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DISCOURSE AND TEXT AS LANGUAGE UNITS

This article deals with the research of discourse and text such as language units. A short information
is given on the differentation of discourse and text. Many researcher’s various thoughts are examined in
this article. The study makes extensive use of the views of world scholars on these two coherent con-
cepts; discourse and text. Although textual linguistics is a new field, there are a lot of interesting facts
about it. Text, its types, tools of creating text, different types of discourse, markers, systematization,
genres and so on has been researched. These are also continues to be done on the basis of it. The study
of discourse began in the 1920s and is now a new field has found a place in linguistics. It is divided
into Discourse Analysis and Critical Discourse Analysis. So, many studies have been conducted in the
branches.

At present, there are many definitions of discourse and text and many different approaches to it. This
shows that the discourse and text are too complex to consider. However, it is important to clarify the
meaning of these concepts, the sphere of development within certain limits, and other resembling issues.
The purpose of discourse is to change the mind and behavior of the listener or reader for the utility of the
speaker or writer, and the text is created to achieve this.

To clarify the content of the concept of discourse, it is expedient to consider its components. These
components are divided into two groups, linguistic and extra-linguistic. Linguistic components are main-
ly included in the concept of text. This indicates that the discourse is a broader concept than the text.

In the article it is investigated that while coming to written discourse, text and contextual concepts
come to the fore. In the comparative study of languages, the main focus is on the comparison of texts,
and the analysis is carried out at the lexical and grammatical level. A text can be defined as an object
that can be read, whether it is literature, a lesson written on a board, or a street sign. It is a collection of
related signs that convey a kind of informative message. In linguistics, discourse is generally considered
the use of written or spoken language in a social context. Thus, the text is considered not as a synonym
of discourse, but as its result, its preserver in the article.

Key words: discourse, text, concept, interrelation, parameters.
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AMCKYpC neH MaTiH TIAAIK OipAiK peTiHae

BbyA Makanapa TIAAIK GIpAIKTEP CMSIKTbI AMCKYPC MeH MOTIHAI 3epTTeyre Kem KeHiA GeAiHeai.
AMCKYpPC MeH MOTIHHIH, arblpMallbIAbIFbl TYPaAbl KbiCKalla aknapar Oepirai. Makaapa kenrtereH
3epTTeyLliAepAiH SpPTYPAI  OMA@pbl TaAKbIAQHAbI. 3epTTeyAe 9AeM FaAbIMAAPbIHbIH OCbl  ©3apa
6anAaHbICTbl €Ki YFbIMFa AEreH Ke3KapacTapbl KeH KOAAAHbIAAAbl: AMCKYPC >K8He MaTiH. MaTiHAIK
AVHTBMCTMKA >KaHa caAa BoAFaHbiMeH, BYA TypaAbl KernTereH Kbi3blKTbl pakTiAep 6ap. MaTiH, OHbIH
TYPAEPI, MBTIH KYPY KYPAAAApPbl, AUCKYPCTbIH, 8p TYPAI TYPAEPI, MapKepAEp, XXYMNEAeY, XXaHPAAp >KoHe
T.6. 3epTTeAAi. ByA Aa COHbIH Heri3iHAe >kacaaabl. AMCKYpPCTbl 3epTTey XX FacbipAbiH 20->KbIAAAPbIHAA
6acTanAbl, eHAI OYA >kaHa Cara AMHIBUCTMKAAQ ©3 XKOAbIH TanTbl. OA AMCKYPCTbIK, TAAAQY >KOHE CbIHM
AMCKYPCTbI TaaAay 60AbIn 6eAiHeai. COHbIMEH, (hAMArAAPAQ KOITTEreH 3epTTeyAep Xyprisiaai. Kasipri
YaKbITTa AMCKYPC MEH MOTIHHIH KenTereH aHblKTamaAapbl X&He OFaH AereH SpTYPAi Keskapactap
6ap. bya AMCKypc neH MaTiH eTe KypAEAi ekeHiH KepceTeai. AAariaa, OYA YFbIMAAPAbIH MafFbliHACbIH,
GeAriAi 6ip wekTepAeri AamMy asiCbiH XKaHe 6acka Aa OCblFaH YKCAC MAOCEAEAEPAI HAKTbIAQy MaHbI3AbI.
AMCKYPCTbIH, MaKCaTbl — ThIHAQYLLIbIHbIH HEMECE OKbIPMaHHbIH OMAQYbl MEH MiHE3-KYAKbIH COMACYLLIHIH
Hemece >KasyLblHbIH MaiAaCbiHa ©3repTy, OYA YLUiH MOTIH XacaAaAbl. AUCKYPC TY>KbIPbIMAAMACbIHbIH
Ma3MYHbIH HAKTbIAQY YLUiH OHbIH, KOMMOHEHTTEPiH KapacTblpFaH >XeH. byA KOMNOHeHTTep eki Tonka
GOAIHEAI: AMHTBUCTMKAABIK, >XOHE 3SKCTPAAMHIBMCTMKAABIK. TIAAIK KOMMOHEHTTep HerisiHeH MoTiH
YFbIMblHa eHeAi. ByA AMCKYpCTbIH MaTiHre KaparaHAQ KeHipek YFbIM eKeHiH KepceTeai. Makarasa
>kazballa AMCKYPCKA KoLy KE3IHAE MBTIH MEH MOHMOTIHAIK YFbIMAAP aAAbIHFbl KaTapfa LLbIFATbIHABIFbI
3epTreAreH. CaAbICTbIpMaAbl TIAAIK 3epTTeyAep MOTIHAEPAI CaAbICTbipyFa GarbITTaAFaH, aA TaAAay
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Discourse and text as language units

