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Summary. The presented article is aimed at elaborating the problem of interpreting discourse in the
contemporary linguistic paradigm. The main objective of the paper consists in investigating discourse as a
speech and mental phenomenon studied in accordance with the communicative and translational aspects. The
subjects are the immanent features of the discourse as a speech and mental phenomenon. Employing the
methods of applied linguistics and text analysis the author performs the all-sided review of the discourse in
the communicative aspect as a complex speech construction of a supratextual level. Identifying the typologi-
cal peculiarities for each separate type of the institutional discourse is the finding of research. The results
of the carried-out research have proved that there exist typological peculiarities for each separate type of
institutional discourse. The practical value of the research lies in the fact that the outlined regularities per-
mit justifying the truthfulness of the thesis of the existential nature of discourse.
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Problem-setting and recent papers survey. The objective of the following research is the sys-
tematization and unification of the existing approaches to the study of discourse and their inter-
pretation in the translational aspect. The theoretical grounding for the ideas supplied was formed
on the basis of fundamental scientific works by E. Benvenist, P. Serio, M. Foucault, G. Lyons,
Ch. Fillmore, Teun van Dijk, J. Fisk, A. Zholkovskyi, G. Lakoff, N. Chomsky, I. Kashkin,
Yu. Lotman, M. Ilyin, R. Barthes, V. Karasik, Yu. Stepanov, V. Borbot’ko, F. Batsevic.

Discourse is widely postulated as a polysemantic term in the field of the Humanities, the
subject which either directly or indirectly implies language functional studies. Therefore, it should
be treated as an object of interdisciplinary studies, such as theoretical linguistics, computational
linguisties, artificial intelligence, psychology, philosophy, logics, sociology, anthropology, ethnology,
literary studies, semiotics, historiography, theology, law, pedagogical studies, theory and practice
of translation, communicative researches, political studies.

Task-setting. The urgency of this paper arises from the need for global synergetic all-sided
review of discourse in the humanities in general and in contemporary linguistics in particular. The
object of the work is discourse viewed as a speech and mental phenomenon. The subject is the
unique nature of discourse with its immanent features (coherence, cohesion and intertextuality).
The immediate tasks of the article have been predetermined by the above-mentioned objective
and include, respectively: the disclosure of the difference between discourse and text; the elabora-
tion of the discourse studies in both communicative and translational aspects; the outline of the
typological features for each separate type of the institutional discourse.

Practical research. The unique nature of the discourse is most prominently presented by the
following schematic triangle:

D

S T, where

S means Speech socially determined;

T means Text with extralinguistic information:

D means Discourse

The opposition Text :: Discourse is viewed in the following aspect: discourse is understood as
a text interwoven with life or the text presented dynamically through the prism of certain events.
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Text is understood as a predominantly abstract and formal construct, discourse is interpreted as
different ways of its actualization, viewed in the aspect of cognitive processes and their connec-
tion with extralinguistic factors. The term «discourse», unlike the term «text», is not applied to
the texts whose ties with the reality have been irretrievably ruined (e. g. ancient texts).

From the linguistic point of view discourse is often defined as a complex communicative phe-
nomenon which presupposes an impact of extralinguistic factors on its production and perception.

The communicational aspect of discourse is reflected in the focus on the extralinguistic fac-
tors influencing the communicative process, both in the sphere of its production and perception.
Discourse is widely investigated as a complex communicative unit with its unique structural and
semantic features. Its immanent peculiarities include cohesiveness and cohesion, fullness and inde-
pendence of meaning which are realized linguistically by morphological forms and syntactic links.
Inherent of discourse on all its levels is thematic, referential, eventual, temporal and local unity.

Discourse in the translational aspect is understood mainly as a speech practice, i.e. interac-
tive activity of the communicants, the setting and maintenance of the contact, emotional and
informational exchange, interaction and two-way influence, the interconnection of the variable
communicative strategies and their verbal and non-verbal manifestations. Very important in this
connection is the dependence on the extralinguistic knowledge, views, intentions and aims of the
definite speaker.

