Elmi maqalalar macmuasi m

KH.E.SULEYMANOVA
Doctor of Philosophy in Philology, associate professor
e-mail: khatirasuleymanova24@gmail.com

Azerbaijan University of Languages
(Baku, R.Bahbudov street, 134)

:https://orcid.org/ 0000-0001-7195-3499

d  :10.62021/0026-0028.2024.1.121

DISCOURSE AND ITS CLASSIFICATION IN MODERN LINGUISTICS

Summary. The present article deals with the definition of the concept of discourse and its classification in
linguistics. As noted, many new aspects of cognitive research have appeared in modern linguistics. One of
these aspects is the description of discourse and the analysis of its system-forming features, which allows us
to consider it as an independent category of communication. Linguists take into account different
classifications of discourse and try to explain their ideas broadly. The article emphasizes that discourse is a
coherent text, combined with extralinguistic, pragmatic, sociocultural, psychological and other factors.
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In recent years, many new aspects of research have appeared in modern linguistics
within the cognitive direction. One of these aspects is the description of discourse and the
analysis of its system-forming features, which allow us to consider it as an independent
category of communication.

“Discourse” was first introduced into the scientific theory of text linguistics by the
American scientist Z.Harris in 1952 as a linguistic term in the phrase “discourse analysis.” Thus,
the concept of “discourse”, borrowed from structural linguistics, received an increasingly wider
scientific interpretation and terminological ambiguity at the end of the 20th century [6].

It should be noted that there are many approaches to defining discourse. In most modern
works of various scientists like T. A. van Dijk, V. I. Karasik, A.A. Kibrik, M.L.Makarov, etc.,
a tradition has developed in which the word discourse is understood as a complete speech
work in the diversity of its cognitive and communicative functions.

By definition T.A. van Dijk, “Discourse is a speech flow, language in its constant
movement, absorbing all the diversity of the historical era, individual and social characteristics
of both the communicant and the communicative situation in which communication takes place.
Discourse reflects the mentality and culture, both national, universal and individual and
particular." Considering various interpretations of discourse, T.A. van Dijk notes that this term
is used in science in several meanings:

Discourse in a broad sense (as a complex communicative phenomenon) can be verbal,
written, and have verbal and non-verbal components;

Discourse in the narrow sense (as text or conversation) is a written or spoken verbal
product of communicative action;

Discourse as a specific conversation is always associated with some specific objects in a
specific setting and a specific context;

Discourse as a type of conversation associated not with specific communicative actions,
but with types of verbal production;

Discourse as a genre (for example news discourse, political discourse, scientific
discourse);
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Discourse as a generalized idea of a specific historical period, social community, or an
entire culture [3].

V.S.Grigorieva identifies three main classes of use of this term: 1) linguistic itself,
where discourse is thought of as speech inscribed in a communicative situation, as a type of
speech communication, as a unit of communication; 2) the discourse used in journalism,
dating back to the French structuralists and, above all, to M. Foucault;

3) discourse used in formal linguistics, which tries to introduce elements of discursive
concepts into the arsenal of generative grammar (T.Rinehart, H.Kamp).

D.A.Borbotko defines “Discourse — as a text, but one that consists of communicative
units of language — sentences and their associations into larger unities that are in continuous
internal semantic connection, which allows it to be perceived as an integral formation.
Discourses can be considered, for example, the text of a story, articles, speeches, poems."

V.Z.Demyankov based on works on foreign linguistics, aggravates the previous definitions,
including in characteristics related to different disciplines — semiotics, communication theory,
sociology, modal logic, etc.:

"Discourse is an arbitrary fragment of text consisting of more than one sentence or an
independent part of a sentence. Often, but not always, it is concentrated around some supporting
concept, and creates a general context that describes characters, objects, circumstances, times,
actions, etc., determined not so much by the sequence of sentences as by the common world for
the creator of the discourse and its interpreter, which is “built” in the course of the unfolding of
the discourse — this is the point of view of “ethnography of speech”... “The initial structure for
discourse has the form of a sequence of elementary propositions connected between themselves
by logical relations of conjunction, disjunction, etc.

Elements of discourse: stated events, their participants, performative information, and
“non-events”, i.e.: a) circumstances accompanying the events; b) background explaining the
events; ¢) assessment of the event participants; d) information that correlates discourse with
events.” This definition is noted as the most complete in the modern theory of linguistics.