AEKCUKaAbIK, >K&HE rpamMMaTMKaAblK, AEHremAe >Ky3ere acbipbiAaAbl. MaTiHAI OKyFa 60OAATbIH HblCaH
peTiHAE aHblKTayFa 60AaAbl, MEMAT OA 8Ae0MeT BOACHIH, TakTara XasblAraH cabak, 60ACbIH HEMeCe Kelle
MaHAanwackl 6OACbIH. byA aknapartTbik, Xxabapaama TypiH 6epeTiH 6ipikkeH TaHOaAap KMbIHTbIFbL. TiA
GiAIMiIHAE AMCKYPC, BAETTE, Ka3ballla HemMece aybi3eki COMAeY TIAIH DAEYMETTIK MBHMBTIHAE KOAAAHY
Aen caHanaabl. OcblAaiila, MOTIH AMCKYPCTbIH CMHOHWMI peTiHAE eMeC, OHbIH HBTWXEeCi peTiHAe
KapacTbIPbIAAbI.

Ty¥in ce3aep: AMCKYPC, MBTIH, YFbiM, OafAaHbIC, LLAaMaAap.
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AMCKpr U TEKCT KaK S3blKOBbl€ € AUHULLDbI

DTa CTaTbs NOCBSLLEHA MCCAEAOBAHUIO AMCKYPCA M TEKCTA, HAaNpuUMep 93blKOBbIX eAnHULL. AaeTca
KpaTkas MHopMauus O pasAMuMgax AMCKypca M Tekcta. B cratbe paccmaTpuBaloTCsl pasAMuHble
MbICAM MHOTMX MCCAeAOBaTeAelN. B nccaepAOBaHMM LLIMPOKO MCMOAb3YIOTCS B3rASAbI MUPOBBIX YUeHbIX
Ha 3TU ABE B3aMMOCBSI3aHHble KOHLENUUU: AMCKYPC M TEKCT. XOTS TeKCTOBasg AMHIBUCTMKA — HOBas
00AaCTb, B HEil €CTb MHOIO MHTEPECHbIX (DaKTOB. MCCAEAYIOTCS TEKCT, €ro TUMbl, CPEACTBA CO3AAHMS
TEKCTa, Pa3AMYHbIE TUMbl AUCKYPCA, MAPKEPbI, CUCTEMATU3ALMS, KAHPbI U T.A. DTO TaKXKe NPOAOAXKAET
AEAATbCA Ha ero ocHoBse. M3yueHne aAnckypca Hayaaoch B 1920-x roaax, 1 Tenepb 3Ta HoBasi 00AaCTb
HalwAa CBOe MeCTO B AMHrBUCTMKe. OH paspAeAeH Ha aHaAM3 AMCKYpPCa M aHAAM3 KPUTUYECKOro
AMcKypca. MTak, B hnanasax 6bIAO MPOBEAEHO MHOTO MCCAEAOBAHUIA,

B HacToslee Bpemsa cylLecTByeT MHOXECTBO OMNpeAeAeHMn AMCKYPCA M TeKCTa U MHOIO PasHbIX
NMOAXOAOB K HeMy. DTO MokasbiBaeT, YTO AMCKYPC M TEKCT CAMLLKOM CAOXHbI AAS PACCMOTPEHMS.
OAHAKO BaXKHO YTOYHUTb CMbICA 3TUX MOHSATUI, chepy pa3BUTUS B ONPeAEAEHHbIX NMPeAeAax 1 Apyrme
CXOAHble BOMpPOChI. LleAab AncKypca — M3MEHUTb MbILLAEHME U MOBEAEHME CAYLUATEAS UAM UMTATEAd B
NMOAb3Y FOBOPSLLErO MAM NUCATEAS, N AAS 3TOFO CO3AQAETCH TEKCT.

