic and interper-
sonal resources that has proved invaluable in many types of Discourse Analysis. His
chapter deals with new avenues in Appraisal theory. In SFL, and in Appraisal, meaning
is seen in terms of a network of options open to the speaker/writer, with a marked focus
on the interpersonal dimension. Meaning is formalized in terms of networks of options,
and especially realised in interactive contexts — thus words do not 'have' meaning;
rather, they 'do' it. At the heart of this chapter then, is what Martin terms a 'relational per-
spective on meaning'.

Martin explores a lot of the background to the creation of the Appraisal Framework,
in pages that will interest a wider audience than users of the framework alone. His chapter
explains the processes of synthesis involved in arriving at 'core' elements of his semantic
taxonomy, using the multiple entries for each item in Roget's Thesaurus. For the Systemic
Functional linguist, he says, the ‘dream’ relates to the notion of lexis as 'delicate gram-
mar'. However, when we seek to apply these systems beyond the semantic feature of
the individual word, to larger bodies of text, we start to move beyond ‘the grammarian’s
dream, to the discourse analyst’s nightmare!” One of the problems relates to the avail-
ability of large enough corpora, able to provide data to confirm or refute the analyst’s
intuitions about the semantic feature s/he is interested in. In this context, he discusses
work by Bednarek (2008). Martin proposes a typological/topological distinction, and il-
lustrates how a topological approach to the lexical study of individual semantic areas
may represent a fruitful pathway for this research.

Another significant focus for discursive and semantic research is metaphor.
Metaphor is an important means of categorization of reality, and one of the signifi-
cant discursive units which has been studied by many scientists, in various aspects and
types of discourse (Arutyunova 1990, Budaev and Chudinov 2006, Chudinov 2001,
Lakoff and Johnsen 2003, Musolff 2016 and many others). Andrew Goatly analyzes
it alongside certain grammatical resources, in an ecological context. Goatly argues in his
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paper Metaphor and grammar in the poetic representation of nature, that, because of
the seriousness of the threat to the climate, Critical Discourse Studies with an ecological
focus should take precedence over all other kinds of critical discourse work. In terms
of grammar, he uses Systemic Functional Linguistic analysis of many examples, from
a variety of cultural contexts, to support his view that our language tends to reflect a New-
tonian worldview rather than one based on current ecological principles. Metaphors tend
to reflect an anthropocentric vision, though this is increasingly challenged by current
environmental science. These ideas are explored in a comparative analysis, of an eco-
logical scientific text, ‘the state of the world’, produced by the Worldwatch Institute,
and some nature poetry by various authors, including Edward Thomas, William Words-
worth and Alice Oswald. While Nature in the first text is seen generally as a passive re-
source, acted upon by human agents, in the latter group of texts it assumes an active
role, with its own voice. This is reflected both in the grammatical forms and in the meta-
phors used to represent it. Goatly argues that poetry and science share elements of a vi-
sion, of intrinsic union between the human and natural worlds, which we would do well
to heed in the current precarious climate.

The analysis of metapragmatic components of Judicial discourse is represented
by Tatyana Dubrovskaya’s chapter, the Metapragmatics of administering justice
in Russian and English judicial discourse, which compares courtroom discourse in Eng-
land and Russia, demonstrating that judicial meta-utterances have parallel functions in Rus-
sian and English, though minor differences are discovered, for which cultural differences
are responsible.

The paper proposes a three-fold classification of metapragmatic courtroom speech,
beginning with speech whose purpose is to ‘regulate’ the courtroom context — here, the
judge explains procedures, regulates turn-taking, introduces new elements, and so on.
The second is ‘constructing the reality of the crime’, in which judges also figure promi-
nently. The third is ‘framing the law’, i.e. specifying details of law as this becomes neces-
sary; again, this is usually the task of the judge. All three categories show differences
between Russian and English patterns in realising these metapragamatic functions.
English judges frequently use mitigation strategies and forms of indirectness in relating
to witnesses, while Russians tend to be more direct, for example using the imperative
form. This is explained in terms of differing norms of politeness between the two nations.
The chapter thus accounts for the role of metapragmatic discourse in the judicial con-
text, showing how it is used both to sustain the court as a social institution and how it
contributes to the judge’s own identity construction as a figure of power.

Ekaterina Khrisonopulo’s chapter, Discourse motivations of mental construal
and the expression of stance in speech: a case study of English, deals with the topic of
speaker stance and the subjective/objective dimension. Speakers can either express their
degree of certainty through a subjective formula (“I am sure that”) or by an impersonal
one (“It is certain that’). What she calls the ‘S-subject’ (for ‘Setting’) is the more objec-
tifying resource, while the ‘P-subject’ (for ‘participant’) is typically realised by the use
of a pronoun. The author draws on both Russian and Western sources (Leontiev, Kubrya-
kova, Berman, Langacker etc.) to ground her work in current research, and presents
an analysis of a corpus of about 350 examples taken from English-language fiction. What
emerges is the claim that the choice between subjective and objective representation
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patterns depends on cognitive factors, including the distinction between event schemas
and mental experiences. The chapter is a thorough exploration of the nuances in lite-
rary expressiveness that can be achieved by the use of these resources, as well as their
representing a strategic resource for authors in characterisation and plot development.

3. DISCURSIVE PRACTICES

The second section of the issue is devoted to some discursive practices in different
types of discourse.

Lucia Abbamonte and Flavia Cavaliere present a chapter entitled: Shopping as
‘best practice’ — analyzing Walmart’s debated sustainability policies. Like Goatly’s pa-
per, it has an ecological focus, underlining the current importance of this research trend
within linguistics. The American retail giant, Walmart, advances claims to ‘sustainability’
in a number of promotional videos highlighting the company’s positive attitudes to fun-
damental issues like Energy, Waste, Products and Responsible Sourcing. The chapter
uses an integrated Critical Discourse Analysis approach exploring nuances in this market-
ing and branding strategy. The authors’ conclusion is that the Walmart videos use mul-
timodal resources to craft a range of attractive images associating them with green values
and social issues like poverty. The gist of these videos is that shopping itself becomes
an ecological activity; as long, naturally, as one shops at Walmart. The authors do not
directly suggest that Walmart is being duplicitous; indeed, they highlight positive aspects
of the company’s business practise. However, they do indicate that it is vital in such
cases to measure promotional rhetoric against actual social practices.

Larissa Galchuk studies the problem of verbalization of socially important con-
cepts in modern business English. In her article with an evaluative title, The twenty per-
cent solution: the concept of social capital through the new words in English business
discourse at the turn of the 21*' century, she examines the neologisms in this context
through extra- and intralinguistic motivators of their emergence in the language. Having
analysed the formal and semantic structure of these lexical units, and their functions
in business discourse, the author argues that the majority of them possess metaphori-
cal potential, while their intensive use in modern business communication results in a vio-
lation of its traditional norms. Thus, English business discourse tends to experience
the loss of its conventionality in favour of the increased efficiency of every single com-
municative act. The author concludes that the role of emotional, rhetorical, phatic and
representational language functions tends to increase in business communication where
traditionally, the field has been dominated by the cognitive language function with its fo-
cus on reality conceptualization, specifically through coining new words to fill the lan-
guage gap.

