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SIGNIFICANCE OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
AND PRAGMALINGUISTICS IN MODERN LINGUISTICS

The article considers modern research directions of modern linguistics such as discourse-analysis,
pragmalinguistics and their interrelation, relevance. There is given comprehensive literature review of
scientists, linguists who dealt with discourse, discourse analysis and pragmalinguistics. In addition to
this, authors give their own standpoints and conclusions concerning these two notions. Author mentions
about similarities of discourse analysis and pragmalinguistcs , moreover one of the main tasks of pragma-
linguistics is to reveal the nature of discourse / text. In other words, pragmalinguistics take into account
all problems of discourse and text. The relevance of discourse analysis and pragmalinguistics lays on the
fact that they are used within or under the latest, modern anthropocentric paradigm, by investigating
discourse / text we can understand a person’s cognitive structure, outlook, worldview. pragmalinguistics
investigates how a language unit can influence on a certain audience. Thereby, above-mentioned two
scientific directions play an important role and relevant to linguistics.
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Mycabekosa Y.E., Tay6aes X.T.
AMCKypC-TaaAay MeH NparMaAMHIBUCTUKAHDBIH,
Kasipri AMHFBUCTUKAAAFbl MAHbI3AbIAbIFbI

BepiAreH Makana AMHIBMCTMKaAAFbl >kaHa 3epTTey GarbiTTapbl 6OAbIMN CaHaAATbIH AMCKYPC-TaAAQY
MEH MparMaAMHIBUCTUKaHbIH ©3apa 6ariAaHbICbIH, MaHbI3AbIAbIFbIH KQpacTbipasbl. AMCKYpPC-TaAAQy MeH
nparMaAMHIBUCTUKAXKANABbI OTAHABIK )KOHE LLETEAIK3EPTTEreH FaAbIMAAP >KalAbl XKaH-KaK TblaknapaTTap
6epiAin, ©3 TapanTapblHaH aTaAFaH YFbIMAAPFa ©3 KOPbITbIHAbIAAPbIH >KacaiAbl. [parMaAMHrBUCTUKA
MEeH AMCKYPC-TAAAQY apacblHAAFbl YKCACTbIKTapbl aHbIKTAaAQAbl, TiNTi MparMaAMHIBUCTMKAHbIH Heri3ri
MaKcaTbl AMCKYPC MeH MOTIHHIH, TabUFaTbIH allly, OAapFa KATbICTbl OYKIA MOCEAEAEPAI LUELLY eKEHAIr
ADAEAAEHIN alTbIAAAbl. ABTOP aTaAfaH FbIAbIMWU 3epTTey OarbITTapblHbIH MaHbI3AbIAbIFbI, ©3EKTIAIri
peTiHAE OAapPAbIH AMHIBUCTMKAHbIH, €H COHFbl QHTPOMOO3EeKTIAIK MapaAMrmMacbiHa COMKec >Xy3ere
acaTblHbl, AUCKYPC-TAAAQYAQ TIAAIK BIPAIKTEP apKbIAbl AAAMHbIH KOTHUTUBTI AYHMETAHbIMbIH, SAEMAI
KabblAAQYbIH, OM-6PICiH aHblKTayFa 60AATbIHbI TypaAbl O KO3FaiAbl. AA MParMaAMHIBUCTMKA apKbIAbI,
TIAAIK BGIpAIKTEP apKbIAbI ©3re ayAUTOPUSIFA bIKMAA eTyre GOAATbIHbl aMTbIAAAbL. SIFHM, OCblAaMLLa exi
3epTTey 6arbiThbl KA3ipri AMHIBUCTMKAAQ YAKEH OPbIH aAa OTbIPbIM, ©3iHiH MaHbI3AbIAbIFbIH KOPCETEAI.

Ty¥iiH ce3aep: AUCKYPC, AUCKYPC-TAAAQY, MPArMaAMHIBUCTMKA, aHTPOMOLLEHTPUKAABIK, MapaAMrma.

Mycabekosa VY.E., Taybaes XK. T.
3HauYMMOCTb AMCKYPC-aHaAM3a M NParMaAMHIBUCTHUKM
B COBPeMeHHOM AMHIBUCTUKE