YT06bl yTOUHUTb COAEPIKAHME MOHATUS AUCKYPC, LEAECOOOPA3HO PACCMOTPETDL €ro COCTABASIOLLME.
DTM  KOMIOHEHTbl AEAITCS Ha ABe TIpynnbl: AMHIBUCTUYECKME WM  3KCTPAAMHIBUCTUYECKME.
AMHIBUCTUYECKME KOMMOHEHTbI B OCHOBHOM BXOAST B MOHSTME TEeKCTa. JTO YKa3blBaeT Ha TO, YTO
AVCKYPC — DOAEE LUIMPOKOE MOHATHE, YeM TEKCT.

B crtatbe mnccaeapyeTcs, UTO Npu NepexoAe K NMUCbMEHHOMY AMCKYPCY Ha MepBbIA MAAH BbIXOAST
TEKCT M KOHTEKCTHble MOHATUS. B CpaBHUTEABHOM M3yUeHMW 93bIKOB OCHOBHOE BHMMaHUE YAEASEeTCSs
CpaBHEHUIO TEKCTOB, a aHaAM3 MPOBOAMTCS Ha AEKCUMKO-TPaMMATM4YeCKOM YpoBHe. TeKCT MOXXHO
OMpPeAeAnTb Kak OObEKT, KOTOPbIA MOXHO MpounTatb, OYAb TO AMTEpaTypa, YPOK, HarMcaHHbIA Ha
AOCKE, UAM YAUYHDIA 3HaK. DTO HAbOP CBA3aHHbIX 3HAKOB, NEPEAAIOLLMX CBOETO POAA MH(POPMATUBHOE
cooblieHre. B AMHIBUCTMKE AMCKYPC OObIYHO CUMTAETCS MCMOAb30BAHMEM MUCbMEHHOM MAM YCTHOM
peur B COUMAAbHOM KOHTeKCTe. Takum 006pasom, TEKCT PaCCMaTPMBAETCS HE Kak CUHOHUM AMCKYpCa, a
KaK ero pe3yAbTaT, ero XpaHuUTeAb B CTaTbe.

KAtoueBble cAOBa: AMCKYPC, TEKCT, MOHITUE, B3aMMOCBSA3b, MapaMeTpbl.

Introduction

Discourse is one of the most current directions
in linguistics in the twentieth century, among the
terms of linguistics. The term discourse is used in
many scientific fields such as critical theory, linguis-
tics, pragmatics, sociology, philosophy and many
other different fields. Discourse is approached from
different perspectives. In the field of linguistics, dis-
course was first used as a term by Zellig Harris. He
published an article entitled “Discourse Analysis” in
1952: “Discourse has become one of the important
critical concepts of the social sciences and the vo-
cabulary of mankind” (Harris, 1952: 4)

The term discourse is used differently by dif-
ferent researchers in different academic cultures. In
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the context of Germany and Central Europe, there
is a distinction between text and discourse based on
linguistic tradition. It is obviously known that, dis-
course is often used for both written and oral texts in
English-language literature.

Z.Y .Turayeva thinks that the structure of the
text is a kind of complementary information.That
structure is a method of global organization of the
object. He considers it important that the relation-
ship between its material units and its completeness
as a whole should be investigated (Typaesa, 1986:
56).

Other researchers distinguish different levels
of abstraction. One of those researchers is Lemke.
Lemke clarifies that, “text” is a concrete realization
of abstract forms of knowledge (here the researcher
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considers discourse) (Lemke, 1995: 68). Along with
these views, he shows his engagement to Foucault’s
approach. The historical approach to discourse is
that socio-cognitive theory refers to “discourse” as a
memory of social experience and a structured form
of knowledge. Besides it, according to the historical
point of view “text” is clarified as a specific oral or
written document and it creates a link between the
views they refer to and further refines these views
and socio-cognitive theory.

“The text can be considered meaningful and
clear only if the listener-receiver of the text, can
create a model that suits him/her. Along with the
meaning, parts of the text (mental presentation of
the text), information from previous models, as well
as common knowledge patterns accepted by most
people help to build such units” (Abdullayev, 2011:
240).