The idea of violation of conventional norms, leading to blurring of styles and genres,
finds its continuation in the article by Svetlana Ivanova entitled Commencement speech
as a hybrid polydiscursive practice, where she examines the phenomenon of polydiscur-
siveness. She defines the specificity of the realization of polydiscursive practices as
a feature of modern communication within commencement speech (commencement ad-
dress / graduation speech), which, in compliance with modern trends, is delivered by out-

10



Douglas M. Ponton, Tatiana V. Larina. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2017, 21 (1), 7—21

standing media personalities (politicians, athletes, actors, etc.). The findings of the study
show that institutional character is not the only feature of a commencement speech.
Besides institutional discourse, commencement speech represents didactic discourse, per-
sonal discourse, memoire discourse, and is closely related to ironic discourse. The results
of the study, which is illustrated by a lot of significant examples, enable the author to
conclude that the harmonious combination of polydiscursive practices contributes to com-
mencement speech hybridization, which in turn increases the degree of persuasiveness
in commencement speeches.

4. POLITICAL DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

In this issue, we also continue the focus on Political Discourse Analysis that consti-
tuted a whole section of our first number, thanks to the unabated interest it has generated
amongst our contributors. In a fascinating window on modern Iran, Azizullah Mirzaei,
Zohreh R. Eslami and Fatemeh Safari present a chapter entitled Exploring rhetorical-
discursive practices of Rouhani’s presidential campaign and victory of his prudence-
and-hope key: a discourse of persuasion. Their approach is broadly critical, drawing
on Fairclough (2010), and focuses on three dimensions of his discourse: phonological,
lexical and syntactical. They explore his use of tropes, and find that, like many western
politicians, his discourse is rich in three-part lists, parallelism, alliteration and metaphor,
all of which have a persuasive intention. The authors’ research project involved the re-
cording and transcription of many hours of television and radio debates, in the weeks
leading up to the 2013 election. Among the most telling instances of persuasive rhetoric,
they identify his use of cultural allusion, to a well-known Iranian poem, by Akhavan-e-
Sales, that a ‘Spring’ is waiting, behind the long winter of Ahmadinejad’s government.
Their study thus crosses cultural borders, and shows that the same techniques of discur-
sive persuasion are practised in Iran that we find in Washington or Westminster today.

The political theme continues with ElI-Zawawy, Amr M., whose chapter is called
Towards a new linguistic model for detecting political lies. The author addresses the deli-
cate question of politicians and truth-telling, referring to an interesting website, ‘Politi-
fact’, which collects statements that are graded according to their degree of truthfulness,
with the last dimension, ‘ridiculously untrue’ classified as ‘pants on fire’. The focus is
the discourse of the two opposing US presidential candidates, Donald Trump and Hillary
Clinton, who were both repeatedly accused of uttering falsehoods. Use of the Politifact
site enables the author to avoid a potentially difficult methodological issue; namely, on
what basis to classify political statements as ‘lies’, given that neither speaker would admit
to something like an ‘intent to deceive the hearer’, which might be one of Searle’s “felicity
conditions’ for this particular speech act. An attempt is made, using the Praat spectogram,
to connect voice patterns with the act of telling a political lie, using data from both Trump
and Clinton. The author proposes a ‘New Model’ for classifying lies in political dis-
course, which is a modified version of the model that appeared in Burgoon et al. (2012).

For the analysis of Media Discourse, Vladimir Ozyumenko has written a chapter,
Media discourse in an atmosphere of information warfare: from manipulation to aggres-
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sion, which highlights changes in modern media functions. Defining distinctions between
persuasion, manipulation and aggression, the author argues that, in the atmosphere of
information warfare, the function of information aggression is gaining momentum, and
can be viewed within the framework of manipulative discourse, as manipulative persua-
sion. The author considers media aggression as a binary process, related both to the refer-
ent (affective aggression) and to the audience (cognitive aggression). The study, con-
ducted through critical discourse analysis (Fairclough 2001, Van Dijk 2006, 2009;
Wodak 2007; Weiss, Wodak 2007) and the multimodal approach (Ivanova 2010, Ponton
2016), reveals various strategies and means of linguistic manipulation and media aggres-
sion. It also shows that the main aim of linguistic manipulation, accentuated by verbal
and non-verbal aggression, is to deliberately mislead the audience imposing on it the
desired idea of ideological subordination.

5. CONCLUSION

Discourse analysis is a relatively new scientific paradigm for the study of language,
and all of its components at a level higher than that of the individual sentence — the
level of discourse. To attempt to define it in a few words would be an impossible task. An
uninitiated reader of our two issues might well find themselves in the same position as
the blind men in Saxe’s famous poem about the elephant. The answer to the question:
What is Discourse Analysis? depends entirely on what part of it one approaches for
the first time; what specific tool one picks up and attempts to use on discourse.

As the papers collected in these two volumes amply demonstrate, Discourse Analy-
sis is a rich and diverse field of research, capable of uncovering important insights, across
a broad range of academic disciplines. Within its bounds, it encompasses many hetero-
geneous approaches to discourse, many analytical tools and methodologies. It comprises
many schools of thought that have evolved over time, some of which have disappeared
but left crucial traces for their successors to inherit and incorporate in their own ap-
proaches. Increasingly, as has been pointed out above, Discourse Analysis is a multidis-
ciplinary scientific field; it is not confined to Linguistics but has been adopted by other
disciplines, mainly within the Humanities, and adapted to suit their own purposes.

Our theoretical articles reviewed the current state of the art, explained the relation
of Discourse Analysis to other research traditions, both Russian and international and
traced pathways for future research in Pragmatics, Semantics, Stylistics and Genre The-
ory, among other fields. On the theoretical side, the challenge is to develop notions able
to account for the various components of a communicative situation which contribute to
the formation of meaning, in the broadest possible sense of this general term, and to crea-
te a comprehensive classification of discourse types.

Discourse analysis is in constant evolution, and continues to expand in the range
and scope of its research activities. On the applied front, the various theoretical perspec-
tives and analytical methodologies are used on actual text, to reach a range of conclu-
sions, which may be, as we have seen, broadly explicative/descriptive or critical in kind.
We have seen it applied to texts from fields as diverse as Media and Business Studies,
Law, Ecology and Politics, in studies which shed light on many different topics.

Commencing our joint project, we did not expect to get comprehensive answers
to all the questions raised. Nevertheless, we believe that readers of these two issues on
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Discourse Analysis will be able to find grist for their own analytical mills, and we sin-
cerely hope that the process of dialogue and interchange between between analysts work-
ing in Russia and worldwide, which these volumes symbolise, will continue to bear fruit
in future. Many sincere thanks to our authors, who have contributed so much, from
the wealth of their own knowledge and research experience within Discourse Analysis.