Discourse in this definition is defined as a “magnitude” that is not adequate, not
synonymous with the text, but much broader [1, p. 145].

The Linguistic Encyclopedic Dictionary gives a broader definition, emphasizing the
eventfulness and purposefulness of social action in discourse: “Discourse iS a coherent text in
combination with extralinguistic, pragmatic, sociocultural, psychological and other factors;
text taken in the event aspect; speech, considered as a purposeful social action, as a
component participating in the interaction of people and the mechanisms of their
consciousness (cognitive processes). Discourse is speech “immersed in life” [7].

M. Stubbs identifies three main characteristics of discourse: 1) in formal terms, it is a
unit of language that exceeds a sentence in size, 2) in terms of content, discourse is associated
with the use of language in a social context, 3) in its organization, discourse is interactive, i.e.
dialogical [4, p. 250].

From the standpoint of sociolinguistics, two main types of discourse can be distinguished:
personal (personally oriented) and institutional. In the first case, the speaker acts as an
individual in all the richness of his inner world, in the second case — as a representative of a
certain social institution. Personal discourse exists, according to V.lI.Karasik in two main
varieties: everyday and existential communication.

Institutional discourse represents communication within a given framework of status-
role relations. Concerning modern society the following types of institutional discourse can be
distinguished: political, diplomatic, administrative, legal, military, pedagogical, religious,
mystical, medical, business, advertising, sports, scientific, stage, and mass information. This
list can be changed or expanded since social institutions differ significantly from each other
and cannot be considered homogeneous phenomena; in addition, they are historically
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changeable, can merge, and arise as varieties within one type or another. Institutional
discourse is distinguished based on two system-forming features: goals and participants in
communication. The goal of political discourse is to gain and retain power, pedagogical
discourse is the socialization of a new member of society, medical discourse is to provide
qualified assistance to the patient, etc. The main participants in institutional discourse are
representatives of the institution (agents) and people who contact them (clients). For example,
this is a teacher and a student, a doctor and a patient, a politician and a voter, a priest and a
parishioner. V.l.Karasik notes that the contrast between personal and institutional discourse is
a research technique.

When modeling institutional discourse, four groups of features can be distinguished:
1) constitutive features of discourse, 2) features of institutionality, 3) features of the type of
institutional discourse, and 4) neutral features. Constitutive features include participants,
conditions, organization, methods, and material of communication, i.e. people in their status-
role and situational-communicative roles, the sphere of communication and the com-
municative environment, motives, goals, strategies, channel, mode, tone, style and genre of
communication and, finally, the sign body of communication (texts and/or non-verbal signs).
Signs of institutionality record the role characteristics of agents and clients of institutions,
typical chronotopes, symbolic actions, stereotyped genres, and speech clichés. Institutional
communication is communication in original masks. It is the stereotyped nature of
communication that fundamentally distinguishes institutional discourse from personal
discourse. The specificity of institutional discourse is revealed in its type, i.e. in the type of
social institution, which in the collective linguistic consciousness is designated by a special
name, generalized in the key concept of this institution (political discourse — power,
pedagogical — learning, religious — faith, legal — law, medical — health, etc.), associated with
certain functions of people, structures built to perform these functions, social rituals and
behavioral stereotypes, mythologies, as well as texts produced in this social formation.
Neutral features of institutional discourse include general discursive characteristics typical of
any communication, personality-oriented features, as well as features of other types of
discourse that appear “on foreign territory,” i.e. transposed features (for example, elements of
a sermon as part of a religious discourse in a political discourse, advertising in a medical
discourse, scientific discussions in a pedagogical one) [6].

Li Je believes that institutional discourse is not only a linguistic phenomenon but also a
social one. Therefore, the existence and development of discourse, the definition of its
communicative mechanisms, and the set of means of expression depends on the
communication situation and the requirements of society [6].

N.N. Mironova also classifies discourses according to the sphere of communication
distinguishing pedagogical, political, scientific, critical, ethical, legal, military, and parental
discourses [8, p. 52].

