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FORMS OF THE EXPRESSION OF COMMUNICATIVE DISCOURSE
IN ENGLISH FICTION TEXTS

Summary. The article investigates the terminological polysemy of discourse on different levels of linguistics as
well as in different fields of knowledge. Discourse is analyzed as a unit of statements, as intersubjective commu-
nication or dialogue within the historical period of time including personal experience of the native speakers,
their individual knowledge, attitudes, intentions and emotions. Three forms of discourse are found: discourse
being intersubjective dialogue; discourse of human consciousness; discourse of the prior or the existing cultural
tradition. The author identified. three forms of discourse: discourse as an intersubjective dialogue; discourse of
human consciousness; discourse as an accumulator of a previous or existing cultural tradition. In certain areas
of communication, the knowledge of standard forms of language replicas may correspond to the intention of the
communicator, but as soon as the subject of communication is complicated, their use is inadequate.
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Pangsiescrra O.B.
JloHbachkMit Aep:KaBHUN MeJaroriYHUN YHIBEPCUTET

®OPMU BUPAKEHHA KOMYHIKATUBHOI'O IUCKYPCY
B AHIVIIICbKOMY XYIOKHBOMY TEKCTI

Anorania. B craTTi gocmigkyeTbes moiceMis TEPMIHOJIOTIUHOI OOWHUIN «IUCKYPC» HA PiSHUX PIBHAX CaMOl
JIIHTBICTUKY, TAK 1 B PI3HUX 00JIACTSIX T'yMAaHITAPHOIO 3HAHHS. AHAJI3YeTbCS TUCKYPC SIK YePTOBUI BUCJIIIB,
TOOTO iHTepcy6 €KTHUBHA ROMyHiI{aHiH abo u;ianor Bcepe,m/IHi iCTopI/mHoro Yacy, Kl BKJIOYAIOTH O0COOMCTICHUI
JIOCBL, HOCIIB MOBH, HAKOIIMYYIOTh IX IOIepesH] IHIMBIAyaIbHI SHAHHSA, yCTAHOBKY, Hamipu Ta emomil. Bui-
JIeHO TpH (hOPMH AUCKYPCY: AUCKYPC SK 1HTEPCYO €KTUBHHUN AIAJIOr; QUCKYPC CBLIOMOCTI JIIOJHHHY; JACKYPC K
aKyMyJIITOP IONIEpeJHBOI a00 1CHYI0401 KyJIbTypHOI Tpaguiil. ABTOPOM BHSHAYEHI TPH POPMU JHCKYPCY: [IHC-
KypC 5K 1HTEepCy0 e KTUBHUIMA AlaJIor; OUCKYPC CBLIOMOCTL JIOJHMHY; JUCKYPC K aKyMyJIATOP IOHepefHboi abo
ICHYI040I KyJIBTypHOI Tpaaumii. V meBHHUX cdepax CHIIKYBAHHS SHAHHS CTAHJAPTHHUX (DOPM MOBHHX PEILTIK
MOZKe BLITIOBINATH IHTEHIIIsT KOMYHIKAHTIB, aJIe SIK TIIbKU IPeJMeT CILIKYBaHHs yCKIAAHIOEThCS, X BXKUBAHHS
BUABJAEThCA HeamekBaTHuM. Crernmdika KoOMyHIKAIl AK TiSIBHOCTI IIPOABISETHCA B TOMY, III0 IpoIec (popMy-
BaHHS JYMKH € Ipoliec TBopumii. JlyMKa HapomKyeThCsl Ha OCHOBI 3aIyMy 1 BIIIIOBIIHO J0 HBOTO (DOPMYETHCS.
Lle osHavae, mo HABIAHHS, CIIPAMOBAHE Ha 3aydyBaHHs FOTOBUX (hOPM, IIEPEIIKOKAE IIPOLIECY «CTBOPEHHD 1
BHpPasKeHH JyMKH. J[71s BUpakeHHs CBOIX JyMOK HEOOX1/[HO BOJIOZIHHS MeXaHi3MaMU IIOPOJKEeHHS BJIACHOTO
BHCJIOBJIIOBAHHSA HA OCHOBI MOBHOI'O JOCBIZY 1 yCBlL[OMJIeHOI‘O PO3YMIHHs (PyHKIIOHYBaHHS MOBHHX 3aC00IB y
nporeci komyHikamii. s BEMOra JOBOAUTH AOLLIBHICTE 3B€PHEHHS IIPU aHAJII31 HABYAJIBHHUX TEKCTIB JI0 OCHO-
BHHUM KaTeropisiM KoMyHIKaTHBHOI siiHTBicTHEH. KoMyHIKaTHBHO-AIANTBHICHUN MIXiN, Ha AKUH CIIEPAEMOCS MU
B CBOEMY JOCJL/AKEHHI, CTYIIUB BIIepes BiJ HABE/IEHOTO BHINE, B TOMY CEHCL, IO B OCHOBI ILIPYyYHUKA JIEHKUTH
€IUHa, IPUPOTHO PO3BUBAETHCSI KOMYHIKATUBHA CUTYAIlld, e OOHI 1 T1 s Joau (IIepCoHaskl, a CJIIIIOM 3a HUMK
VUHI) y Mipy 3HA¥OMCTBA OJWH 3 OJHHM 1 IITBHUIKO HAPOCTAIOYOrO 3aI1acy MOBHHUX 3aC001B, MOTJIHOJIIOIOTHCS 110
X0y Kypcy B OOTOBOPEHHS BCe OLIBII CepHo3HUX KUTTEBUX IIPOOJIEM, CIIAYIOUN MOAEI KOMYHIKATUBHOI Ji/Ih-
HOCTI, 3aKJIJIEHO] B MIIPYYHUKY, B MOT0 TEKCT1 AK OJMHUII HAaBYAHHI.