RU

1. BBEAEHUE

OTOT HOMEp HALLIEro KypHaJla SBJISIETCS MPOJIOJKEHUEM TEMAaTHUECKOrO BBITYCKa
(2016, 4), mOCBSIIIEHHOTO TUCKypC-aHanu3y. BbiOupas JaHHyI0 TeMy, Mbl XOTENU BbI-
3BaTh JUCKYCCHIO IO IMIMPOKOW HCCIIEA0BATEILCKON 00JIacTH, KOTOPOH SIBIISIETCS JTUC-
KypC, ¥ CTUMYJIUPOBATh OOMEH HIESMH I10 PSTy aKTyaJIbHBIX U HEOJJHO3HAUHBIX BOIIPO-
COB, YTO MOKET OBITh IOJIE3HO JUIsl MEXTyHAPOJAHOTO COOOIIECTBA IUCKYPCOIOTOB.

B mepBoM HOMepe ObLTH MpPEICTaBICHB HEKOTOPHIE TEOPETUYECKUE MOIXOIbI
K aHaJIM3y AMCKYypca M3BECTHBIX 3apyOEKHBIX U POCCHUICKUX YUEHBIX, KaCaIOLIHECs
B TOM YHCJI€ €T0 CBSA3M C PAJIOM NOIPAaHMYHBIX 00JacTell — MparMaTukoi, CTHINCTHU-
KOH 1 >kaHpoBegienneM. OHH B OYEpEeIHON pa3 MOKa3ald, YTO HUKAKOW YHHUBEPCATBHOM
TEOpUM AMCKypca Moka He cyuiecTByeT. OJJHaKO NEepeHOC HHTepeca hccieaoBaTesiei
Ha JIUCKYpPC — 3TO HEOOpaTUMBIH Mpolecc, OCKOJIbKY, KaK CIPaBEAINBO OTMEYAeT
A.A. Kubpuk, TUCKYypC — 3TO «EIMHCTBEHHBIN 3aBEOMO PEaIbHbIN JTMHIBUCTUICCKUAN
00beKT s3bIka». Henb3sa He cormacutbes ¢ apryMeHTauuen ydeHoro: «JIroau pasrosa-
PHBaIOT MEXy CO00H qUCKypcaMu, a He IPeJUIoKEeHUAMH U TeM Oosiee He Mopdhemamu
wi ¢ponemamu... [loaToMy ectecTBeHHOE MTOCTPOEHHE JTMHIBUCTHKH KaK HAyKH U ClIe-
JI0BaJI0 OBl HAUMHATH C UCCIIEOBAHUS JUCKYPCa, & JIMIIb C Y4€TOM 3TOr0 YPOBHS HCCIIe-
7I0BaTh OoJiee MEJIKHE eIMHHUIIBI, TOTYUYCHHBIE B Pe3YJIbTaTe aHATUTHYECKUX MPOLIETYP»
(Kubpuk 2009).

Bo BTOpOM HOMEpe, KOTOpBIH TaKXKe ABJSIETCS IABYS3bIYHBIM, MbI IIPE/IaraeM Ba-
1ieMy BHMUMaHMIO CTAaThH IO LIEIOMY PsTy BOIIPOCOB, KaK TEOPETHUYECKOM, TaK U IPaK-
TUYECKON HaNpPaBIECHHOCTH, TOKA3bIBAIOLINX BO3MOKHOCTh IPUMEHEHHSI TEOPUU JIUC-
Kypca K aHaJIu3Yy sI3bIKa B Pa3JIMUHbIX COLMATIBHBIX KOHTEKCTaX U POJIM pa3HOYPOBHEBBIX
SI3BIKOBBIX €IMHUL] B TIOCTPOEHUH TOTO WM MHOT'O THIA JUCKYpCa.

[TepBblit pa3men HOMepa COAEPKUT CTaThH, KAaCAIOILIHECs, TJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM, ce-
MaHTUYECKHUX U MPArMaTHYECKUX aCMEKTOB JUCKYpPCa, BTOPOM — MUCKYPCUBHBIX MPaK-
THK B Pa3JIMYHBIX KOHTEKCTAX, TPETHH MTOCBSIIECH NOJUTHYECKOMY JUCKYPCY.

2. ANCKYPCUBHAAl CEMAHTUKA U NMPATMATUKA

[TpoGiembl TUCKYPCUBHON CEMAaHTHKU M TIPArMaTUKU HAXOJITCS B IIEHTPE BHUMA-
HUSI MHOTHIX POCCHUCKHX M 3apyOekHbIX TUHTBUCTOB (bapanos, [ImyHrsH, Paxummna
1993, Keukem 2014, [Monomapenko 2004, CunenpaukoBa 2013, Yepnssckas 2012;
Alba-Juez, Mackenzie 2016, Kecskes 2014, Leech 2014, Wierzbicka 1991/2003 u np.),
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KOTOpBIE PACCMAaTPUBAIOT BOIIPOCHI HOMUHALMK U (PyHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS PA3INYHBIX SI3bI-
KOBBIX €/IMHHII, OTPAKAIOIIUX MPOIECC B3aUMOICUCTBHS TOBOPSIIIETO U CIYIIAIOIIETO.

OrtkpeiBaer Ham Homep npodeccop kelime MapTHH — OJMH U3 CaMBIX M3BECT-
HBIX y4YEHBIX, pabOTaIONMX B 00JIACTH CHCTEMHO-(YHKIMOHAIBHON JTHHTBUCTHKH, OC-
HOBaHHOW Ha pazpadoranHoM M.A.K. Xammaeem (QpyHKIIMOHAIEHOM MOIXOE K S3bIKY.
JIaHHBII MOAXO0J] OKa3al CYIIECTBEHHOE BIHMSHHAE HA MHOTHE O0JIACTH JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX
UCCJIe/IOBAaHNUM, B TOM YMCIIC HA KPUTUYECKUI AucKypc-ananu3. Cpenu Hambosee 3Ha-
YUMBIX Hay4HbIX pa3pabotok Ix. Maptuna — teopus oueHku (Appraisal Theory), ko-
TOpasi JoKa3ajia CBOI0 3HAUMMOCTh MPH aHAJIN3E PA3IHMYHBIX THUIIOB JAUCKYPCa, 8 TAKKE
paboTHI 0 (PYHKIHOHATIBHO-CEMaHTHIECKON TpaMMAaTHKe, TUCKYPCY, dKaHpaM H MHOTHE
apyrue (Martin 2007, 2013; Martin and White 2005, Martin and Rose 2003, 2008 u ap.).