The structure that forms the general knowledge
is restored by the cognitive-dynamic, socio-prag-
matic and communicative-information components
of the discourse and finds its verbal expression at
the level of genre, composition, style and type of the
text (YabsHOBa, 2004: 31).

Discourse is specially given in texts. There is a
special grammar, special vocabulary, special rules
and syntax, special semantics , special lexicology
and, in one word, a special world behind them. In
any world of discourse, it has its own rules of synon-
ymous equivalent, its own rules of authenticity , its
own rules of etiquette. Each of discourse is exactly
one of the “possible worlds”.

In recent years, most world-famous scholars
have attached importance to the subject of discourse
and text. Those researchers have conveyed various
valuable opinions about the mentioned issues. Their
research allows us to come such kind of conclu-
sions about the problems of discourse and text, its
place among the terms (concepts) of linguistics, its
specific features and at the same time to determine
the methodological basis of the research. One of the
prominent scientist K.Y.Sigal tries to reconsider the
relationship between these two large-scale concepts
of “discourse” and “text”. He clarifies that “text is
a universal form of communication of knowledge.
Text is organized by the categories of exhaustion,
urgency, modality and their secondary categories”.
This researcher considers a discourse to be a linguis-
tic specific event with a set of language units. Those
units are texted and brought out the rules of their
creation and use (Curai, 2000: 223-224).

Another well-known scientist N.V.Malicheva
also considers discourse and text as different oc-
currences. According to his point of view, the dis-

course is based on the choice of language means in
accordance with the genre, intensity and style of the
author. But the text is the result of this choice and
the choice of the appropriate model. He believes
that discourse is a broader and multifaced concept
than text, because it surrounds both the process of
language activity and its consequences. One of the
main distinguishing features of discourse and text,
according to the researcher, is that the text tends
to be revived many times, and the discourse does
not come to life again. While discussing this issue
N.V.Malicheva writes: “The text is a polycommuni-
cative and poly-thematic mechanism, it joins com-
plicated syntactic units and independent sentences.
The text has structural exasperation and forms a
conceptually significant meaning that maintains a
communicative and cognitive fragment of reality”
(Mamsruena, 2003: 10).

Experiment

In the study of this article, it is very difficult
to clarify the relationship between the concepts of
text and discourse because of the large number of
definitions of the term discourse and the lack of a
unified approach. Discourse is seen as a dialectical
connection between a situation, an institution and
a social structure and a particular discursive event.
A discursive event is formed not only by the situ-
ation, the institution, the social structure, but also
by them. Therefore, discourse is both socially or-
ganized and conditioned: it includes situations, the
object of knowledge, the social identities of people
and groups of people, the relationship between them
and so on.

In the works of a number of researchers, dis-
course is understood as the process of creating and
reading a text (N.A. Kulibina, V.A. Milovidov, V.L.
Tyupa). In particular, N.A. Kulibina suggests distin-
guishing between a book and a book read by some-
one as a written text. In the first state, it is really
text in all its graphic form, from the first word to
the last punctuation mark. In the second state, it is
a discourse that comes into being in the perception
process (Kynubuna, 2001).

Discourse is a relatively stable use of language
that serves to organize and structure social life.
There is only one question: there is no type-picture
link between these two concepts.It means that the
text is the type of discourse and the discourse is not
the type of text. “Discourse is not an intermediate
event among speech, communication and language
behavior, or an intermediate stage between a system
and a text. It is not a text with extra-linguistic pa-
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rameters, it is not a discourse without these param-
eters” (IIpoxopog, 2006: 10).

While connecting to different speech situations
on the basis of the same text, different kinds of
discourses can appear. When mastering a text, the
speaker turns it into personal information. That in-
formation is unique and full of individual meanings
(for example, prayer or an anecdote) (3aeBckas,
2001: 36-44).

Result and discussion

All of the above confirms the fact that the re-
ality of any language belongs to the realms of lan-
guage and speech at the same time. All views on the
problem can be located between two extremes: first,
the discourse is text (part of any text, type of any
text, state of any discourse), text is discourse (part
of discourse, type of discourse, state of discourse);
second, discourse is a work, discourse use, activity.
Text and discourse are real events, they cannot be
one; text and discourse are inseparable. Text and
discourse are works that exist in the structure and
content of communication. Discourse is understood
as an abstract, unchanging description of the real-
ized structural and semantic features that take place
in particular texts (borateipesa, 2006).

