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ABSTRACT

The paper covers the issues related with the different types (newspapezr.
political, legal, literary, academic etc.) of discourse from the pragmatic ané
cognitive perspective of the discourse participant. It reveals that the characteristic
feature of political, newspaper, academic, legal discourse is argumentation base
on cause-effect relations. Grammatical and lexical elements are explicit signals of
these relations.

Discourse is considered by different points of views, such as sociological.
psychological, historical aspects. An interest has emerged in the study of
discourse, since the functionalism is a fundamental characteristic of it and th
factor differentiate it from other modern fields of linguistics, as well as, s
previous ones. ‘

The main reasons why the discourse analysis plays main role in &
functional linguistics are followings:

Functionalism is to explore the definition of the observed language form.
According to functionalists, the form is significantly developed and explained o=
basis of its function in real life. In fact, the function of the language in real time &
discourse.

The terminological differences between discourse and text give a way
other problems which are quite difficult. How do the features of the
linguistics differ from discourse analysis? The essence of discourse analysis is
determine the meaningfulness of the text and what makes it linked anf
understandable. Tt is mentioned that it carries the inter-text character on the work
about discourse analysis. At the same time, researchers who are engaged in &
text attribute this character to the text. The discourse is considered as ments
processes and extra-linguistics factors, while the text is mainly considered as
abstract formal structure. In fact, the discourse is the actualization of the forms
structure in various forms.

Discourse is a related part of speech. Comparing it with the analogics
definitions of the text, such an explanation of the discourse does not clarify =
difference from the text. N. Enkvist clarified the difference between text amé
discourse as follows: Discourse is considered as a part of the situation while &
text is viewed as an independent part. This example which is considered as a ==
in itself, becomes a part of the discourse in the frame of situational context whale
it is realized (hanging on the wall) [13, p.369-382].
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~ Considering discourse analysis mainly as a relation within the texts, it
@==cts not only linguists, but also sociologists, and psychologists. Despite of the
@ culties about understanding the differences between text and discourse (the
srentiation appears between the text linguistics and the discourse analysis of
grammar), it is possible to differentiate the text from the discourse according
pve-mentioned factor. The discourse has to be studied as a process in which

are set up with its typical characteristics, while the text can be studied in its
steness as reality. The text is a material existence and it is available to

2 it on the basis of this approach. However, discourse is more complexed.

e it, we have to catch the intention and idea of the “Text Sender”, i.e. we

% 10 determine what is considered in the text besides the explicit information in

e t=xt of the existing speech. So discourse concept contains the extra-linguistic

wtors and rhythm. A. Kibrik notes: “...discourse is a broader concept than the

W=z Discourse contains both the process of language activity and the result of i,
and the result is namely the text...” {6, p.307-309)

Social - cultural perspectives are effectively used to study its pragmatic and
wegnitive functions in the linguistic exploration of the communicative essence of
Snguage. Regarding this, it enables us to observe the inextricable relationship
Setween language and social meaning. Some functional and critical linguistic
sadies [8, p.92-112; 10, p.367; 12, p.352-371] reveal the close interaction and
Smamism between language users. Such kind of relationship and dynamism
‘@emonstrate how dialectal relationships are maintained and how they are
wsaverted into socio-cultural structures. Discourse is viewed as “the dialogue of
emltures” in the general context of intercultural communication. Intercultural

smmunication is reflected not only in language choice as a means of constructing
but also in the knowledge of its functioning in a social context which
svelops cognitive skills needed to understand discourse reality. It has strong
pections to anthropology through the research of the relationship between
mmguage and culture and to the psychology through highlighting the relationship
Setween language and thinking and finally to sociology and politics through the
mcial role of the language that plays in the social life.
~ According to N.Enkvist, discourse means the synthesis of the text and
ssting context in social life [13, p.369-382]. It gets certain meaning in context
3 this context is used for the certain purposes, in certain condition and in certain
‘meaning by transmitter of language information. T. Van Dijk suggests that the
wsatext includes the participants of the communication process and their roles,
wals, intentions, background knowledge [9, p.501]. R.Wodak determines four
pes of context:

e Inter- texts and inter-discourses relations between speeches, texts, genre
amd discourses; :
~ eExtra-linguistic, social/sociological types;

» History and archaeology of texts and organizations; and

o Situational - institutional frames of specific context
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Regarding the above-mentioned types, R. Wodak suggests: “_..in so doing, . 2
we can study how discourses, genres and texts change depending on the social- - —
olitical context...” [18, p.345]
i It is not occas[ionallj that T. Van Dijk determines the relationship between mﬂg
ideology and discourse as following: “...discourse has an ideological essence or a5
it creates an ideology...” 9, p.33] R. Wodak also distinguishes between discourse -
and text, as being on the above-mentioned item, but he views this issue mainly -
through cognitive approach: “...discourse is the schemes and generalizations of " 34gmn5] R
the knowledge and structures, while the text is the specific and unique realization : les
of the discourse...” [18, p-39] rph
The studies on different types (literary, political, newspapers, legal) f’f i
discourse [1, p-281; 3, p.123; 11, p.32-37] prove that they have the pragmatic. A
cognitive, ideological and cultural motivations. First, literary and scientific o macenta
discourses differ from newspaper and political discourses, they do not exist in the mg?].non (
real life, i.e. the prerequisites are different now. Secondly, though all types of ek
discourses have certain pragmatic intentions, political and legal discourse texts il
seem more convincing, impressive, and even susceptible to manipulation. Though
the literary discourse (text) has become the object of the study [1, p.281;2, p.131% .lg mlemﬂ'I:

we also want to express our views. The main issues include the sender’s (a writer of
a poeft) inner world, psychological state, style of thinking, his trend to imaginary.
Literary discourse deals with LGalper’s successful combination of the
aesthetic, cognitive and pressing information functions [2, p.131]. However, it can
be also attributed to other types of discourse, such as political and newspapss
texts. On the other hand, literary, academic (scientific articles, monographs.
lectures intended for a wide audience) and newspaper discourses (analytic:
articles, comments) are prone to chaos and virtuality. We think that the main
characteristics of such discourse is as follows: sender invites his/her receiver t@
think. But political, legal and some academic discourses (lectures for audience)
are away from such chaos and virtuality. Regarding this, N.Davidova puts forward
an interesting idea: “...the goals of the authors of the political discourse are 1o
convince the receivers that they are right, and to present a clear action plan...” It
seems that the absence of the chaos concept in political discourse can be explained
according to this factor. Accurate planning is contrary to the essence of the chaos
concept [4, p.62-72]. : ; '
A number of factors can impact the situation of communication which we call it

“discourse”. Of course, the main factors are the type of the communication and the 3 Tambos
options of the Sender. This is a "choice" phenomenon which was widely interpreted Saxy, AJTY
in the field of linguistics. A. Kuznetsov writes: “...the person can start the verbal £ T
communication on functional, stylistic, pragmatic, social and territorial point of Becramx \
view...” [7, p.30] T. Sorokina notes that the choice is attributed to “an inter-subject B Mo /
problem”, and “a language user”, a human stands in the center of this issue, and “. P
he considers the use of the language expressions in various contexts as a language MY 199
activity performing in communicative and cognitive functions[8, p. 100] . T K;m

In all cases, a Sender affects to his/her Receiver by using various rhetoric p——
means and inspires him/her towards cognitive, poetic and even literary activity fpen ) Mox

and as a result, he gives an opportunity to perform different types of
' 104




ADU-nun Elmi xeborleri, Cild 2, Ne 2,2017

communicative functions. Here includes grammatical and lexical elements studied
for several decades, events, as well as, humans, places, fictions, trade mark and
others. They enable the Receiver to form the specific implication and provide
Aim/her with cognitive opportunities.

Another typical feature of the political, media, legal and academic
discourses is the predominance of an argumentation on these types. An
argumentation is divided into two places: rhetoric and polemic argumentation [18,
2.345]. Rhetoric argumentation is realized by mono-logical speech and it faces
@bstacles such as the other party’s opinion. [ibid] In rhetoric argumentation, the
Sender aims to strengthen its position in the discourse, he is not interested in
exchanging information with discourse participants. According to another
#oproach of argumentation theory, the main distinctive feature of the rhetoric
argumentation is to direct the text to the Receiver in order to. change his/her
pesition or attitude. Polemic argumentation develops by dialogues and the
perticipants assertively superimpose their own ideas to each other. [ibid]

Semantic relationships based on the cause and effect in which both
#=zumentation types are reflected, are realized by different ways. The grammatical
g lexical elements define cause and effect on bases of some researches [14,
2286; 15, p.374; 16, p.203-211] and serve firstly the pragmatic objectives of the
Sender. According to such types of argumentative discourses, logical explanation
&F any discretion is explicitly introduced. In addition to traditional means, logical
=xplanations are explicitly given. Such means which realize rhetoric and polemic
arguments, form the cognitive structure of discourse.

Though the above-mentioned rhetoric means are used in various types of
&scourse, their functions are mainly divided into two places: pragmatic and
“oenitive. Using these functions, the Sender aims to pass his pragmatic object to
&= Receiver, and such means create cognitive essence for the Receiver. The
==wspaper discourse differs significantly from other discourse types, because it
sonsiders such perspectives of both Sender and Receiver.
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Xiilaso

Diskursun tipoloji xarakteristikasi
Mogqals diskursun miixtslif novlsrinin (qozet, siyasi, hiiquqi, badii, akademik

elmi va.s) pragmatik vo kognitiv perspektivlori ndqteyi nozerden ifadesini arasdirir. &

dirma bunu gostorir ki, dolili olan asililigin sobebiyyati diskursun (gozet, siyasi, &

bodii, akademik vo ya elmi va.s) osas xarakterik cohati hesab edilir. Miixtolif dil

hesab edilon grammatik, leksik elementlor diskursun serti dastyicilanidir.

Pesiome
Trnosoruyeckas XapakTepHCTHKA JACKypca
CraTbs TIOCBAIIEHA MCCIENOBAHMIO PA3IMYHBIX TUIOB (Ta3eTHBIH, 1O
IOPUINYECKH, XyHTOXKSCTBCHHBIH, aKaJEMUYECKHH M T.1) JHUCKYpca C TOUKH
NIParMaTHYecKuX W KOTHHTVBHBIX NEPCIEKTHB JHCKYPCHBHOH JHYHOCTH. BbiscE
YTO, XapaKTepPHOM YepToM (ra3eTHOro, NOJMTHYECKOro, FOPHIMIECKOro, aKaJIeME
ro) OMCKypca sBIsSeTcs apryMeHTauus KOTopas CTPOMTCA Ha NMPHIMHHO-CIICACTES
3aBHCHMOCTH. Pa3IiyHbIe S3bIKOBBIC CPEACTBA IPaMMAaTHYECKHE, JIEKCHYESCKUC DIIEME
SBJIAIOTCA HOCHTEISIMU NIPUYMHHO-CIISICTBEHHOMN 3aBUCHMOCTH B IUCKYPCE.
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