Crartbs, myOnuKyemas B HaieM xxypHane — The discourse semantics of attitudinal
relations: continuing the study of lexis ([[uckypcusnas cemanmuka nepeoauu 2MOYUO-
HATIbHO20 OMHOWEHUSA. NePCNEeKMUEbl UCCIe008aHUs IEKCUKU), TIOCBSIILIEHA HOBBIM Ha-
NpaBJICHUSM B TEOPHHU OLICHKU. B ee 0OCHOBE JIXKHT PeNSIIMOHHBINA MOAX0/ K 3HAYEHHUIO.
3HavyeHHe pacCMaTpUBACTCS KaK Iy4OK BAPHAHTOB, MPEUIAraéMbIX TPOU3BOAUTEIIO pe-
4yn (YCTHOW WM MUCHbMEHHOM). OHO OpMHUPYETCS U PeaTn3yeTcsi B MHTEPAKTUBHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX Ha OCHOBE MEXJIMYHOCTHOTO (hakTopa. Takum o0pa3oM, CI0Ba HE «HMEIOT»
3HaYCHHUE, OHH, CKOPEE, «CO3/IAI0T» ero. B 1aHHO# cTaThe Ha OCHOBE JETAILHOTO aHAJIH-
3a Tezaypyca Poxxe [[x. MapTuH 00BsICHSIET NPOLIECC CUHTE3a OCHOBHBIX JIEMEHTOB Ce-
MaHTHYECKOI TakCOHOMUH. CIIOBO, KOTOPOE KAXKETCsI IPOCTHIM U TIOHATHBIM B CJIOBApE,
OKa3aBILKCh Ha IPOCTOPaX TEKCTa, MOXKET BBIWTHU 332 CBOM CEMAaHTHUUYECKHE PAMKHU U MPE-
CTaTh Mepel UCCIeAoBaTeNeM TUCKypca B MPOTUBOIOIOKHOM 3HaYeHuH. Tak, Hampu-
Mep, «con» (dream) MOKeT MpeBpaTUThCS B «Kommapy (nightmare). OqHa u3 mpodiiem
JIMCKYPCUBHOM CEMaHTUKH CBS3aHA C OTCYTCTBHEM JOCTATOYHOTO KOPITyCa JaHHBIX JUIS
TOT0, YTOOBI MOATBEPIUTH WM ONPOBEPTHYTH MPEIIONIOKEHHE UCCIeI0BaTeNs 00 HH-
TEPECYIOIIEH ero CEMaHTUUECKOH 0COOEHHOCTH TOTO MITH MHOTO ClIoBa. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE
obcyxnaercst pabora M. beanapek (Bednarek 2008), kotopasi, ucnosnb3yst KOpITyCHbIE
JAHHBIE, TTOCTABUIIA TI0JT COMHEHHE HEKOTOpbIE HAOIIOACHHS, U3JI0KEHHbIE B KAHOHH-
yeckoi pabote [Ix. Mapruna u [1. Yaiita (Martin, White 2005). B cratse npeanaraercs
pa3NuyaTh THIOJIOTUYECKUH M TOTIOJIOTMYECKHI MOAXO0/IBI K JIEKCHYECKUM HCCIIEIOBaHH-
SIM M OTMEYAETCS, YTO TOMOJIOTMIECKUH MOXO0/] K aHAIN3Y OTJEIBHBIX CEMAaHTHUECKHX
obJacTeil MOXKeT OKa3aThCsl BEChbMa ILUI0JOTBOPHBIM.

Jlpyro#i cepbe3Hoi mpobIeMoi TUCKYPCUBHO-CEMAaHTUIECKUX UCCIICJIOBAHUN SIB-
nsercs Metadopa. Metagopa Kak BaKHOE CPEICTBO KaTErOpU3aIii PEalbHOCTH U OJTHA
U3 3HAYUMBIX JIMCKYPCUBHBIX €IMHHII SBISIACH OOBEKTOM pPacCMOTPEHHS MHOTHX yue-
HBIX M U3y4aliach B Pa3IMYHBIX aclieKTax U Thnax auckypca (ApytioHoa 1990; bynaes,
Uynuaos 2006, Yyaunos 2001, Jlakodd 2004, Musolff 2016 u MHOTHE ApyTHE). DHAPIO
ToyTin aHaMM3MpyeT ee Hapsay ¢ HEKOTOPBIMH TPaMMaTHIECKHMU CPEICTBAMH SI3bIKa
B DKOJIOTMYECKOM acnekte. B cratee Metaphor and grammar in the poetic representa-
tion of nature (Memacghopa u epammamurxa 8 noOIMUYECKOM U30OPANCEHUU NPUPOOLL)
OH YTBEP)KJAET, YTO M3-32 CEPbE3HBIX KIIMMATHUYECKHUX MPOOIJIEM HKOJIOTHYECKAs Ha-
NPaBJICHHOCTH MCCIIEIOBAaHUI B 00JIaCTH KPUTHYECKOTO AUCKYpC-aHAIN3a JIOJDKHA CTaTh
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OJTHOM W3 MPUOPHUTETHHIX. PacCMOTPEB ¢ MPUMEHEHHEM CHUCTEMHO-(YHKIHOHAIHHOTO
aHanm3a OOJIBIIIOE KOJMYECTBO PA3JIMYHBIX TEKCTOB, OH BBIIIBUTAET HJICI0 O TOM, YTO
COBPEMEHHBIN S3bIK OTPakaeT HBIOTOHOBCKYIO KapTHHY MHpPA, a HE OCHOBBIBACTCS
Ha aKTyaJIbHBIX SKOJIOTHUECKUX MpUHIMIAX. MeTadopsl, Kak MpaBuiio, OTPAXKAIOT aH-
TPOTOLIEHTPHUUECKOE BHICHUE MHUPA, YTO HIET B Pa3pe3 C IKOJIOTHUECKON HayKOM. JTa
uzes MOATBEP)KAAETCS Pe3ysbTaTaMU COMOCTABUTENILHOTO aHAIM3a 3KOJIOIMYECKOIro
HAYYHOTO TEKCTa O COCTOSHHM MHpa C MO3TUYECKUMHU TEKCTaMU O MPHUPOJE psisia aB-
TopoB — DnBapaa Tomaca, Yunbsima Bopacsopra u Onuc OcBanba. B To BpeMsi kak
B HAyYHOM TEKCTE MPUPOJA BBHICTYIAET B OCHOBHOM KaK IAaCCHBHBINA pecypc, MoJBep-
TalOIIUICS BO3JCUCTBHIO YEJIOBEKA, B MOITUYECKUX TEKCTaX OHA UIPAeT aKTHBHYIO
pOJIb U UMeeT COOCTBEHHBIN T0JI0C, YTO HAXOAUT CBOE OTPaKEHUE KaK B rpaMMaThye-
ckux opMmax, Tak U B MeTaopax, UCTIONIL3yEMBIX ISl €€ OMHUCaHUs. ABTOpP YTBEPXKIIACT,
YTO MOA3MS M HAYKa UMEIOT PsiJl OOLIHMX JIEMEHTOB MUPOBHUICHUS, CBUICTEIbCTBYFOLIHX
0 BHYTPEHHEM COI03€ YeJIOBEKa M TPUPOJIbI, YTO CTOUT YUUTHIBATh B CUTYaIlUU OTIACHBIX
KIIMMAaTUYeCKUX U3MEHEHUH.

