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Abstract. The article is devoted to the study of political discourse as a complex phenomenon
through the prism of scientific views of foreign and Kazakh researchers. The need to study this
issue is conditioned by the continuous development and transformation of the political system.
The article identifies and comprehends the distinctive features of discourse as a term that has
gone far beyond the boundaries of linguistic science, and also identifies several directions
revealing its conceptual intersections with other linguistic categories. Special attention
in the article is paid to the analysis of political discourse in its broad and narrow sense and
the identification of its main features and functions, including the possible transformation
of discursive events in the process of communicative interaction. The aspects of different
interpretation and comparison of the concept of political discourse by Russian, Kazakhstani
and foreign scientists are also considered. Distinctive features of modern political discourse
are identified and analyzed, existing and interchangeable synonyms of this concept are noted.
The conducted research allows us to consider this type of discourse as a phenomenon that plays
an important role in the formation of public opinion, determination of political priorities and
retention of power, as an important area for understanding linguocultural peculiarities.
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Introduction. According to modern requirements, the study of political institutions, political
processes and events in the country makes a significant contribution to the development of
domestic political science. However, the studies devoted to this issue are mostly analyzed from
the linguistic side. Nevertheless, there are many problems that still require a comprehensive
study of political genres from a special textual and discursive point of view. Changes in society
that shape the political cognitive consciousness of society constitute the concept of political
discourse in communication. Consequently, the need to study this issue is characterized by the
continuous development of Kazakhstan’s political system in the world arena and its importance
in the period of democratic transformation.

The purpose of this study is to consider the concept of political discourse as a complex
multidimensional phenomenon based on the research of Western, Russian and Kazakh scientists.

Studies of political discourse do not lose their relevance, which is confirmed by the interest
of linguistic scholars. At the same time, there is a need for a comprehensive study of this
phenomenon by scientists engaged in political linguistics, with the involvement of materials of
foreign researchers.

In the second half of the twentieth century, there was a growth in the development of new
areas of linguistics, which led to the need to create terms and concepts, many of which went
beyond other sciences. An illustrative example of such a process is the discourse, which is
an interdisciplinary term. It is studied by scientists from the fields of linguistics, psychology,
philosophy, sociology, law, political science, etc. The term discourse became widespread in the
early 1970s, and initially, its meaning in Soviet linguistics was identical with the term functional
style (of speech or language).
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N.D. Arutyunova considers and gives the following definition of discourse as “a coherent
text in conjunction with extra-linguistic — pragmatic, socio-cultural, psychological, etc. factors; a
text taken in the event aspect... Discourse is a speech ‘immersed in life’” [1, p. 136-137].

At this point, there is no clear and generally accepted definition of discourse, covering all
cases of its use. Each science that studies this phenomenon offers its own definitions. Despite
the fact, we believe it is possible to note the main distinguishing features of discourse, such as
its all-encompassing character and its ability to incorporate new emerging facts of language. As
a consequence, the concept of discourse is paradigmatic and, as the researcher V.Z. Demyankov
notes, “the text remained a word of everyday language, and discourse became a special term
of sciences about human spirituality” [2, p. 50]. Consequently, discourse is a dialectical form of
social practice, which includes communication in all forms of symbolic representation (embodied,
auditory, visual, gesture and verbal). In order for discourse to be coherent and meaningful, it
must be set in a social frame and its inherent worldview ontology.

In the practice of discourse comprehension, there are several main directions that reveal
conceptual intersections of discourse with the following categories: language, speech, text, style,
and dialogue. A special place in linguistic theory is occupied by the understanding of discourse
as a verbalization of social practice and as a ritualized (regulated and standardized) use of
language, objectifying a special consciousness, ideology and mentality. This interpretation is
based on M. Foucault’s concept, according to which discourse is “hiddenly located in what has
already been said”. This leads to the fact that discourse is a set of “statements belonging to the
same formation” and defined by extra-linguistic factors — communicative situation and cultural-
ideological environment as “the place of origin of concepts” since all concepts that are presented
by a person are the result of discourse as a practice of conceptual-ideological imposition or
“violence” that a person “performs over things” [3, p. 58].

