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DISCOURSE INTERPRETATION
IN MODERN LINGUISTIC SCIENCE

The theory of discourse as a pragmatized form of the text originates from
the concept of E. Benvenist, who distinguished between the plan of
discourse — speech that is appropriated by the person speaking and the plan of
the recit. By discourse, E. Benvenist understands «every statement that
determines the presence of communicants: the addressee, the addresser, as
well as the intention of the addresser to influence his interlocutor in a certain
way» [3, p. 276-279].

In modern linguistics, the concept of discourse is interpreted ambiguously.
To define our understanding of discourse, all existing approaches can be
reduced to the following.

1. Discourse is defined through text or text through discourse.

2. Discourse is understood as a cognitive process associated with the
creation of speech behavior [7].

3. Discourse is considered as a sequence of interconnected statements
united by the commonality of the target task [9].

4. Discourse is defined as a means of conversation and thinking, which,
like genres, can become ritualized.

5. Discourse is interpreted as a speech formation, a unit of a higher level
than a sentence [13].

6. Discourse is considered as a form of speech communication, which
involves the relationship between the speaker and the listener, as an
interpersonal activity.

7. Discourse is understood as a complex communicative event [2; 5].
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8. Discourse is interpreted as a sociolinguistic structure created by the
addressee in specific communicative, social and pragmatic situations [10].

In the first approach, the attempt to define text through discourse or
discourse through text leads to the determination of text/discourse primacy.

So, A.l. Artemenko understands discourse as an elementary unit of the
text, that is, a complex whole or meaningful unity that differs at the language
level and, as a rule, is implemented in the form of sentences interconnected
by semantic links [1, p. 17].

One of the worthy attention of the features of the text is that its interpretation
is carried out through sentences, whereby sentences are considered as members of
discourse. The presence of a meaningful superstructure capable of connecting
separate sentences into a single whole and leads to the formation of a coherent text
or discourse. The semantic interpretation of discourse coherence is the reason for
the text’s unfolding scheme.

G. Vezhbitskaya argues that the text is a unit of speech, a phenomenon of
the communication system, that is, a phenomenon of the socio-speech level.
In fact, the text is identified with the discourse and is considered as a
communicative unit, where language elements and structures are used to
realize certain communicative goals, tasks and attitudes [4, p. 40].

E.S. Kubryakova made an attempt to look at discourse from the point of view
of cognitive structures that underlie linguistic competence. The text, in her
opinion, is «an elementary (i.e., basic, minimal and main) unit of discourse» — a
phenomenon not only linguistic, but also extralinguistic. The text has a formal
content structure that helps to isolate it in the discourse. The text is a product of
both speech and thinking, a product that first appears at the moment of generation
by its author and can experience subsequent rebirths when it is perceived by the
recipient. The formation of the text concept is influenced by two factors: the
situation and the individual language space of the author [8].

O.T. Ishmuratov equates discourse with a certain type of text. Thus,
discourse is a text containing considerations, that is, a text in which a certain
train of thought is fixed, and communicative discourse is a text containing
interconnected judgments of some subjects [6, p. 171].

Discourse is interpreted as a complex communicative phenomenon that
includes the social context, information about the participants in
communication, knowledge of the process of production and perception of
texts. According to T. van Dijk, discourse is a complex communicative event,
«an essential component of sociocultural interaction, the characteristic
features of which are interests, goals and styles» [5].

N.D. Arutyunova defines discourse as «a coherent text combined with
extralinguistic, sociocultural, pragmatic, psychological factors; this is a text
taken in the aspect of events; speech, considered as a purposeful social
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phenomenon, action as a component that takes part in the interaction between
people and the mechanisms of their consciousness. Discourse is speech
immersed in life» [2].

Discourse is also understood as a text «presented in the form of a special
social given» [11, p. 44] and «formed as a result of the speech activity of
representatives of a certain linguistic and cultural community, which is
considered in the totality of its linguistic parameters and socio-cultural
contexty [12, p. 262].

So, analyzing all of the above, we can draw the following conclusion:
although the theory of discourse has been developed and studied by linguists
for quite a long time, there is still no generally accepted approach and
universal definition of the concept of «discourse». It (the concept) is
considered from the point of view of various aspects: both as a communicative
process, and as a text, and as a system, and as a communicative event.

But, despite the fact that all these approaches are based on various features
and characteristics, they are not mutually exclusive. Therefore, on the basis of
the above information, we consider it expedient to try to give a generalized
definition of discourse. Discourse is a communicative event that is determined
by the relationship between the speaker and the listener and is predicted by
the speech behavior of the latter.
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Mmuxaiinosa €. O.
cmyoenmka 4 Kypcy,

Hasuanvno-nayrxoeuti yenmp cymanimaproi oceimu
Yxpaincvroeo oeparcasnozo ynisepcumemy 3anisHU4HO20 MPaAHCROPMY
Hayxosuii kepignux:

Bepesnnii B. M.
cmapwutl 6UKIa0ay Kageopu iHO3eMHUX MO8,
Yxpainucoruii deporcasnuil yrieepcumem 3ani3HUUHO20 MPAHCROPMY

IMPOBJEMATHUKA IIEPEKJIAY KAJTAMBYPIB
Y KOMEJIMHUX ®LIbMAX HA ITPUKJIAJI TPUJIOTTI
®LIbMIB «<HA3AJI Y MAMBYTHE»

L.I. Konowmienp y cBoiit po60Ti «OCHOBHI JIIHIBOCTHIIICTHYHI MOHATTS Ta
KaTeropii» BKaszas, 10 «KaJaMOyp — I CTUIIICTUYHUI 3BOPOT, B OCHOBI SIKOTO
JIOKUTh BUKOPHCTAHHS Pi3HUX 3Ha4Y€Hb OJJHOTO CJIOBa (OMOHIMIB), IIOBTOPIB
cIiB Ta XHiX KOoMOiHaIii, Moxndikamii i3 NoAIOHUM 3By4aHHSIM (TIAPOHIMIB)
i OaraTo3HauyHICTIO (IOJiCEMI€0) Ui KOMIYHOrO OOIrpaBaHHs CHTYyaIlil.»
[1. c. 54]. KanamOyp BBaXa€ThCS OJHUM 3 HAHCKIATHININX €JICMEHTIB MOBH
U1 Tepeknaay. B OuTbmocTi HayKOBHX poOIT BUAUISIOTH TPU OCHOBHI
NIpUHOMH IS TIepeKIIay KaaaMOypis:

— KanbkyBanhs;

— Kowmrmencaris;

— OnyueHHs.

KanpkyBanHs — mepexiang TOOyAOBaHMKM Ha TOYHOMY (IIPSAMOMY)
nepeKsiajli JIEKCHYHOT OJMHMII 3HAYMMOIO0 YACTHHOIO YH 3al03UYSHHSIM
OKpeMuX 3HaueHb ciiB. Llum ciocoboM nepexitany KOpUCTYIOTBCS PiIKO, TaK
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