MeranparmMaTuueckuM 3JIeMEeHTaM CYIEHCKOro TUCKypca MOCBITHIIA CBOKO CTaThIO
T.B. lyopoBckasi. OHa COTIOCTaBIISIET TUCKYPCUBHBIE MIPAKTUKH, XapaKTEPHBIE JUIS aHT-
JIMIACKOTO U PYCCKOTO Cy/IeOHOTO AUCKYpCa, BBIABISIA KaK MX CXOZICTBA, TaK U Pa3IUyus,
00YCIIOBIICHHBIE KYJIbTYPHBIMH 0COOCHHOCTSIMU. B cTaThe mpestaraercst kiaccuduka-
U] METaINParMaTUH4ecKuX 3JI€MEHTOB B CyJIEHCKOM TUCKYPCE B COOTBETCTBUU C TPEMS
TUIaMU peasibHOCTH, BbIesseMbiMu J[x. ['u66oHcoM (Gibbons 2003). [epBas rpymma
MeTanparMaTHIeKnx 3JIEMEHTOB, 11eJIb KOTOPBIX — PErYJIMPOBATh XOJ1 3aCEIaHusl, CIO-
COOCTBYET CO3JJAHUIO MIEPBUYHON PEATBbHOCTH, T.€. PEabHOCTH CYAEOHOTO 3aceqaHusl.
Bropas rpynmna nmomoraer ¢opMHUpOBaTh BTOPUIHYIO PEATBHOCTS, T.€. PEaIbHOCTh Ipe-
CTYIUICHUS WX TpaBOHApyIIeHHs. TpeTbs rpynmna KOHCTPYHPYET PeabHOCTh paBa.
Bo Bcex Tpex rpymnmax MeranparMaTHYeCKHe SJIEMEHTHI TPOSBIISAIOT (PYHKIIMOHATEHBIE
paznuuust. Tak, HanpuMep, aHITIMICKKUE CyIIbH YacTO HCIOJIB3YIOT CTPAaTeruu CMsIde-
HUS B OTHOIIIEHUH CBUETENEH, B TO BpeMs Kak pycckue 6osee MpsSMOJIMHEHHBI U 4acTO
WCTIONB3YIOT UMIIEPATHB, YTO OOBSICHIETCS PAa3HBIM TOHIMaHUEM BEKIMBOCTH. B craThe
OTMEYaeTCsl pOJIb METAIIParMaTUIEeCKUX JIEMEHTOB B Cy/IeOHOM KOHTEKCTE, MTOKa3bIBa-
eTCsl, KaK OHH UCTIONB3YeTCs IS TTOIEPIKaHUsl CTaTyca CyJa KaK COLMAaTbHOTO WHCTH-
TyTa ¥ COCOOCTBYET (DOPMHUPOBAHUIO UJICHTUYHOCTH CY/IbU KaK MPEICTABUTENS BIACTH.

E.JO. XpucoHomyJio, KOTopasi H3JI0’KUIJIa Pe3yJIbTaThl CBOETO aHAIN3a B CTaThe
Discourse motivations of mental construal and the expression of stance in speech:
a case study of English ([{luckypcushvie gpakmopuvl menmanvhou ouggpepenyuayuu u bi-
paoicenue nPono3UYUOHAILHOU YCMAHOBKU 8 pedu (Ha Mamepuaie aHeIUlCKo20 A3bIKa),
paccMaTpuBaeT BhIpaKEHHE CyObEKTUBHOTO M OOBEKTUBHOTO OTHOIICHHS TOBOPSIIETO
K peaJlbHOCTH, KOTOPOE MOXKET IMepeaBaThCsi KOHCTPYKIUSAMU C TOJUIEKAIIUMHE, acCo-
UHAPYEMBIMH C JIByMSI KOHIIETITYaJIbHBIMH apXeTunamu: «naptununanrom» (I1), Ha xo-
TOpBIN yka3biBaeT Mmectoumenue | nuua (I am certain that), n «abCTpaKTHBIM CETTHH-
rom» (C), BepaskaeMbIM BBOJHBIM MeCTOMMEHUeM it (It is certain that). B ctaTbe mpen-
CTaBJICHBbl PE3YJIbTAThl MCCIIEJOBAHUS, B XOZE KOTOPOro, C ONOpPOM Ha pOCCHUIHCKHUE
U 3amnajgHble TeopeTnueckrue ncTouHuku (A.A. Jleontses, E.C. KyOpsikoBa, R. Berman,
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R. Langacker u z1p.), 6611 npoaHaIM3UPOBAH HAPPATUBHBIN U JUAIOTHYECKUHA UCKYPC
B TEKCTax aHIJIOA3BIYHON XYJI0KECTBEHHON JINTEPATyphl. ABTOP IPUXOJUT K BBIBOIY
0 TOM, 4TO BBIOOp MEXIYy CyObEeKTHBIMH U OOBEKTHBIMU MOJEISIMU 3aBUCHUT OT psiia
KOTHUTHUBHBIX (DAaKTOPOB, BKJIIOUAsl pa3iIMuMs MEXIY COOBITHITHBIM IIAHOM M MEHTAJIb-
HBIM. B cTarbe TIIATenbHO aHAMU3UPYIOTCS Pa3/IMYHbIE SKCIPECCUBHBIE OTTEHKHU, KOTO-
pble MOTYT OBITh NepelaHbl IPU TOMOIIH JJAHHBIX MOJIENIEH, IPEICTABIIAIONINX COO0H
BaYKHBII PECYPC aBTOpa JJIs ONUCAHUS U PA3BUTHUSA CIOXKETA.

