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THE ROLE OF DISCOURSE ANALYSIS IN MODERN LINGUISTIC THEORY
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ABSTRACT
The article describes the role of discourse analysis in modern linguistic theory. The article
presents the content of the discourse, the work being done in this area today, the views and theories
of scientists. The purpose of discourse analysis is to identify the social context behind oral or
written speech, and to explore the interrelationships of language and social processes. It also
includes the interpretation of language as speech and the attitude towards it as a form of social
action that is directly developed in the social context of the implementation of this process. In this
theory, language is not seen as a set of meanings that are universally or permanently assimilated,
but as a field of action that influences the actions, thoughts, and feelings of others in the daily life
practices of people. At the same time, the links between verbal actions and the social context of
their use are emphasized.
Key words: discourse, communication, linguistic analysis, language, verbal.

boiiryuyesa Jlosia Ypun0OaeBna

[IpenonaBatens TalIKEHTCKOrO rOCY1apCTBEHHOTO

YHUBEPCHUTETA y30EKCKOT0 sI3bIKa U TUTepaTyphl M. Anuiuepa HaBoun
lolaboyguchova@gmail.com

POJIb JIUCKYPCUBHOI'O AHAJIM3A B COBPEMEHHOM JINMHI BUCTUYECKOMN
TEOPUU

AHHOTAIUA

B craTpe aBTOp ONMCHIBAET POJIb JUCKYPCUBHOIO aHAIN3a B COBPEMEHHOM JIMHIBUCTUYECKON
TeopuH. B craThe mpezicTaBieHbl COAEpKaHUE AUCKypca, paboTa, KOTopasl BeleTcs B 3TOH cdepe
CEroJiHs, B3IVl M TEOPUM yUeHBIX. Lenpro aHann3a quckypcea sBIsSETCs BBISIBIEHUE COLUAIBHOTO
KOHTEKCTa YCTHOM WIM NUCbMEHHOM peud M M3yYeHUE B3aMMOCBS3M S3bIKa U COLHUAIBHBIX
npoueccoB. OH Takke BKIIIOUAET B c€0sl MHTEPIPETALUIO A3bIKAa KaK PEUr U OTHOILIEHHE K HEMY Kak
K ¢opMe COIMAIBHOIO JIEHCTBUS, HEMOCPEACTBEHHO Pa3BUBAIOIIEHCS B COLIMAJIBHOM KOHTEKCTE
peaiMzalii 3TOro mpoiecca. B 3Toi Teopuu sI3bIK paccMaTpUBaeTCsi HE Kak Ha0oOp 3HauYeHUH,
KOTOPBIE YHUBEPCAIBHO WJIM ITIOCTOSIHHO ACCUHMWJIMPYIOTCS, a KaK I0JIe AEUCTBUSA, KOTOPOE BIUSAET
Ha JEWCTBUS, MBICIM M 4YyBCTBAa JPYIMX B IIOBCEJHEBHOW JKH3HM JroJed. B To xe Bpems

54



CY3 CAHDATY XANKAPO XYPHANM | MEXXTYHAPOZHbI# XYPHAN MCKYCCTBO CIOBA | INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF WORD ART No1 | 2021

MMOAYEPKUBACTCSl CBSI3b MEXKIYy BepOaTbHBIMU JEHCTBHSAMHU M COIMAJIBHBIM KOHTEKCTOM HX
HUCIIOIB30BaHUS.
KuioueBnble ciioBa: AUCKypc, KOMMYHHUKAIINS, THHTBUCTUYECKAN aHATU3, A3BIK, BEpOATbHBIN.

Boygucheva Lola O'rinboevna

Alisher Navoiy nomidagi Toshkent davlat
o'zbek tili va adabiyoti universiteti o'qituvchisi
lolaboyguchova@gmail.com