Kiro4uosi ciroBa: mosricemis, IUCKypPC, JIHTBICTHKA TEKCTY, aHAJI3 TUCKYPCY, HOCIM MOBH, KOMYHIKAILid.

he problem of the research. The grow-

ing interest in the study of discourse and its
widespread use in various contexts is a hallmark
of the linguistic problem situation of the late XX —
early XXI century.

According to N.D. Arutyunova, author of the
article on discourse in the Linguistic Encyclope-
dic Dictionary, «discourse has become an interdis-
ciplinary field of knowledge, in which, along with
linguists, philosophers, sociologists, psychologists,
artificial intelligence specialists, ethnographers,
semiotic literary scholars, stylists and historians
participate» [1, p. 137].

Today, the scope of the term “discourse” is so
great that it has become possible to talk about the
polysemy of this terminological unit at different
levels of linguistics itself, and in various fields of
humanitarian knowledge.

The concept of “discourse” owes its appearance
in linguistics to Harris, the author of the distribu-
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tion method, who in the 1950s used the concepts
of “discourse” and “discourse analysis” for distrib-
utive analysis of not only individual sentences, but
also texts, considering them in the context of the
sociocultural situation of the statement [6, p. 87].

A little later in the French linguistic tradition,
the term “discourse” denoted language and speech
in general (translated from French discourse —
«speech, speechy).

The aim of the article is to disclose the role of
discourse in English fiction texts.

Later they began to associate “discourse” with “lin-
guistics of the text”, referring to the study of the laws
governing the formation and functioning of texts.

Rapidly entering domestic linguistics along with
translation works, this term begins to drift between
the concepts of text, context, functional style, sub-
language, speech, dialogue, etc.

The analysis of research works. The prob-
lem of distinguishing and correlating the concepts
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of discourse and text, discourse and speech, dis-
course and language, discourse and communication
1s reflected in domestic and foreign linguistics in
the works of M.K. Bisimalieva, E.A. Ivanova, About
G. Revzina, F.S. Bacevich, 0.V. Alexandrova,
D. Kristal, D. Maldidier, M. Pesce. However, the
problem of defining discourse is still relevant, pri-
marily due to the lack of consensus on what should
be understood by this term.

In the «Short Dictionary of Text Linguistics
Terms», T. Nikolaeva defines discourse as «a text
linguistics term used by a number of authors in
meanings that are almost homonymous. The most
important of them: 1) coherent text; 2) the oral-col-
loquial form of the text; 3) dialogue; 4) a group of
statements, interconnected by meaning; 5) a speech
work as a given (written or oral)» [1, p. 36].

Let us turn to the third paragraph of the above
list of definitions of discourse — dialogue, which, in
our opinion, is not only one of the forms of existence
of discourse, but also one of its defining characteris-
tics. In our opinion, the identification and emphasis
of such essential characteristics of a discourse will
lead to a clearer understanding of it and, possibly,
will help solve the problem of determining this ter-
minological unit.

Based on the analysis of the works of E. Ben-
venista, P. Serio, M. Foucault, B.M. Gasparov,
0.G. Revzin, it comes to the conclusion that the
unit of discourse is statements that function as ma-
terial entities [2, p. 27]. This echoes the opinion of
M. Pesceau, according to which discursiveness is
nothing but a «space of utterances» [3, p. 27].