The understanding of discourse as a text plunged in the communicative situation suggests its
multidimensional nature. From the psycholinguistic point of view discourse is intriguing because
of the possibility of switches from the inner code to the outer verbalization in the processes of
speech generation and its interpretation with regards to the social-psychic types of language per-
sonalities and the role preferences. The linguostylistic discourse analysis is focused on distinguish-
ing the speech registers, differentiating oral speech from the written one in all genre varieties,
studying functional communication parameters on the basis of its units (the characteristics of
functional styles). The structural and linguistic discourse description presupposes its segmentation
and is aimed at foregrounding the textual proper communication peculiarities — the sense and
formal discourse coherence, the ways of topic switching, modal restrictors (hedges), large and
small textual blocks, discourse polyphony understood as simultaneous communication on different
levels of the text depth.

Communication is essentially incomplete and inferential — it is impossible to tell everything
about anything at any point in time. To derive the intended meaning from a spoken utterance
or text, the hearer or reader needs to enrich or modify semantic representations of the linguistic
input (literal or prototype meanings) by using inferences based on the context. This context, or
background, is the space of possibilities that allows us to listen to both what is spoken and what
is unspoken; and the meaning is created in an active process whereby linguistic form triggers
interpreting rather than conveying information. This space of possibilities forming the context of
a text or utterance is a subset of the recipient’s entire cognitive environment, selected on the
basis of relevance. A person’s cognitive environment includes information that can be perceived
externally, as well as knowledge stored in memory, and information derived from previous utter-
ances or texts. This latter aspect of the cognitive environment is referred to as intertextuality.

Intertextuality is essentially a mechanism through which a text refers backward (or forward)
to previous (or future) texts, by alluding to, adapting, or otherwise invoking meanings expressed
in those other texts. In order to retrieve the full range of intended meaning in a given text,
readers need to be able to recognise and understand such intertextual references. Failing to do
so will result in partial understanding, or incomplete retrieval of the intended meaning of the
text concerned. The implications of this for translation are clear, since the potential for failure
to recognise thr intertextual reference between languages and across cultures is likely to be con-
siderably greater than within them, for such recognition requires social knowledge.

Conclusions. The prominent distinctive features of discourse as a mental and speech phenom-
enon may be formulated as follows.

e The term «discourse» is close in sense to the concept «text», but its distinctive feature is
dynamic nature unlike the static nature of the text;

e discourse functional interpretation is close to its understanding as a certain communicative
act, which presupposes the existence of two dominant roles — of the speaker (author) and of
the addressee. However, the discourse distinctive feature is the presence of such important sense
constituents as chronotopos, topicality and rituality;

o there also exists the third perspective of discourse research — the study of speech com-
munication from a proper textual point of view. This is particularly relevant for the analysis of
deictics and the anaphoric and cataphoric links between the pronouns and the notional words;

e the interdisciplinary nature of the discourse studies is known as discourse analysis;

e discourse is characterized by a metalingual nature but like lower language units it is guided
by certain rules and norms;
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e the dominant opposition in discourse classification is the differentiation of the oral and
written discourse based on the opposition of different channels of information distribution — the
acoustic and the visual. Despite the fact that the written speech has been considered predominant
through a long period of time it is the oral discourse that is the original and fundamental form
of language existence, while the written discourse is of secondary nature. Most researchers also
outline the mental discourse;

e the prevailing strategies in discourse translation are foreignization, domestication and
explication;

e the key issues in adequate discourse translation are the preservation of the semantic in-
variant and the faithful pragmatics rendering alongside with the accuracy of natural and cultural
background presentation;

e the typological discrepancies among the distant languages result in certain translation dif-
ficulties and problems which should be dealt with in accordance with the existing practice of
translation transformations techniques.

In the course of the research it has been concluded and experimentally and statistically
proved that the oral discourse is the predominant and original language form of existence while
the written discourse is of secondary nature. It has also been postulated that the pragmatic and
the expressive potential of discourse shouldn’t be underestimated especially in the aspect of its
relevance in the successful communicative strategies realization. It has also been outlined that
each type of institutional discourse is characterized by its unique etiquette and a certain set of
typological linguistic peculiarities which proves the relevance of the hypothesis about the exis-
tential nature of discourse.