G. Manaenko emphasizes that any discourse can
create a text. While creating an information (data)
environment in a specific field of activity it is a con-
crete material object which reflects the characteris-
tics of human interactions (Manaenko, 2005: 30).

One of the well-known researchers Chang Kim
Bao understands the text as “in” and the discourse as
“yan” in his work entitled“The Text and Discourse”
(From the Perspective of the Inyan Concept), The
essence of the “Inyan” concept is as follows:

1) Language and space are a combination of two
opposite beginnings, “in” and “yan”. What we say
or hear from our interlocutors, what we write or read
is real, all of it is real, all of this we can perceive
through our senses, all of it can be created by anyone
who speaks a certain language. This is the “side”.
He is constantly changing and changing everything
around him. On the other hand, there is something
deep behind all these real acts. These are images
that are real but not perceived by our senses. This is
the “in”. Not everyone, but only a person who has
any idea about it including a scientist,a researcher,
a theorist can “see” it. Different “views” lead to dif-
ferent tendencies. The movement, interrelationship,
mutual penetration, and reciprocal transformation of
“in” and “side” are the interrelationships of text and
discourse.
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2) Language is a combination of “in” and “yan”.
Thus, text is a microcosm in relation to language.
This means that everything that is specific to the
macrocosm (language) must be reflected in the mi-
crocosm (text).

3) “Inyan” — concept recognizes the role of
man as a perceptive force; thus, this force, together
with the power of the system, forms a single whole,
which we call the human language, that is the real
subject and object of linguistic research.

The text itself does not exist as a goal. It plays
a discourse role in speech. Text is potential (in),
and discourse is the realization of this potential in
speech activity (side). The “in-side” concept implies
the solution of the discourse problem in close con-
nection with the text problem as two opposite sides
of the same essence. In this case, all the linguistic
and extra-linguistic factors involved in the organiza-
tion and functioning of the text as a means of speech
communication are taken into account. Despite all
their differences, text and discourse are united by two
features: the volume of the organization (space) and
the manifestation of linearity (time) in the speech of
communicators (Yaa Kum bao, 2000: 3-7).

Discourse is an extravergent figure of commu-
nication. It means that, it is a set of verbal forms of
the practice of organizing and compiling the content
of communication of representatives of a certain lin-
guocultural community. The text is an introvert fig-
ure of communication. We can explain this as a set
of rules of linguistic and extralinguistic organization
of the content of communication of representatives
of a certain linguocultural community (ITpoxopos,
2006: 34).

The text provides the content-language basis
of communication, because the text is inseparable
from the language in all its manifestations. Dis-
course, in turn, provides the content-speech basis of
the interaction of communication participants. The
comprehension of discourse induces the participants
of communication to refer to the text. Similarly, the
text leads to the possibility of variability of the dis-
course.

Conclusion

Thus when we speak about the concepts of
discourse and text, we must note that discourse
is a complex linguistic phenomenon and does not
have an unambiguous definition. It is known that
discourse is a linguistic communication between
its participants (addressee and addressee). “Dis-
course” in modern linguistics often come across the
term. But the synthesis of background knowledge
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and concrete context does not always lead to an
understanding of the word unambiguous discourse.
Therefore, discourse has a different purpose, even
if it reflects the features of other types of discourse.
In linguistics, there is also the idea that discourse is
at the same time is the process of writing and read-
ing. According to the first, indeed, the proposed
the material is a graphic text, and according to the
second, created in the process of perception, is an
established discourse. So the main differentation
factors of discourse and text are analyzed in this
article.

In linguistics, discourse is a linguistic mean in
which the world view formed in one cognitive space
is encrypted by linguistic and extra-linguistic means
and addressed to perception in another cognitive
space. There is no common, universally accepted
definition of discourse. Therefore, its components
must be considered to clarify the meaning of dis-

course. Although discourse to some extent coincides
with the concepts of “meaning” and “context”, they
are not synonymous. Discourse appears in the pro-
cess of direct communication such as oral and writ-
ten. Discourse necessarily involves the presence of
the sender and the receiver.

The text is the intersection of the various actions
taken by the communicators, but which by their
very nature are relevant. Understanding discourse
as a process allows us to analyze the text as a static
event. Analysis of the text structure allows us to di-
vide the text into separate elements and to determine
their hierarchical relationship (I1Iumosa, 2017: 169).

In our opinion, it is more convincing to consider
the text as an intermediate stage of discourse when
considering the sum of speech and thought actions
of both communicators as discourse. At the same
time, the text can be considered as a product (result)
of discourse, as an objective fact of reality.
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