AaHHas cTaTbsl paccMaTpMBaeT HOBble MCCAEAOBATEAbCKME HarpaBAE€HUS COBPEMEHHOM
AVIHTBUCTMKM, TakKMe KaK AMCKYpPC-aHaAM3 M NMPAarMaAMHIBUCTMKA, MX B3aMMOCBS3b M 3HAUMMOCTb. AaH
BCECTOPOHHUIA AMTEpaTYPHbIi 0630p YUeHbIX, AMHIBUCTOB, KOTOPbIE TLIATEAbHO M3Yy4aAu AMCKYPC,
AVCKYPC-aHaAM3 U MPAarMaAMHIBUCTMKY. ABTOP AQET CBOM TPAKTOBKM, YMO3AKAOUEHMS OTHOCUTEAbHO
3TUX MOHATUIA. BblAM BbISIBAEHbI CXOXMe (DAKTOPbl AMCKYPCa-aHAAM3a M MPArMaAvHIBUCTUKK, Goaee
TOr0O OAHOM M3 TA@BHbIX LleAei MParMaAMHIBUCTUKU SIBASIETCSI BbISIBAEHME MPUPOAbI AMCKypca M
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TekcTa. MHbIMM CAOBaMM MparMaAvHrBUCTMKA GepéT Ha cebst Bce BOMPOCHI, NMPOBAEMbI AMCKYpCa U
TeKCTa. ABTOP B KaveCTBe 3HAYMMOCTM AMCKYPC-aHaAM3a M MPArMaAMHIBUCTMKM OrOBApPMBAIOT YTO
OHM PACCMATPMBAIOTCA B pPamMKaxX HOBEWLUEeN aHTPOMOUEHTPUYECKOM MapaAMrMbl, AMCKYPC-aHaAM3
MCCAEAYS TEKCTbI BbIIBASGET KOTHUTUBHbIE CTPYKTYPbl, MMPOBO33PEHMS, KPYrO30p A3bIKOBOM AMYHOCTW.
B cBOIO 0uepeAb NparMaAMHIBUCTMKA UCCAEAYET COCOObI BO3AEMCTBUS HA ONMPEAEAEHHYIO ayAUTOPUIO
MO CPEACTBOM $13bIKOBbIX 3HAKOB. Takvm 006pa3oM, 3TW ABA HafpaBAEHUS 3aHVMMatOT 0COBYI0O POAb U
ABASIOTCS 3HAUMMbIM AAS COBPEMEHHOM AMHIBUCTUKN.

KAoueBble cAoBa:
napaamurma.

AUCKYPC,

We are aware of that there were a number of
paradigm in linguistics from historical linguistics.
There were comparative, structural, systemic. But
nowadays the latest paradigm is anthropocentric. It
investigates not language separately that used to do
in the past. In studies real language with regard to
human being. And in this circumstance we need to
study words, sayings of people with their aims, in-
tentions. So, with this issue deals Discourse analysis
and pragmalinguistics.

At present time discourse, discourse analysis,
pragmalinguistics play key role in modern linguis-
tics. Because they are studied within the anthropo-
centric paradigm which the latest paradigm and di-
rected to investigate language with it’s owner. E.D.
Suleimenova defines discourse as «one of the main
object of modern linguistics, discourse theory — is
the mean to bring language up to the real interac-
tion with the help of discourse analysis» [1, 64-66].
It shows one more time that investigating discourse
with discourse analysis is crucially important to
modern linguistics. Because by examining it, you
investigate entirely person’s ideas, intentions and
cognitive processes that take place in human being’s
mind. First of all, let me expand on what is discourse
and discourse analysis.

There are a range of scientists, linguists who
investigated discourse and discourse analysis such
as J. Ostin, T. van Dijk, O.S. Issers, A.E. Karlinski,
N. Arutunova. An important theory of discourse
is cognitive-oriented analysis directed to mental
structure, mechanisms, strategies which are rel-
evant in producing and understanding speech and
text [2, 53 ].

Discourse has very broad meaning and defini-
tions because of four directions of defining it — for-
mal, functional, situational and cognitive. From
formal point of view «discourse is a language more
than sentence. Correspondingly discourse is the se-
mantic cohesion of two or more sentences» [3, 154,].
Functional way of explaining discourse shows that it
is any «language use» and situational means that it
should be to be considered in social-cultural context
[4, 67]. So we see that discourse is the cohesion of

ISSN 1563-0223

AMCKYpPC-aHaAU3,

NParMaAMHIrBUCTUKaA, aHTPONOUEHTpUYeCKad

two or more sentences (written) or real language use
(spoken) that should be scrutinized in social-cultural
context (situation).

We smoothly move from defining the term dis-
course to the discourse analysis. According to M.L.
Makarov «Discourse analysis studies socio-cultural,
interactive sides of language conversation including
even trivial written text» [4, 88]. E.S. Kubriyakova
points out «Discourse analysis — is the text analysis
not only texts, but also speech acts where we can an-
alyze language semantics of different speech units.
It would be insufficient without considering cog-
nitive categories, because semantics of the words
closely connected with the cognitive structures. Dis-
course analyses on the base of sending information
to an addressee, on-line. In order to understand not
all information is used, just classified information;
secondly, to activate knowledge in the mind of ad-
dressee the sending text / speech production must
have some language signals and the text must be
structured with special rules («owny» lexicon and
«owny» grammar)» [5, 20].

On the base of above mentioned definitions we
think that in Discourse analysis (in analyzing speech
production) there are three main principles:

1) analysis of cognitive structure which provides
adequate data processing;

2) analysis language and speech semantics of
speech units:

3) analysis of speech form an interpreter’s po-
sition (interrelation between addresser’s informa-
tion intention and addressee’s understanding that
intention).

It enables us to understand discourse analysis
investigates not only text / speech but also cogni-
tive, mental processes that take place in human be-
ing’s mind. Because under every word lays outlook,
worldview, cognitive conception.