The perspectives of the paper are seen in the further elaboration of discourse studies on the
basis of different typologically distant languages so as to prove the outlined regularities.
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UHTEPIPETAIINA TUCKYPCA B COBPEMEHHOI JUHI'BUCTUYECKO IMAPAIUTME

Annoramua. [IpencraBieHHas cTaThbA MOCBAIEHA IPoOJeMe MHTEPIPETAIMM AUCKYpPCa B COBPEMEHHOMN JIMHT-
BucTuieckoil mapagurme. Ileqp craTbu B MSyYeHWH IMCKypca Kak peueBOr0 U MEHTAJBHOrO (eHOMEHa B Hepas-
PHIBHOI CBfI3M C KOMMYHHMKATUBHLIM H II€peBOJUECKHM aclekTaMu. lIpemMeroMm wHccieoBaHUA ABJIAITCA HMMa-
HEHTHBIE XapaKTePUCTHKU AUCKypCa KaK PedeBOT0 U MEHTAJbHOro (eHOMeHa. C IIOMOIIBbI0O METOMOB IPUKJIATHOM
JUHTBUCTUKY, TEKCTOJOTMYECKOI'0 aHAJM3a IIPOBeJIeHO HCCJAelOBaHUE ANUCKYypca B KOMMYHUKATHBHOM acIleKTe Kak
CJIOFKHOTO PeYeBOTO 06pas3oBaHUA HANTEKCTOBOTO YPOBHA. B pesyiabrare IIpOBeJEHHOIO WCCJIEJOBAHUA BHIABJICHEL
THUIIOJOTHIECKHEe OCOGEHHOCTH KaiIOr0 OT/eJbHOIO BHAa HHCTHUTYIMOHAJbHOTO auckypca. [IpakTudeckas IeH-
HOCTH IIOJIyYeHHBIX Pe3yJbTATOB B TOM, YTO IIOATBEP:KAEeHA HK3UCTEHIMAJbHAA INPUPOJA AUCKypCA.

KaoueBbie ejoBa: Iuckypc, mapagurma, (peHOMEH, MMMaHEHTHHE XapaKTePUCTHKH, THIIOJOTHIECKHEe O0COOEH-
HOCTH, WHCTUTYIMOHAJBHBIH AUCKYPC.
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IHTEPIIPETAIIIA TUCKYPCY B CYYACHINA JIHIBICTUYHIA ITAPATWATMI

Amnoraniga. ITpormoHoBaHy crarTio IpucBAYeHO poOJemi iHTepmperanii AUCKypCy B cydacHiii JiHrBicTHYHii
napagurmi. Mera craTTi moJdrae B HOCHiIMeHHI AUCKYPCY AK MOBJIEHHEBOTO Ta MEHTAJbHOI'0 (eHOMEHY B He-
BiIpuBHOMY B3B’A3Ky 3 KOMYHIKATHBHUM i TIepeKJaJalbKUM acmekTaMu. IlpeameToM [ochif#eHHA € iMaHeHTHi
XapaKTepPUCTUKN OUCKYPCY AK MOBJIEHHEBOTO Ta MEHTAJbHOTO (heHOMeHY. Meromamu mpuKJIafHOI JiHIBicTHEN W
aHaJi3y TEKCTy 3[IilficHeHO BceGiuHe BUBYEHHHA JUCKYPCY B KOMYHIKATUBHOMY acCIeKTi AK CKJIAJTHOTO MOBJEHHEBOTO
YTBOPEHHA HAJTEKCTOBOTO PiBHA. 3a pesyabTaTaM JOCTiIEeHHA BUABJEHO THUIOJOTIUYHI 0COOGJMBOCTI KOMHOTO
OKpeMoro BWJIY IiHCTHUTYIiOHaJbHOro MUCKypcy. llpakTumuna IiHHiCTH Omep:aHUX pe3yJIbTATIB IOJATAE B TOMY,
o0 MiATBePIKeHO eK3UCTEHIaJIbHY NPUPOLY ITHUCKYPCY.

RaouoBi caoBa: muckype, mapagurma, (eHOMEH, iMAHEHTHI XapaKTEePUCTHKHW, THIIOJOTIIHI 0COOJUBOCTi, iH-
CTUTYIiOHAJbHUI JUCKYPC.
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