3. AUCKYPCUBHDIE NMPAKTUKHN

Bropoii pazaen xypHasia MOCBSIIEH PACCMOTPEHUIO HEKOTOPBIX JUCKYPCUBHBIX
IIPAKTHUK B Pa3JIMYHbIX TUNAX JUCKypca. JIlounsa Ad6damonTe u Daasus Kasaabepu
NIPENICTABIJIA CTAThIO 1OJ Ha3BaHUeM Shopping as ‘best practice’ — analyzing Walmart's
debated sustainability policies («IlepenoBoit ombIT» YonMapra: aHaIu3 HEOIHO3HAYHON
skonosuTukn). Kak u B cratbe ['oymin, 371€ch CHOBA MOJHUMAETCS BOIIPOC 00 KOJIOTH-
YECKOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, YTO CBUJCTEILCTBYET 00 aKTyaabHOCTH JAHHOU MPOOIEMbI
B TOM 4YHCJI€ U Ul JIMHTBUCTHUYECKUX HCcienoBanuil. B Helt peus uier o0 amMmepukaH-
CKOM TUTaHTe PO3HUUYHOU ToproBiu Youmapt (Walmart), KOTOpBIH BBIIBUTAET UIEIO
9KOJIOTUYECKOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTU B Psifie PEKJIAMHBIX BHUJEOPOJIMKOB, OCBEIIAIOIINX
MO3UTHUBHOE OTHOIICHUE KOMITAHUM K TaKUM (PyHIaMEHTaJIbHBIM MPOoOIeMaM, KaK SHep-
TeTrKa, OTXOJbl U Jip. B cTraThe ucnosnb3yercs KOMIUIEKCHBIA KPUTHUECKUI TUCKYpC-
aHaJIN3, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO U3y4arOTCs HIOAHCHI CTpaTeruii MapKeTuHra U OpeHIuH-
ra. BelBog aBTOpOB COCTOUT B TOM, UTO B BUJICOPOJIMKAX MCIOJIB30BAIUCH MYJIBTUMO-
JaJIbHbIE CPEJICTBA AJIs CO3JaHUs psijla IPUBJIEKATENIbHBIX 00pa30B, ACCOLMUPYIOILUXCS
C OXpaHOW MPUPOJIBI M COLMAIBLHBIMU MPOOJIEMaMU, TAKUMU Kak O6eqHOCTh. CyTh 3THX
BUJICOPOJIUKOB CBOJUTCSI K TOMY, YTO, Jiejias MOKYIKH, Bbl 3a00TUTECH O MPHUPO/IE,
€CJIM BBl BBIOMpaeTe MarasuH Y oamapT. ABTOPHI IPSMO HE TOBOPST O JBOMCTBEHHOM
Xapakrepe JesTenbHoCcTH Y onMapTa. HanpoTus, oHM MOJUYEpKUBAIOT €€ TO3UTHBHbBIC
CTOPOHBI, YKa3bIBasi, B TO K€ BPEMs, YTO OLEHUBATh PEKIAMHYIO PUTOPHKY HE00XO-
JTUMO Ha (POHE PeaNbHBIX COIUAIBHBIX MPAKTHK.

JI.LM. T'anbuyk paccMaTpuBaeT mpo0jieMy BepOaM3ayy COUATLHO 3HAYUMBIX
KOHIIENITOB B COBPEMEHHOM aHTJIMHCKOM sI3bIKe B c(epe N1eJI0BOM KOMMYHHUKAIUH.
B cratbe ¢ MHTpUTYIOIIMM Ha3BaHUEM «,,/Jeaoyamunpoyenmmuoe peuienue *“: KOHYyenyus
COYUAILHORO KANUMANLA CKB03b NPUSMY HEOHOMUHAYUL 8 AH2IULICKOM 0el080M OUCKYpCe
konya XX — nauana XXI 66.» aBTOp aHAIN3UPYET HEOHOMHUHALIMY C TOUKH 3PEHMS DKCTpa-
Y UHTPAJIMHIBUCTUYECKUX MIPUYMH UX MOSBIEHUS B JIEKCHYECKOM COCTaBeE si3blka. B xone
aHanmm3a 0COOGHHOCTEH (OPMATBHON U CEMaHTUYECKOH CTPYKTYpP PaccMaTpPHBAEMBIX
JeKceM, UX (YHKLIHMOHAIBHOW POJIM B KOHTEKCTE JIEJIOBOTO OOIEHHS aBTOP MPUXOIUT
K BBIBOY O TOM, YTO peai3alis IparMaTHueCcKoro MOTEHI[MaIa TAKUX JIEKCHUECKUX
MHHOBALIMI B QaHIVIMHCKOM JIEJIOBOM JIUCKYPCE BEIET K HApyIICHUIO0 KOHBEHIIMOHATIBHBIX
HOPM B MHTEpeCcax MoBbIIeHNs 2(P(HEKTUBHOCTH KOHKPETHOTO KOMMYHHKAaTHBHOTO aKTa.
JlaHHBIN BBIBOJI MTO3BOJISIET, IO MHEHUIO aBTOPA, TOBOPHUTH O TEHACHIIUU K POCTY 3Ha-
YUMOCTH SMOTHBHOH, PUTOPUYECKON, PETPE3CHTAIIMOHHOW W (aTHUeCKON (DyHKITUI
s3bIKa B c(hepe IeI0BOro oOIIeH s, I7Ie JOMUHUPYIOIIEH TpaJUlIMOHHO ObLTa KOTHUTHB-
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Hasi (YHKIMS, OPHSHTUPOBAHHAS Ha KOHIIENTYATN3aIUI0 ACHCTBUTEIBHOCTH, B TOM YHC-
Jie IyTEM 3aO0JHEHUS JIEKCUKO-CEMAaHTUYECKUX JIAKYH.

Wnes mapymieHns KOHBEHIIMOHAIBHBIX HOPM, IIPHUBOIAINAS K PA3MBITOCTH CTHIICH
M KaHPOB, HAXOOUT CBoe NpojonkeHne B ctatbe C.B. UBaHOBOMH «Axmosas peub
KaK 2ubpuoHas NOAUOUCKYPCUBHASL NPAKMUKAY, TIe PacCMaTPUBACTCS TaKOe HHTEpeC-
HOC SIBJICHHE COBPEMEHHON KOMMYHHKAIIMH, KaK IOJIUAUCKYPCHBHOCTD. {11 cBOETO
aHaJIM3a OHa BhIOpaja jKaHp aKTOBOM PeYM — HAITyTCTBECHHOM peyu )i BHITYCKHHKOB,
IIPESKIIC BCETO aMEPUKAHCKUX YHHUBEPCHTETOB, C KOTOPOM, B COOTBETCTBUH C COBPEMEH-
HOM TEHJICHIIMEH, BBICTYIIAIOT BUIHBIC MEIHUATIEPCOHBL: TIOJIUTHKH, CIIOPTCMEHBI, aKTEPhI
u 1p. Ha OoibiiomM sMIMpHYECKOM MaTepHalle aBTOP HAIJIIIHO IIOKa3bIBAeT, YTO pac-
CMaTpUBaEMBbIil KaHP OTHOCHUTCS K MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHOMY JUCKYPCY, TPEJCTABIISS CO-
00l pUTYyaNbHBINA KaHP MyOJIMYHOU PEeUYH, U JUAAKTHYECKOMY IUCKYPCY, TOCKOJIBKY
CYTb aKTOBOM PEYU COCTOHUT B TOM, YTOOBI 1aTh BBIITYCKHHUKAM HAITyTCTBUSA U OPUCHTHPHI
B )K13HH. TeM He MEeHee B Her0 aKTUBHO MHTETPUPYIOTCS PEUEBBIC IPAKTUKH U3 IPYTHX
JIUCKYPCOB: OBITHMHOI0, MEMYapHOI'O0 X HPOHMUECKOro. B pe3ynbTaTe oOpasyercs ruo-
PHUIIHBIA TUCKYPC, XapaKTEePU3YIOIINHCS BRICOKOW CTETICHhIO KOHBEPTCHITUH M 00J1a/1a-
IOIIMI TIOBBIIIEHHOM CTETIEHBIO BO3ICUCTBHS Ha ajipecarta.

4. NOJINTUYECKWIA ANCKYPC

B cBsi3u ¢ HeocmabeBaONMM HHTEPECOM HAIIMX aBTOPOB K MOJUTUYECKOMY JWC-
KypCY, KOTOpOMY y>kKe ObUT MOCBAIICH LENbIH pa3ien NpeAbLIyIIEro BEITyCcKa, B 7TOM
HOMEpE MBI IPOJIOJKAEM ITY TEMY.