Nowadays there are different definitions of prag-
malinguistics (pragmatics): the first one — Charles
Morris’s semantics — syntax — pragmatics; the sec-
ond one — radical pragmatics, that means relation-
ship between linguistics and pragmatics within the
framework of the cognitive level. Even here we can
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understand that discourse analysis and pragmalin-
guistics have deep relationship.

Pragmalinguistics was investigated by outstand-
ing scientists such as A. Fetzer, T. van Dijk, Ch. Mor-
ris, J. Searle, J. Ostin, R. Vanderveken, I.P. Susov,
V.V. Bagdanov, V.N. Komissarov, M.A. Danilova,
Z.Sh. Ernazarova, G.A. Mashinbayeva, L.M. Shai-
kenova, D.A. Alkebayeva, A.Zh. Amanbayeva,
K. Esenova and others.

According to I.P. Susov «Pragmalinguistics can
be defined as a branch of linguistics, which studies
usage of natural language by people as a mean of
social action and interaction in real situation on the
base of special system of rules, postulates and strat-
egies. It is like a grammar of speech behaviour of
people in society» [6, 17]. So that means the author
considers Pragmalinguistics as a branch of linguis-
tics which investigates how a person uses language
in different social situations and demonstrates that it
is the grammar of human being’s speech act which
is used in different situation.

The object of pragmalinguistcs (pragmatics)
is speech acts and Grice’s cooperative principles .
As we probably know speech acts comprise three
stages: locutionary (uttering words), illocutionary
(directing intentions with the help of performative
verbs) and perlocutionary (it is the expected result).
But J. Searle did not add perlocutionary act to the
speech act. According to V.V. Bogdanov’s opinion:
«the problem lays on not concerning perlocutionary
act belongs to linguistic or not. The issue is that in
linguistic theory (especially in pragmatics) there is
no any rules that can guarantee 100 percent realiza-
tion of perlocutionary act» [7, 38].

V.N. Komissarov defines pragmalinguistics or
process of influencing speech acts as «receptors
by receiving information relates with the text. It is
called pragmatic relation. A person may get just in-
tellectual knowledge form the text. Secondly, infor-
mation affects on receptor’s feeling and may create
emotional reaction. He calls it as pragmatic aspect
(or pragmatic power of the text)» [8, 209].

In Kazakh linguistics, Z.Sh. Ernazarova men-
tions that «pragmatics is the science which investi-
gates relationship of dynamic text / discourse with
the creator of it» [9, 200]. G.A. Mashibayeva points
out: «pragmalinguistics is the branch that teaches
true based communication, substantial — functional
peculiarities of language. Moreover it teaches how
to share information, ideas with the help of verbal
and nonverbal language approaches» [10, 7].

If Pragmalinguistcs deals with speech acts, the
realization of speech acts are performatives / perfor-

mative verbs. According to M.A. Danilova «Perfor-
matives are realized with this structure I + performa-
tive verb + addressee name» [11, 47]. Performative
sentence is different from ordinary sentence because
of this fact: the ordinary sentence conveys only in-
formation, description, utterance, whereas in con-
trast performative sentence conveys how to react
and affect. Regarding this case L.M. Shaikenova
points out «In speech act theory performatives are
action oriented utterance». Examples for them could
be war proclaim, declaration, begging apologize,
military orders and others [12, 25]. In fact, we use
performatives to influence on someone. For exam-
ple, I sentence you for 25 years. | beg you pardon. I
will forgive your betrayal.

The main form of communication is discourse
and text. pragmalinguistics examines communica-
tion acts of people in two forms: spoken (discourse)
and written (text). Thereby discourse theory and text
theory identifies the main aim of pragmalinguistics.
That’s why Pragmalinguistics take all issues of dis-
course, text theories as it’s purpose. The main aim is
to discover, make clear the nature of discourse and
text.

As we understand discourse analysis and
pragmalinguistics are closely connected and even
more one of the main tasks of pragmalinguistics
is to discover the nature of discourse. That they
are inseparable at present time. This good com-
bination is one of the main directions of modern
linguistics and plays crucially important role in
Linguistics. Firstly, in correspondence with an-
thropocentric paradigm, they investigate lan-
guage elements with it’s owner not separately.
Particularly, discourse analysis studies how the
cognitive processes that take place in human’s
mind. So, discourse analysis investigation deals
with not only with the text or oral information,
but also cognitive perceptions of the people. That
means it is person-oriented. When we understand
that how people produce words due to a certain
outlook, worldview, then we need to clarify how
that cognitive, world view oriented words must
influence, affect on something. Hence, we rely on
pragmalinguistics, because it studies how express
intentions, influence, agitate, convince somebody
about something. Especially it is used in politi-
cal discourse. IN comparison with the past, now
there are many talk shows, TV shows, political
debates, discussions concerning different prob-
lematic questions where scientists need to analyze
discourse and understand how to attract people’s
attentions , as a result to persuade the audience.
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