In one of her works, Kazakh scientist A.S. Adilova, discussing the problems of discourse and
text, cites the following common features and differences:

- discourse is a set of language structures that are sorted and selected depending on the
author’s intention and style peculiarities;

- discourse is a set of speech process;

- discourse lives in inseparable unity with real-time, that is, regardless of time, it can be
actualized in the next discourse at any stage;

- discourse cannot be reproduced, while an artistic text is capable and prone to reproduction;

- discourse is a way of transmitting information, while the text is a keeper of information, a
creator of new meaning with a multifaceted structure [4, p. 49].

Discursive events interact, and their meanings can be transformed in the process of
interaction. Therefore, the meaning of a discursive event (e.g., the October Revolution or World
War II) can be transformed over time or have different meanings in different countries, spatial
contexts, etc. As a result, discourse “is socially constitutive as well as socially conditioned. <...>
It is constitutive in the sense that it helps maintain and reproduce the social status quo as well
as contribute to its transformation. Because discourse is so socially constitutive, it gives rise to
important questions relating to power” [5, p. 258].

Russian researcher V.E. Chernyavskaya believes that the advantage of discourse from other
units of analysis is that “it allows one to go from the text as a relatively complete, formally
limited entity, built according to its intratextual laws, to other texts” [6, p. 91]. As a consequence,
discourse itself understands a communicative event as an integrative set of individual utterances/
texts, where its content is revealed not by one individual text, but in the complex interaction of
many texts. In her opinion, “this forces a new look at the criteria of textuality and understanding
of the text not as a (relatively) complete unit, but as an entity open to the metatextual space”
[6, p. 92].

Following the points of view of the above-mentioned scholars on the definition of the
concept of discourse, we can say that it is not only an object of analysis, but also constitutes a
social worldview.
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Materials and methods of research. The material for this article is scientific works
devoted to the study of the concept of discourse and, in particular, political discourse. The
methodological basis of the study is the principles of objectivity and a systematic approach to
this issue, according to which it is possible to change political discourse as a multidimensional
phenomenon. The work also used such scientific research methods as: comparative, descriptive
and analytical. The use of the methods described above makes it possible to compare different
approaches to the study of political discourse, discuss the relationship between various
approaches of scientists and identify the most meaningful aspects of the study of discourse.

Discussion. When analyzing one of the types of discourse — political discourse, linguistic
scholars consider it necessary to focus not only on linguistic means, as in this case the idea and
true intention of political discourse will be excluded, but also on extra-linguistic factors.

Understanding and interpreting political discourse implies that its content will be analyzed
in terms of background information, speaker’s and audience’s expectations, hidden motives,
plots, logic, etc. In scientific works, it is often noted that the problem of understanding political
discourse is one of its information values in a certain context. Political discourse is closely
related to the ideology, worldview, philosophy of life, and feelings of the recipients, so political
discourse should be analyzed in accordance with the above-mentioned provisions.

It is well known, that language and politics is an emotionally and ideologically laden
field [7]. Therefore, for a scholar studying political texts, it is necessary to detach oneself from
personal likes and dislikes, ideological assumptions, etc. in studying the use of language in a
political context.

Political discourse is a complex speech formation that does not yet have full scientific
reflection in linguistic literature. This fact is evidence of unstable terminological practice, but
also the multifaceted nature of the study of this phenomenon.