HOZIRGI ZAMON TILSHUNOSLIK NAZARIYASIDA DISKURS TAHLILINING
TUTGAN O’RNI
ANNOTATSIYA
Ushbu maqolada muallif hozirgi zamon tilshunoslik nazariyasida diskurs tahlilining tutgan
o’rni bayon qilingan. Maqgolada muallif tomonidan diskursning mazmuni, bugungi kunda ushbu
sohaga oid olib borilayotgan ishlar, olimlarning fikrlari, nazariyalari keltirilgan. Diskurs tahlilining
maqsadi og'zaki yoki yozma nutq orqasidagi ijtimoly kontekstni aniqlash, til va ijtimoiy
jarayonlarning o'zaro bog'ligligini o'rganishdir. Shuningdek, tilni nutq sifatida talqin qilish va bu
jarayonni amalga oshirishning ijtimoiy sharoitida bevosita ildiz otgan ijtimoiy harakat shakli
sifatida unga bo'lgan munosabatni o'z ichiga oladi. Ushbu nazariyada til universal yoki doimiy
ravishda o’zlashtiradigan ma'nolar to'plami sifatida emas, balki insonlarning kundalik hayotiy
amaliyotida boshqalarning xatti-harakatlari, fikrlari va hissiyotlariga ta'sir ko'rsatadigan harakatlar
sohasi sifatida qaraladi. Shu bilan birga, so'zlar orqali amalga oshiriladigan harakatlar va ulardan
foydalanishning ijtimoiy mazmuni o'rtasidagi bog’ligliklar ham ta'kidlanadi.
Kalit so'zlar: nutq, aloqa, lingvistik tahlil, til, ijtimoiy kontekst, universal, og'zaki.

The term "discourse" has long been entrenched in science, and there is no longer any need, it
would seem, to justify the legality of its use. The use in areas with fundamentally different subjects
of research has led to a different interpretation of this term. Undoubtedly, the frequency of its use
led to a fashion for discourse, as a collective imitation of novelties, and they began to replace
concepts and terms that have long been registered in linguistics. However, it should be noted that
discourse quite legitimately occupied the niche formed in terminology, received its own definition,
and, most importantly, allowed expanding the possibilities of linguistic analysis.

Sometimes “discourse” is understood as including simultaneously two components: both the
dynamic process of linguistic activity, inscribed in its social context, and its result (i.e., the text);
this is the preferred understanding. Sometimes the attempts to replace the concept of discourse with
the phrase "coherent text" are not very successful, since any normal text is coherent.

The structure of discourse assumes the presence of two radically opposed roles - the speaker
and the addressee. It is for this reason that the very process of linguistic communication can be
viewed from these two perspectives. Modeling the processes of constructing (generating,
synthesizing) discourse is not the same as modeling the processes of understanding (analyzing)
discourse. In the science of discourse, two different groups of works are distinguished - those that
study the construction of discourse (for example, the choice of a lexical means when naming a
certain object), and those that study the recipient's understanding of discourse. In addition, there is a
third perspective - consideration of the process of linguistic communication from the standpoint of
the text itself, arising in the process of discourse.

The interdisciplinary direction that studies discourse, as well as the corresponding section of
linguistics, 1s called equally - discourse analysis (discourse analysis) or discourse (iv) studies
(discourse studies). As a scientific direction proper, discourse analysis has emerged only in recent
decades. This happened against the background of the dominant linguistics for most of the XX
century. struggle for the "purification" of the science of language from the study of speech. F. de
Saussure believed that the true object of linguistics is the language system (as opposed to speech),
N. Chomsky urged linguists to study linguistic "competence" and abstract from the issues of
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language use. Recently, however, cognitive attitudes in the science of language begin to change,
and an opinion is gaining momentum, according to which no linguistic phenomena can be
adequately understood and described outside of their use, without taking into account their
discursive aspects. Therefore, discourse analysis is becoming one of the central sections of
linguistics. The purpose of discourse analysis is to identify the social context behind oral or written
speech, to study the relationship between language and social processes. The interpretation of
language as a discourse includes an attitude towards it as a form of social action, directly rooted in
the social conditions of its implementation.

In linguistics, discourse is traditionally correlated with concepts such as utterance, speech,
speech activity, text, communicative situation, monologue, dialogue, which leads, on the one hand,
to an understanding of which series of phenomena discourse belongs to, and on the other hand,
creates misconception about the identity of these phenomena. The purpose of the article is to
compare discourse with speech and text, which makes it possible: first, to clarify the very concept
of discourse and differentiate it from close but not identical concepts; secondly, to isolate
approaches to the interpretation of discourse, which are based on the relationship discourse -
speech, discourse - text; thirdly, to determine the main features of discourse. Summarizing the
various definitions of discourse, we can distinguish two approaches to understanding this
phenomenon: communicative-speech and structural-textual.