Asusy/uia Mup3saun, 30xp3 Eciaamu u @atuma Cadapu B cratse 4 Discourse
of Persuasion: Exploring Rhetorical-Discursive Practices of Rouhani’s Presidential
Campaign and Victory of his Prudence-and-Hope Key (/Juckypc ybesicoenus. pumopu-
ueckue U OUCKYPCUBHbIE NPAKMUKU 8 NPE3UOEHMCKOU U30UpamenbHOl KAMIAHUY PYXAHU
u nobeda ez2o npunyuna 61acopazymusi U Hadedx’cOovl) MPUOTKPHIBAIOT OKHO B ITOJHTH-
4yecKyo >ku3Hb Mpana. /g uccnenoBanus quckypca PyxaHu OHU NIPUMEHSIOT KPUTH-
YEeCKHil TMCKypC-aHAJIM3 M OIUPAIOTCS Ha TpexMmepHylo mapagurmy H. dosiipkiaga
(Fairclough 2010), Brimrouaroniyo (pOHOJOTHUSCKHUM, JISKCHISCKUN U CHHTAKCHYECKHUIMA
acnexTsl. Mccaenys ncnonb3yemble PyxaHu Tpomsl, aBTOpBI OOHAPYKWIH, YTO, KaK
Y MHOTHE 3alajiHble TIOJIMTUKH, OH YacTO NMpHOeTraeT K napajrieIn3MaM, aliIuTepauu
u meradopam. Bee nepeunciieHHbIe CpeacTBa MIMEIOT UHTEHIMIO yOexaenus. Marepu-
aJIOM MCCIIEIOBAHMS TIOCITY>KUITH 3aITUCH M TPAHCKPUITHI MHOTOYACOBBIX TeJIe- U Pano-
ne0aToB, MPEIIIECTBYIONMX Npe3naeHTcKuM Beidopam 2013 r. Cpeau Haubosee moka-
3aTeNbHBIX IPUMEPOB PUTOPHKHU YOKICHHS OKA3aJIMCh KYJIBTYPHBIC &JUTFO3UHU K XOPOIIIO
M3BECTHOM MpaHcKoi mosme AxaBaHa Caneca, 4TO BCENSET ayAUTOPUH MBICIH O TOM,
YTO TIOCTIE OATOM 3UMBI, TIO/I KOTOPOH UMeeTCsl B BUILY IIepro paboThl IPaBUTEIHCTBA
AXMaguHexaaa, MpuaeT BecHa. Takum oO0pa3oM, JaHHOE UCCIIeI0OBAaHUE TTePEeCceKaeT
KyJIbTypHBIE TPAHHIIBI U TIOKA3BIBAET, YTO CEroJHs B VpaHe MCIIONB3YIOTCS Te XKe Mpue-
MBI TIMCKYPCUBHOTO yOSKACHUsI, uTO U B BamHarrone win BectMuncTepe.

[Tonuruyeckyto Temy npogomkaeT AmMp M. Dab-3aBaBu B ctatbe Towards a New
Linguistic Model for Detecting Political Lies) (Ha nymu k Ho6ou nuHeeucmu4eckou
Mooenu onpedenenusi NOIUMU4ecKol axcu). ABTOp paccMaTpuBaeT JEIUKATHBIA BOPOC
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0 TOM, YTO JTAJIEKO HE BCET/Ia peyb MOJIUTUKOB ObIBAeT MpaBaAnuBoi. VccnenoBanue BbI-
IIOJIHEHO Ha OCHOBE MHTepecHoro BeO-caiita 'PolitiFact', koTopblil cobupaer BbICTYII-
JICHUS TIOJIMTHKOB U TU(PepeHIIUPYET X B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT CTETNICHU MPaBAUBOCTH.
B nenrpe BHUMaHUs — IUCKYpC KaHIuAAaToB Ha nocT npesunenta CIIA — Jlonanbna
Tpamna u Xumnapu KnuHTOH, KOTOpBIE OBUIM HEOJHOKPATHO OOBHHEHBI BO JUKH. Mc-
nosb30BaB cait 'PolitiFact', aBrop cMor pemmTh BaKHYH0 METOAOJIOTHYECKYIO TPOOIEMyY
¥ HaliTH OCHOBaHHUE JUTS KJIACCU(PUKAIIMK PACCMATPUBAEMBIX MOJUTHUECKHUX 3asBICHUM
KaK «IOXb», XOTS HM OJIMH U3 BBICTYMAIOUIMX HE COTJIACHIICSA OBl C T€M, YTO Y HETO
OBUIO «HAMEPEHHE BBECTH CIYLIAIONIETO B 3a0iykaeHue». Jns aHamu3a M3MEHEHHUH
rosjoca pyu NPOM3HECEHNH JKHU MCIIOJIb30Bajiach nporpamma Praat. ABTop mpemnaraer
HOBYIO MOJIEINb TSI KITACCH(DMKALINH JDKH B TIOIMTUYECKOM JIUCKYPCE, KOTOpast SBISETCS
MOAM(HUIIMPOBAHHOM BepcHeil Mozeny, IpescTaBiIeHHo! B padote Burgoon u nip. (2012).

B.U. O310MeHKo0 B cTaThe «Meoutinblil OUCKYPC 8 cumyayu UHGOpMayuoHHoU
BOUHBL: OM MAHUNYIAYUU — K depeccuu» TPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAT U3MEHEHHE (PYHKITHIA
MeMIHHOTO AUCKypca. IIbITasich pa3rpaHuuuTh OHATHS YOexHcOeHue, MaHUNYIAyus u ae-
peccus, aBTOpP JeNIAaeT BBIBOJ] O TOM, UYTO B YCJIOBUSX MH(OPMAIIMOHHON BOWHBI (hOpMU-
pyetcst u ycwmuBaeTcs: GyHKIUs HHOOPMALIMOHHOM arpeccuu, KOTopasi MOXKET paccMaT-
pHBaThCA B paMKaxX MaHUITYJSITUBHOTO JUCKypca Kak MaHUIYJISITUBHOE yoexxaenue. Mu-
(dopmMaroHHas arpeccusi, OCyIIeCTBIsieMasi Kak BepOabHBIMU, TaK U HEBepOATbHBIMHU
Cpe/ICTBaMH, pacCMaTPUBACTCS aBTOPOM JBYIUIAHOBO — TI0 OTHOILICHUIO K pedepeHTy
(agpdpexmusnasn acpeccusi) u IO OTHOLICHUIO K afipecary (KoeHumusHas azpeccus). Pe-
3yJlbTaThl aHAIM3a, MPOBEJICHHOTO C MPUMEHEHUEM KPUTHUYECKOTO IUCKYpC-aHaIn3a
(Fairclough 2001, Van Dijk 2006, 2009; Weiss, Wodak 2007, Wodak 2007 u np.)
1 MyJbTUMOJanbHOTO Toaxoaa (MBanosa 2010, Ponton 2016 u np.), mMO3BOIWIN BbI-
SIBUTH Pa3JIMYHbIC TIPUEMBI M CPEJICTBA MAHUITYJIALIMK M TTOKa3aTh, YTO OCHOBHOM IETBIO
MH()OPMAIIIOHHOMN arpeccuu SBJSIETCS MPEeAHAMEPEHHOE BBEACHHE ayMTOPUHU B 3a0ITy K-
JICHUE ¥ BHYIIICHHE HY>KHOM UJIEH C LIEJbI0 €€ UICOIOTHIECKOT0 MO TYHHEHNS.