Political discourse is the central object of research on the new trend of political linguistics.
There are dozens of its definitions, but the authors of these definitions, along with foreign
(T.A. van Dyck, R. Vodak, M. Foucault, E. Benveniste and etc.), Russian and Kazakh (A.N.
Baranov, V.Z. Demyankov, E.G. Kazakevich, A.P. Chudinov, N.D. Arutyunova, E.I. Sheigal,
B.A. Akhatova, M. K. Bisimalieva, K.K. Kenzhekanova, Zh. K. Bisimalieva, J.K. Ibrayeva, A.N.
Momynova, and many others) scientists, when studying political discourse, focus on the forms
of public communication of professional politicians, which have the purpose of gaining and
retaining power. Thus, T.A. van Dijk in his book “The Power of Discourse” asks whether the
media can be referred to the representatives of power and whether the results of the activities of
journalists, reporters and other representatives of this media group can be referred to political
discourse. In the author’s opinion, the media only contribute to the dissemination of political
discourse, and facilitate access to it for the citizens of the world, but they themselves cannot be
considered subjects of this discourse [8].

Thus, A.N. Baranov defines political discourse as “a set of all speech acts used in
political discussions, as well as the rules of public policy, dedicated by tradition and tested by
experience...” [9, p. 6]. This concept of discourse is narrowly focused in meaning and with this
approach to discourse, it is necessary to analyze institutional forms of communication.

Unlike the above-mentioned linguists who support a narrow approach to understanding
political discourse, the following scientists E.I. Sheigal, A.G. Altunyan, A.P. Chudinov, and
others are supporters of a broad understanding of political discourse, including all forms of
linguistic activity in which something connects it with the world of politics (whether it is the
subject, addressee or the content of the discourse sample) [10]. For instance, according to A.P.
Chudinov, political discourse is a form of realization of political communication [11].

In this regard, ]J.K. Ibrayeva notes that “the basis of the study of political communication
in terms of discursive orientation is the consideration of political texts in discourse, i.e., special
attention is paid to the condition of origin and the function of realization of the relevant texts, as
well as its relationship with other texts, the features of national culture, language situation in the
country and the world” [12, p. 32]. Consequently, when analyzing this type of discourse realized
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in political communication, along with various extra-linguistic factors, language features and
national values should be constantly taken into account. In this regard, Y.D. Kulichenko believes
that political discourse as a “coherent text” is relevant not only to “political processes taking
place in society, to the events and reality that surround us” [13, p. 12].

Some modern scientists consider political discourse as a verbalized set of political actions
(relationships of representatives of a certain social group) and note that it acts as “political
activity created by political means” [14, p. 28].

Political discourse is characterized by a certain intention, status-role specificity of
communicators, and changeability. The content of political discourse should consist of
components existing in the minds of the speaker and the listener (writer and reader), influencing
the perception of the word. These components include the content of the text, Other texts
considered by the author and addressee, the author’s political views and tasks when composing
the text, the author’s thoughts about the addressee, and the political situation when composing
this text [14, p. 41].

At the same time, it is necessary to emphasize the main features of political discourse:

—the discourse is inherent in its evaluative and aggressive properties. The aggressiveness
of political discourse is manifested in debates, that is, it is characterized by the ability to
theatrically express political action, reflected in the use of words. The transmission of political
discourse in debates is a peculiar form of theatricalized aggression [15]. Its purpose is to form
a negative opinion about political opponents, to impose completely different evaluative values
in the reader’s mind, to agitate in support of one’s side.

The evaluative property of political discourse can be expressed in the form of action of
direct or implicit statement in the form of a question, an appeal to a certain decision, as well as
an appeal for help.

Researcher A.B. Momynova notes that “evaluativeness is not only a social category, but
also a number of mental phenomena that arise together with human consciousness. According
to the scientist, evaluativeness is a process constantly running in human consciousness
without stopping, and it is an intellectual-psychic act realized by human thinking” [16, p. 63].
Consequently, evaluation is in close connection with human consciousness, its thinking and
system thinking.

The scientist also notes that evaluativeness as a category can fulfill three different functions:

a) cognitive function, realized through cognition of the evaluated subject, process and
phenomenon;

b) the ability to evaluate from its side (realized due to the presence of the evaluator’s
practical orientation in evaluating the subject, phenomenon, and person and his actions);

¢) emotional-qualifying function, which is associated with pragmatic activity [16, p. 66-67.].