Considering discourse from the point of view of pragmatics, namely communicative
action (its motives, intentions of communicants, and expectations), J.Habermas distinguishes:

« theoretical discourse, which is organized based on cognitive and instrumental
mechanisms;

* practical discourse, which is associated with moral and practical principles and is
based on the definition of correctness and norms of action;

« discourse in the form of aesthetic criticism, which is evaluative and evolutionary in
nature and is built based on correlation with value standards;

* discourse in the form of therapeutic criticism, the main characteristic of which is
expressiveness and plausibility of expressions; a discourse of self-expression and self-
explanation, which is determined by achieving the intelligibility of what is expressed and is
based on the correct formation of symbolic structures.
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Also, A.V. Anisimova uses the goal to which communication is directed as the basis for
her classification. Thus, she identifies discourses that serve to: inform, influence (regulatory
function), express a state/emotional attitude, establish and maintain contact.

Another criterion for classifying discourses is the type of speech genre, according to
which A.A.Romanov distinguishes informational, etiquette, evaluative, and imperative
discourses. The classification of T.V. Shmeleva also contains information discourses. She
also distinguishes persuasive, epideictic, and call-to-action discourses.

A non-standard criterion for classifying discourses is presented by A.V.Olyanich who
typologizes discourses depending on the needs experienced by a person. Thus, the need for
material goods is reflected in business discourse; the need for power — in political discourse;
the need for faith — in religious and theological discourses; and the need for information — in
information or mass information discourse. Moreover, several discourses can provide the
same need. Thus, the need for the transfer of knowledge and information is satisfied through
pedagogical and scientific discourses.

Based on the above, we conclude that there are many approaches to defining discourse,
but the main idea is that discourse is a coherent text in combination with extralinguistic,
pragmatic, sociocultural, psychological, and other factors.

In the given article, we outlined the views of many linguists on the problem of discourse
and its classification and tried to systematize already existing ideas.

The material provided in the article is intended for successful use in the study and
research of discourse and its types.
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X.E.Siileymanova
Diskurs va onun tasnifat
Xiilaso

Hazirki moqals dilgilikds diskurs anlayisi va onun tasnifatindan bohs edir. Qeyd olunur ki, miasir
dilgilikda kognitiv istigamat daxilinds tadqiqatin bir ¢ox yeni aspektlori meydana ¢ixmigdir. Bu aspekt-
lordan biri da diskursun tasviri vo onun sistem amala gatiron xiisusiyyatlorinin tahlilidir ki, bu da onu iin-
siyyatin miistoqil kateqoriyasi kimi nozardon ke¢irmoyo imkan verir. Dilgilor diskursun miixtalif tosnifa-
tin1 nazors gatdirir vo fikirlorini genis sokildo izah etmoya calisirlar. Moagalods diskursun ekstralingvistik,
pragmatik, sosial-madani, psixoloji va digor amillarla birlogon ardicil matn oldugu nazars gatdirilir.

Acar sozlor: diskurs, tasnifat, dil, mana, matn

X.9.CyaeiimanoBa
Juckype u ero kjiaccupuranus
Pezrome

JaHHas cTtaThsa NOCBSAIIEHA ONPEACICHUIO OHITHS TUCKYPCa U ero KIacCU(PHUKALUU B IMHTBUC-
Ti. Kak oTMedaeTcs, B COBpEMEHHOW JIMHTBUCTUKE MOSIBIJIOCh MHOTO HOBBIX aCIEKTOB MCCIEI0BaHUN
KOTHUTHUBHOTO HampasieHus. OTHUM U3 TaKUX acTeKTOB SBISIETCS OMHCAHME AUCKypca M aHAIIU3 ero
CHCTEMOOOPA3yIOIIUX OCOOEHHOCTEH, YTO IO3BOJIAET pPaccMaTpUBaTh €ro KaK CaMOCTOSITENIbHYIO
KaTeropuo oomeHus. JINHrBUCThI IPUHUMAIOT BO BHUMAHUE Pa3IMyHble KJIACCHU()UKALMK JUCKypca U
CTaparoTCsl MUPOKO OOBICHUTH CBOM WJEH. B cTaTbe MOAUEpPKUBAECTCS, YTO TUCKYPC MPEACTABISET
c000i1 CBA3HBIN TEKCT, COUETAIOIINNCS C IKCTPATMHIBUCTHYECKUMH, NTPArMaTHYeCKUMHU, COIIUOKYJIIb-
TYPHBIMH, TICUXOJIOTUYECKUMH U IPYTUMH (pakTOpamH.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: ouckype, kiaccugpuxayus, A3vlK, 3SHaA4eHue, mexcm
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