Within the framework of the communicative-speech approach, discourse is characterized as a
communicative process, and its equivalents are concepts such as “speech”, “speech action”,
“communicative situation”, etc. (N.D. Arutyunova, E. Benveniste, V. G. Borbotko, J. Guillaume, D.
Maldidier, T.B. Gulyar, T. van Dyck, N. M. Kozhina, N. I. Formanovskaya, L. S. Chikileva). This
understanding of discourse is based on the concept of "speech" in all its meanings: first, as oral
natural speech, opposite to the written form of language; secondly, as the process itself, or speech
activity, and its result, that is, the functioning of the language in the process of communication. It
should be noted that the relationship between the concept of "speech" and "speech activity" varies
from author to author. For example, F. Saussure under speech activity means language in
combination with linguistic ability, and under speech (parole) - an individual part of speech activity
(language); in the works of L. V. Shcherba, speech activity combines the processes of speaking and
understanding. In our work, we use the concepts of "speech" and "speech activity" as synonyms. In
accordance with this, discourse is considered as “the equivalent of the concept of*“ speech ”in the
Saussurean sense, that is, any specific statement” [1, p. 26]; “As a purposeful social action, as a
component involved in the interaction of people and the mechanisms of their consciousness
(cognitive processes). Discourse is speech “immersed in life” ”[2, p. 137]; speech in combination
with extralinguistic factors [3], "the functioning of the language in real time" [4, p. 308]. In other
words, discourse is understood broadly as the process of using language in certain conditions, as
verbal communication.

The unit of verbal communication is an utterance, the main feature of which is the orientation
towards the participants in the speech. For example, NI Formanovskaya defines an utterance as a
“minimal“ cell ”of communication, which, as a rule, interacts with other utterances, forming a
larger unit - discourse” [5, p. 80].

It 1s necessary to emphasize the difference between utterance and discourse. First of all, this
concerns the volume of concepts: an utterance is a unit of discourse, and discourse is a set of
utterances, an exchange of utterances (according to R. Jacobson). Secondly, the degree of
realization of the intention and achievement of the communicative goal is different. As T. B. Gulyar
rightly noted, comparing the statement and discourse: if only a single hit / miss in the target is
allowed in the statement, then the discourse allows adjustments, changes in the original task [6].
Continuing this thought, we can add that within the framework of discourse, speech intention is
formed, realized, changed, and there can be several intentions; within the framework of the
statement, basically only one intention is realized.

In addition, some linguists understand discourse as speech behavior, as the process of
implementing the speaker's speech intentions and interpreting them by the listeners in a specific
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speech situation, that is, the communicative function of the language is brought to the fore. In other
words, we can talk about discourse as the speaker's speech behavior, considered "in the fullness of
its expression (verbal-intonational and paralinguistic) and aspiration, taking into account all extra-
linguistic factors (social, cultural, psychological) that are essential for successful speech interaction"
[7, p. 34 - 35].

Discourse analysis, being a young discipline, is very heterogeneous, and there is no single
approach shared by all specialists in discourse. However, the most popular approaches to date can
be identified.

In the first place should be indicated the direction known as the analysis of everyday dialogue.
Other leading directions of discourse analysis are mainly grouped around the research of individual
scientists and their immediate followers. We should mention such schools as the study of
information flow by W. Chaf, studies of the links between grammar and interpersonal interaction in
dialogue (S. Thompson, B. Fox, S. Ford), the cognitive theory of the connection between discourse
and grammar by T. Givon, experimental discursive research by R. Tomlin, “grammar of discourse”
by R. Longuycra, “system-functional grammar” by M. Halliday, research of understanding
strategies by T. van Dyck and U. Kinch, general model of the structure of discourse by L. Polanyi,
sociolinguistic approaches by U. Labov and J. Gamper-sa, the psycholinguistic "model of building
structures" by M. Gernsbaker, and in a somewhat earlier period also the discursive studies of J.
Grimes and J. Hinds. Of course, this list is far from complete - discourse analysis is a
conglomeration of disparate (though not antagonistic) trends.