One of the problems in the use of political terminology is the difficulty of selecting linguistic
means that will position the politician without carrying any evaluative connotations.

— The effectiveness of political discourse is reflected in its purpose. The purpose of
political discourse is not description, but persuasion, which generates the addressee’s intentions,
prompts action, and gives grounds for belief. Turning the addressee’s statements to effective
effect, it is necessary to be able to compose the statement correctly, placing it in the appropriate
place in the discourse. At the same time, it should be noted that effective propaganda is carried
out by the speaker orator only when there is a feeling of acceptance of one’s thought with
intention, interest, satisfaction, and confidence on the part of the addressee.

— The ability to defend one’s point of view in political discourse, in which situation
argumentation plays a key role. Political discourse must be shaped according to certain political
requirements in order to be effective. This discourse is aimed at eliminating the “military power”
of the opponent, as on the battlefield, i.e. discrediting weapons (arguments and thoughts) and
personnel (opponent’s personality) [2, p. 35-43.].

In the modern world, political discourse is a tool in the struggle for power. In political
communication it is possible to come to a compromise without any physical force, resorting to
the logic of agitation. However, in political discourse, there is also an opposing point of view
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(oppositional), the existence of opponents in the political arena itself reflects the contradiction
in society and is based on it.

The presence of addressee (electorate) and its attitude to publiclife determines the specificity
of political communication. According to scientist A.V. Zakharov, “people independently choose
the form and level of participation in public life. They will easily alternate between watching
parliamentary debates, television series, then contests and quizzes. So people don't take politics
and its characters too seriously. For them, politics is just one form of social game, which is in
the succession of entertainment, such as soccer or lottery, available to the masses” [17, p. 32].

Therefore, the mass media as a medium of political communication is a transmitting
messenger to the population, which is an observer of important political events.

The language of politics is an integral part of political discourse. It is characterized by
ambiguity, which can be expressed in the use of words with abstract meanings and multiple
meanings. This manifests itself in the fact that politicians often have to speak veiledly about
unpleasant things that cast a shadow on them. This can also include the anonymity of some
statements in order to hide the person responsible for a certain decision, as well as the use of
vagueness by speakers in order not to show their ignorance of certain issues. Such vagueness
in speech, in addition, helps to avoid possible conflicts. In such a situation, if the speaker does
not specify his message, but speaks evasively, he will not have to answer for his words, or it
will be much easier to repel attacks of rivals and ill-wishers. Any political speech of statesmen
is adapted to external conditions.

In full agreement with the researchers’” view of political discourse, the interpretation of
political discourse should not be limited to linguistic features only, otherwise, the meaning and
sense of political discourse will not be revealed, which is what the scholars should pay attention
to. Therefore, it should always be kept in mind that “understanding political discourse means
knowing the same background, expectations of the author and the audience, indirect motivation,
plot schemes and logical turns that took place in a certain period” [2, p. 43].

It should be noted that in most works of scientists the concepts of political language, political
communication and political discourse act as synonyms in the text and can be replaced by each
other. In her works, the researcher E.I. Sheigal rightly notes that the above-mentioned concepts
can indeed be used as non-strict synonyms, while the term political language is “a structured
set of signs that form the semiotic space of political discourse” [18, p. 22].

Conclusion. Thus, political discourse is a special, diverse phenomenon that we encounter
every day, but the main problem is that there is a need for scientific substantiation of this
phenomenon, since there is still no consistency in the understanding of political discourse by
various sciences.

It is also necessary to develop qualitative methods for studying political discourse. This
phenomenon should be studied taking into account the variety of methodological tools of
interdisciplinary fields.