5. SAKJTIO4HEHUE

JlucKypc-aHanu3 MpeiCTaBisieT cO00M OTHOCUTEIBHO HOBYIO HAyUYHYIO HApaaUrMy
HCCIIEZIOBaHUS S3bIKA M BCEX €r0 KOMIIOHEHTOB Ha 00Jiee BBICOKOM YPOBHE — YPOBHE
JUCKYpcCa. Kak mokazanu MpEACTAaBJICHHBIC B HAILIEM JBYXTOMHOM TEMATUYCCKOM BbI-
IIyCKE HUCCIIEIOBAHMS, 1aTh OJHO3HAYHOE ONpPEAENICHUE JUCKYpPC-aHATINU3Y B HECKOIBKUX
CJIOBaX HEBO3MOXHO. OTBET Ha BOIpoc, Ymo maxoe ouckypc-ananus?, LEIUKOM U MOJI-
HOCTBIO 3aBUCHUT OT TOT0, KaKas €ro 4acTh pacCMaTpPUBaeTCsA U KaKue KOHKPETHO WMH-
CTPYMEHTHI JUIsl €r0 aHajiu3a ucrnonib3yrorcsi. CoOpaHHbIE B ATUX JABYX TOMAaxX CTAaThbU
HarJISIHO IEMOHCTPHUPYIOT, YTO AUCKYpC-aHaIN3 NpEJCTaBIIsAeT co0o0ii boraTyro U pas-
HOOOpa3Hy!0 00JIaCTh UCCIEAO0BaHUSA, B PE3Y/IbTaTe U3Y4EeHHUs] KOTOPOW BBIABISIOTCS
HMHTCPECHBIC JAHHBIC, KACAOIMCCS MIMPOKOI0 CIICKTPa HAYUHBIX JUCLUILINH. B npeac-
JIaxX CBOMX I'PAaHUIl OH BKIIIOYAET B ce0sl Pa3HOPOHbIE MOIX0/Ibl, AHAIUTHUYECKUE UHCT-
pyMeHThI ¥ MeToposorud. OH 00beANHST U 00bEAMHACT PA3IMUYHbIC HAYUHBIE IIKOJIbL.
Hexoropsle n3 HUX yXe MCUYE3IIH, HO 3aJI0KUIN OCHOBY Ul JaJbHEHIINX UCCIIE0-
BaHMW. Byayun MeXIMCHUIIIMHAPHBIM HAayYHBIM HAaIPaBJICHHUEM, JUCKYPC-aHAIN3
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HE OIPaHUYMBACTCS PAMKaMHU JIMHI'BUCTUKH, a OXBaTbIBAET MHOTHUE JIpyTHE TyMaHUTap-
HbIE JUCLUIUIMHBI U Pa3BUBAETCS HA UX OCHOBE C yYETOM COOCTBEHHBIX LIEJICH.

B Teoperndeckux cTaThsixX HaIIEro ABYXTOMHOIO BBIITYCKA MPEACTABICHO TEKYIIEE
COCTOSIHUE JIEII, TAaHO OOBSICHEHHE TOT0, KAKUM 00pa3oM TUCKYPCUBHBIE UCCIIEIOBAHHS
COOTHOCSITCS C IPyTMMH HAayYHBIMHU TPAIUIMAMH, KaK POCCUHCKMMHU, TaK Y 3alaJHbIMU,
HaMeueHBI MMyTH JUIs1 OyAyIIUX UCCIICAOBAHHI B 00IACTH TUCKYPCUBHOM MParMaTHKH,
CEeMaHTHKH, CTHJIMCTUKH, )KaHPOBEACHUS U ApYrux obnacrteil. s Teopun nuckypca
BaXXHOM 3ajauell sBisiercs pa3paboTKa MOHATHH, CIIOCOOHBIX YUUTBIBATh pa3IUYHbIC
KOMITOHEHTbl KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOM CHUTYallUM, KOTOPbIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT (hOPMUPOBAHUIO
3HAUEHHS B CAMOM IIIUPOKOM CMBICJIE ITOTO OOIIETO TEPMHHA, a TAK)KE CO3JJAHUIO BCE-
oObeMITIoNIeH Ki1acCU(pUKALUU TUIIOB AUCKYpCa.

Juckypc-aHaau3 HaXOAUTCS B IIOCTOSTHHOM Pa3BUTHUHU, U 00J1aCTh IUCKYPCUBHBIX
WCCIIeIOBAaHUH, KOTOPBbIE MOTYT HOCUTh OOBSCHUTENIHBIHN, ONMHUCATEIbHBIA WIH KPUTH-
YeCKU XapakTep, MPOJOKAeT paciiupAThes. OHAa OXBATBHIBACT CaMble pa3HbIC TEK-
CTbl — IOJIMTUYECKUE, IKOJIOTNYECKUE, MEUIHHBIE, IOPUIMUECKHE U T.J., AHAIU3 KOTO-
PBIX IPOU3BOJUTCS C MPUMEHEHUEM PA3JIMYHBIX TOAXO00B U METOIOJIOTHI, YTO OBLIO
MIOKA3aHO HAIIUMH aBTOPAMH.

HauvnHas Hail COBMECTHBIM MPOEKT, Mbl HE HAJIEAJUCh HAWTU MCUYEPIIBIBAIOIINE
OTBETHI Ha BCE MOCTAaBJIEHHbIE BONPOCHL. TeM He MEeHee Mbl OKUJAeM, YTO YUTATENIN
HaIIEero JByXTOMHOI'O BBIITYCKa IO JUCKYpPC-aHAIU3y HalyT B HEM MHOI'O IIOJIE3HOTO
JUTSL CBOMX OYAyIIMX HMCCIIEIOBAaHMIA, U HICKPEHHE HaZeeMCsl, YTO MPOLECC AUajiora 1 00-
MEHa MEXIy POCCUMCKUMU U 3apyOeKHBIMU JIMHI'BUCTAMH, SIBJIIOILUICS LIEIIbIO HALIETO
KypHasa, Oy/IeT MPOIOHKEH U TIPHHECET CBOM TUIOIBL. MBI CepA€YHO OarojapumM Bcex
HalllUX aBTOPOB, KOTOpPbIE BHECIM CBOM BKJIaJ B OCYIIECTBJICHHME HAILLETO MPOEKTa
U MOJIETWINCHh CBOMMHU 3HAHUSAMU U OIIBITOM UCCIIENOBAHMS JUCKYpCa.
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