Discourse, like other linguistic entities (morphemes, words, sentences), is organized
according to certain rules characteristic of a given language.

When studying discourse, like any natural phenomenon, the question of classification arises:
what types and varieties of discourse exist. The most important distinction in this area is the
opposition of oral and written discourse. This distinction is associated with the channel of
information transmission: with oral discourse, the channel is acoustic, with written discourse,
visual. Despite the fact that for many centuries the written language enjoyed greater prestige than
the oral one, it is quite clear that oral discourse is the original, fundamental form of the existence of
language, and written discourse is a derivative of the oral one. The difference in the channel of
information transmission has fundamentally important consequences for the processes of oral and
written discourse (these consequences were investigated by W. Chafe). First, in oral discourse,
generation and understanding occur synchronously, but not in written discourse.

At the same time, the writing speed is more than 10 times lower than the speed of oral speech,
and the reading speed is slightly higher than the speed of oral speech. In written discourse,
predications are integrated into complex sentences and other syntactic constructions and
associations. The second fundamental difference associated with the difference in the channel of
information transmission is the presence of contact between the speaker and the addressee in time
and space: in written discourse, such contact is not normal (that is why people resort to writing). As
a result, during oral discourse, the speaker and the addressee are involved in the situation, which is
reflected in the use of first and second person pronouns, indications of the speaker and addressee's
thought processes and emotions, the use of gestures and other non-verbal means, etc. In written
discourse, on the contrary, the speaker and the addressee are removed from the information
described in the discourse, which, in particular, is expressed in the more frequent use of the passive
voice. In addition to the two fundamental types of discourse - oral and written - another one should
be mentioned: mental. A person can use language without producing any acoustic or graphic traces
of language activity. In this case, the language is also used communicatively, but the same person is
both the speaker and the addressee. Due to the absence of easily observable manifestations, mental
discourse has been studied much less than oral and written. One of the most famous studies of
mental discourse, or (in traditional terminology) inner speech, belongs to L.S. Vygotsky.

As differentiating features, one can single out such as procedurally, attachment to time,
relevance, and implementation in written or oral form. That is, discourse and text differ on the
following grounds:
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1) on the basis of the presence / absence of procedurality: “Linguistics has narrowed the
content of the concept of“ text ”as much as possible, limiting it only to the material side, and
leaving the processuality for researchers of discourse” [19, p. 7]. This property is interpreted as
functionality, structure, process-product, dynamism-static (M. L. Makarov, L. S. Chikileva). In
accordance with them, a structural text is distinguished as a product and a functional discourse as a
process;

2) on the basis of the presence / absence of attachment to time. So, for example, M. Ya.
Dymarsky notes "the impossibility of the existence of discourse outside the attachment to real,
physical time in which it flows" [13, p. 39]. In this sense, the text is devoid of a rigid attachment to
time and these relations are of an indirect nature;

3) based on the presence / absence of relevance. Thus, discourse interpreted as speech
“immersed in life” (N.D. Arutyunova) is not usually used in relation to ancient and other texts,
since it is impossible to directly restore their connections with the social situation. In other words, a
sign of discourse is its relevance as its significance for the modern moment;

4) on the basis of oral / written form. If discourse is defined as the process of using language
in oral and written speech, then text is usually understood as “any recorded speech (literary work,
composition, document, etc., as well as a part, an excerpt from them)” [2, p. 646].

Thus, in general, formal linguistics is not very actively interested in the problems of
discourse. This is partly due to the objective complexity of the formalization of discursive
processes, partly with the existing postulate of N. Chomsky about the centrality of syntax. However,
some formal linguists are trying to introduce elements of discursive concepts into the arsenal of
generative grammar (this concerns issues of reference and theme-rhematic structure, for example, in
the works of T. Reinhart). At present, discourse analysis has become fully institutionalized as a
special (albeit interdisciplinary) scientific direction. Specialized journals devoted to the analysis of
discourse are published - "Text" and "Discourse Processes".

Of course, these approaches, which we have identified for the convenience of theoretical
analysis, are not delimited from each other, but are interrelated, in addition, the authors often use
both the concept of speech and the concept of text when defining discourse. In doing so, it should
be noted that the relationship between discourse, speech and text.
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