We can conclude that political discourse as a complex and multidimensional phenomenon
plays an important role in shaping public opinion, determining political priorities and
legitimizing power. The study of this type of discourse allows us to understand more deeply
the mechanisms of formation of political beliefs and manipulation. Modern scientists-linguists
studying political discourse pay attention to the special role in analyzing its trends and
consequences. In this regard, scientific studies of political discourse are becoming more and
more relevant and significant for transparency, responsibility and involvement in modern
political processes.

As it can be seen from the results, the study of this discourse is an important area for
understanding political dynamics and linguocultural features. It helps to shape more informed
and conscious public decisions and contributes to the development of democracy and open
society. A detailed comprehensive approach and analysis of political discourse space can cope
with the challenges of artificial manipulation and will contribute to the formation of a healthy
and constructive political dialog.
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Generalizing and synthesizing all approaches to the definition of the concept of political
discourse, it is necessary to note their merits, and non-contradiction with each other, which allow
us to consider this discourse as a multidimensional holistic phenomenon in modern linguistic
science.
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O.H. Hyrymanosa, K.H. Xynicosa
A.H.I'ymures amoindazvl Eypasus yammuix yrueepcumemi, Acmana, Kasaxcman

Tia 6iaimiHaeri casicu duckypc YFBIMBIHBIH KOIIKBIP AbLABIFbI

Angarna. Makaaa cascu AMCKYPCTBl KypAeadi KyOBIABIC peTiHAe IeTeAAiK >KoHe Ka3aKCTaHABIK
3epTTeyllidepaiH FBIABIMM KO3KapacTapbl IIpU3Machl apKblAbl 3epTTeyre apHaaraH. bya Meceaeni
3epTTey Ka’KeTTiAiri cascu >KylieHiH y34ikci3 gaMybl MeH e3repyiHe OaiiaaHbICTEL. Makaaaja AVICKYPCTBIH
AVIHTBUCTUMKAABIK FBIABIMHBIH III€TiHEH 914€KalllaH achlll KETKEH TePMIH peTiHJeri aiipbIKia Oearizepi
aliKbIHAAABIN, YFBIHBIAAABl, COHBIMEH KaTap OHBIH OacKa Tid4iK KaTeropmsidapMeH KOHIIeIITyaAAbl
KUBIABICYBIH aIllaThIH OipHelle cadasap aliKblHgadaAbl. Makadaja cascu AMCKYPCTBI OHBIH KeH >KoHe
Tap MarblHachlHAA Taljayfa >KoHe Herisri Oearizepi MeH (yHKUMsAAapBblH aHBIKTayfa, OHBIH imnriHAe
KOMMYHMKAaTUBTI ©3apa opeKeTTecy IIpoleciHAe AMCKYPCUBTI OKHUFadapablH BIKTMMaA TypAeHyiHe
epekile Haszap aydapblaaabl. CoHgall-aK casicM AMCKYPC YFBIMBIH pecelidiK, Ka3aKCTaHABIK >KoHe
1IeTeAAiK FaAbIMAApABIH 9pTypAal TYCIHAIpY >KoHe caAbBICTBIPY acHeKkTidepi KapacrtelpblaraH. Kasipri
casicl AVICKYPCTBIH allpbIKIIa OeAridepi aHBIKTaAbIN, TaldaHaabl, OyA YFBIMHBIH Oap >KoHe Oip-Oipin
aAMacTBIpaThIH CMHOHMMAEpi aTan eTiagi. Xyprisiaren seprreyaep AUCKYpPCTHIH OyA TYpiH KOFaMABIK
miKipAl KaABIIITaCTBIPyJa, Casici OacBIMABIKTapAbl aHBIKTayJa >KoHe OMAIKTI cakTayda MaHBI3ABI Pea
aTKapaThlH KYOBIABIC, TiAAIK JKoHe MdeHM CUIIaTTapAbl TYCiHyAiH MaHBI3AbI Cadackl peTiHAe KapacThIpyFa
MYMKiHZiK Oepeai.