We have to talk about discourse as a series of
statements, 1.e., as intersubjective communication
or dialogue. Here, dialogue is understood in its di-
rect meaning, that is, as «a form of speech, which
1s a series of successively interconnected speech
acts and involving at least two participants, each of
which alternately becomes either the addressee or
the addressee of speech» [4, p. 37].

The very knowledge of another person (which
becomes inalienable with intersubjective communi-
cation), according to M.M. Bakhtin, is always dia-
logical, because here the activity of the knower is
combined with the activity of the knowable:

«The subject (personality) cannot be perceived
and studied as an object, because as an object it
cannot be silent. Therefore, his knowledge can only
be dialogical» [3, p. 45].

Jurgen Habermas studies intersubjective dia-
logue. The discourse of the German philosopher has
the ability to discuss with the free public — criticize
the premises of social being, reflect, reconstruct. He
calls this kind of discourse «practical» [2, p. 38].

The sincere desire of its participants for truth
and mutual understanding; mutual recognition of
the equivalence and maturity of its subjects, the
absence of other interests besides the interest (de-
sire) to achieve a balanced consensus are the main
features of discursive communication, according to
V.M. Chuguenko [6, p. eleven].

Based on the positions of cognitive linguistics,
E.S. Kubryakova and O.V. Alexandrova mean by
discourse the cognitive process associated with the
actual production of speech. It is necessary to create
a speech product, since the text is the end result of
the process of speech activity, resulting in a certain
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complete (and fixed) form. Hence the conclusion that
a text can be interpreted as a discourse only when
it is really perceived and falls into the current con-
sciousness of the person who perceives it [2, p. 26].

Therefore, in this context, we can talk about dis-
course as a dialogue of a speech work or text with
the human consciousness perceiving them. It is also
interesting to cite the arguments of P. Serio, who
believes that discourse assumes and creates a kind
of «ideal addressee» that differs from the “speech
perceiver” [3, p. 88]. The “ideal recipient,” that is,
the reader, is the main object of influence and there-
fore indirectly always present. The alleged dialogue
that will take place during the direct reading of the
article is evidenced by rhetorical questions, which,
in turn, introduces laid-back, revitalizing intona-
tions typical of journalistic texts.

Studying the discourse from the standpoint of cog-
nitivism, L.V. Kutsenko claims that “one of the most
important results of more than twenty years of deve-
lopment of cognitology is the idea of an inextricable
relationship between the processes occurring in hu-
man memory and the processes that determine the
construction and understanding of language messag-
es” [4, p. 11]. This statement also applies to discourse.

Even M. Foucault wrote that in the life of dis-
course an inevitable demand arises of a kind of “re-
turn” to the source. Foucault set his goal to identify
the "historical unconscious" of different eras. Based
on the concept of the linguistic nature of thinking,
he reduces the activities of people to their “speech”,
that 1s, discursive practices [6, p. 406]. But mod-
ern philosophy (for example, M.K. Mamardashvili),
developing the idea of M. Foucault, tries to define
the nature of memory in scientific discourses as
a movement from “oblivion” to “return” of thought
(for example, the concept of «intertextuality» in lit-
erature) [5, p. 67].

This is the basis to speak of dialogue within his-
torical time as a complex hierarchy of knowledge,
including the personal experience of native speak-
ers, accumulating their previous individual knowl-
edge, attitudes and intentions, feelings and emo-
tions. In journalism, this can be either a dialogue
with history or a dialogue with an existing cultural
tradition. The latter can manifest itself in terms of
content (relevant, topical topics) and in terms of ex-
pression (through reflection in the language of cul-
tural trends of a given historical period).

In accordance with general trends in the deve-
lopment of the language, one can observe the in-
clusion of conversational elements in the discourse,
as well as the borrowing of fashionable words that
characterize a given historical period.

Conclusion. So, we have identified three forms
of discourse: discourse as an intersubjective dia-
logue; discourse of human consciousness; discourse
as an accumulator of a previous or existing cultural
tradition. And these aspects, in our opinion, must
be taken into account in any analysis of such a com-
plex and controversial process as the transfer of in-
formation. Indeed, information is the most gener-
al category, including not only linguistic, but also
extralinguistic factors that contribute to a holistic
and harmonious worldview.

Linguistics of the text, which is closely connect-
ed with the theory of communication, psycholin-
guistics, psychology, sociopsychology and other sci-
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ences, allows you to rethink many issues related to el up to a text. The text should be considered as the
the analysis and modeling of educational texts. The unit of instruction, and the statement as its organic
need to address textual problems is due to the fact part, its lower limit, the minimum operational unit
that when studying the content side of units of one of interaction of speaking subjects in the context of
level, it is necessary to refer to units of a higher lev- educational interaction.
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