Tyiin cesaep: AUCKYpC, casCU AMHIBUCTMKA, OyKapaablK akIapar Kypaadapbl, MaHMUITYAsIIN,
Oaraaay.
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A.H.Hyrymanosa, )K.H.2XKynycosa
Espasuticxuii nayuonaronviii ynusepcumem um. /A.H. I'ymuresa, Acmana, Kasaxcman

MHOroacIeKTHOCTb HOHSITHUS HOAUMuU4eckuti QUCKYpc B AMHTBUCTUAKE

Annoranust. CtaTbs HOCBsIIeHa M3y4eHNIO ITOANTIYeCKOIo AMCKypca KaK KOMILAeKCHOTo (peHOMeHa
yepes IIpM3My Hay4dHBIX B3rAs40B 3apyOeXKHBIX M Ka3aXCTaHCKUX MccaeioBaTeseii. HeobOxoaumocTs
uccAeJ0BaHMsl AAHHOTO BOIIpOca OOyCAOBJA€Ha HeIPepBIBHBIM pasBUTHEM U IIpeoOpa3oBaHMeM
IIOAMTUYECKO CUCTEMBI, 1 00ABITI0e KOANIECTBO HAyYHBIX TPYAOB, IIOCBAIIEHHBIX DTOM TeMe, IT0ATBepKAaeT
ee aKTyaAbHOCTb. B cTaTbe BBISBAEHBI ¥ OCMBICAEHBI OTAMYUTEAbHBIe IIPU3HAKM AMCKypca KaK TepMIHA,
BBIIIIEAIIIETO AaA€eKO 3a IIpejeAbl AMHIBMCTIYECKO HayKH, a TakKe OIlpeJeAeHO HeCKOABKO HallpaBAeHMIA,
OOHapYy>XKMBAIOITMX KOHIENITyaAbHble IIepecedeHNs ero ¢ APyIMMHU S3BIKOBRIMU KaTeropusamu. Ocoboe
BHUMaHIe B CTaThe yAeAeHO aHaAU3y IMOAUTUIECKOTO AUCKYpCa B IIMPOKOM U Y3KOM €ro IOHMMaHUU U
BBISBAEHMIO OCHOBHBIX 0COO@HHOCTe 1 (PYHKITUIL, BKAIOUasl BO3MOKHYIO TpaHCchOpMaIIio AMCKYPCUBHBIX
COOBITHII B IpoIlecce KOMMYHUKATMBHOTO B3alMOAENCTBMs. TakKe pacCMOTpPeHBI acIleKThl pPa3HO
UHTepIpeTaliuy ¥ COIOCTaBAEHUS THOHATHS HOAUMUUECKUT OUCKYpC POCCUICKMMMY, Ka3aXCTaHCKUMI
1 3apyOe>XHBIMIU yYeHBIMM. BBHIsABAEHBI 1M IIpOaHaAM3MpPOBAHBI OTANYMUTEAbHBIE YePTHl COBPEMEeHHOTIO
IIOAUTUYECKOTO AUCKYPCa, OTMeUeHBI CYIIeCTBYIOI e M B3aiiMO3aMeHsieMble CUHOHMMbI AaHHOTO ITOHATIS.
ITpoBeenHoe uccaejoBaHue IO3BOAsIeT pacCMaTpUBaTh AAHHBINM TUII AMCKypPca KakK siBAeHie, Urpaomee
Ba>KHYIO poAb B pOPMMUpPOBaHUM OOIIIeCTBeHHOIO MHEeHM, OIlpeeAeHNUN IOAUTUIeCKX IIPUOPUTETOB U
yAep>KaHUs BAACTH, KaK BaXKHYIO 004acTh 445 IIOHUMAaHNs AVMHIBOKYABTYPHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEIA.

Karouesble caoBa: AMCKYypC, IOAMTHYECKas AMHIBUCTUKA, CpeACTBa MaccoBoil mHpOpManuu,
MaHUIIYASTUBHOCTD, OI€HOYHOCTb.
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