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Abstract. The article is dedicated to identifying the approaches to researching polemic
discourse and the general idea of polemics. The concept of "polemic" is explored through linguistic
and cultural lenses, considering its definitions in both English and Russian. While in English, it is
primarily understood as a form of written argumentation, in Russian, it encompasses a broader
range of communicative situations, including debates and discussions. The historical evolution of
polemic writing is examined, tracing its origins to religious debates during the Middle Ages. Early
polemics were characterized by aggressive language and one-sided arguments, often lacking
consideration for opposing viewpoints. Translation played a significant role in shaping these
debates, as linguistic barriers hindered mutual understanding. Despite changes over time, modern
polemic writing continues to be subjective and aggressive, although contemporary examples often
incorporate irony, satire, and grotesque elements. The scientific novelty of this article lies in the
fact of addressing polemic discourse from different angles, considering the cultural implications
which may influence the dichotomy in researching this study object. Theoretical analysis,
comparison, and contrast methods are employed to review the body of research related to polemics,
providing insights into its complexity and evolving nature. The practical significance of the
research results lies in their contribution to the understanding of polemic discourse, which has
implications for communication strategies and cross-cultural communication.

Keywords: polemics, polemic discourse, polemic writing, debate, discussion, interpretation,
translation, linguaculturology

Basic provisions

The notion of polemic discourse, characterized by its fervent defense or attack
on particular beliefs or ideologies, has long been a subject of interest across various
disciplines. This article delves into the multifaceted realm of polemic discourse,
examining its nuances through the lenses of cultural linguistics and translation
studies. Polemics, derived from the Greek word "polemikos" meaning war,
encapsulates the art of vehemently advocating for or challenging specific
viewpoints, often through the written word. While its origins lie in religious debates
of the Middle Ages, polemic discourse has evolved to encompass diverse topics
ranging from politics and social issues to literature and philosophy.

Within this exploration, we navigate the historical evolution of polemics,
tracing its trajectory from early religious confrontations to contemporary socio-
political debates. Drawing upon scholarly insights and literary examples, we analyze
the rhetorical strategies employed in polemic writing, highlighting the interplay
between language, culture, and ideology. Furthermore, we investigate the role of
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translation in shaping and transmitting polemic discourse across linguistic and
cultural boundaries.

While the primary focus of this study revolves around polemic discourse, it is
essential to acknowledge its intersectionality with cultural linguistics and translation
studies. Through a brief yet comprehensive examination, we aim to elucidate the
dynamic nature of polemic discourse and its implications for intercultural
communication and literary translation. By delving into these dimensions, we
endeavor to contribute to a deeper understanding of how language, culture, and
ideology intersect in the realm of polemic discourse, paving the way for further
scholarly inquiry and interdisciplinary dialogue.

Introduction

In Cambridge dictionary of English, the word “polemic” is defined in the
following way: a piece of writing where a person strongly defends or attacks a
certain position, or a set of beliefs with the same purpose [1]. The word itself is
derived from Greek “polemikos”, which means war or anything related to war. Here
we may draw the first line of demarcation between a simple discussion (that does
not necessarily involve any sharp attacks or directly opposite opinions) and a
polemic one where such differences are the core of the communicative situation. In
the Oxford Dictionary of English, the word “polemic” signifies either a controversial
argument or a strong, often aggressive verbal attack on someone’s set of beliefs and
ideas, on a doctrine, on an opinion or theory [2]. It is noted that this word may be
used as a mass noun as well, in the sense of the system of such writings.

So, in the narrow sense, polemics is an art of writing critical pieces which hold
a certain view and aim to either corroborate it or disapprove it, all through using
specific strategies and tactics along with specific vocabulary. In that sense, polemic
writing is a well-known way to showcase one’s beliefs and opinions which either
oppose or follow the commonly recognized ones. In the history of English literature,
perhaps one of the best polemicists was Jonathan Swift with his famous writings on
the rights of poor people and the satirical representations of the English society.

At the same time, it is necessary to note religious polemic writings, in particular
those written as a clash between two opposite beliefs. Perhaps this meaning of
polemic writing has become the most influential in forming the contemporary
definition of what polemics is. From the religious viewpoint, polemic writing is
attacking (somewhat fiercely) another person’s set of beliefs while also defending
one’s own. Polemic writing became widely popular in Middle Ages, when the
Christian church became the educational center of a country and, for the first time,
Christianity itself was challenged by another powerful religion — Islam [3].

Here we notice that the definition of polemics itself is two-sided. Polemics is,
firstly, defined as a piece of writing which strongly defends or opposes a set of
beliefs. This definition is widely recognized and utilized in the English-speaking
parts of the world. Polemicists are those writers whose position is evident in their
texts, and who use sharp and fierce language in order to reach the sole effect that
they pursue: to persuade the reader that they are right. In a way, polemic writing is
argumentative writing. Types of polemics may be diverse depending on the context,



the situation, and the speaker: political, religious, social, anti-war, anti-
discrimination, anti-racism polemics are few of the most popular ones nowadays.

From the other side, the Russian word “nonemuka” reflects a slightly different
set of notions. Similarly to the word polemic, it was derived from the mentioned
Greek term and refers to a communicative situation where arguments are fierce,
opinions are sharply opposed to each other, and specific strategies are utilized. At
the same time, 1f we take a closer look at how this Russian word is defined in a
dictionary, we notice a peculiar difference from its classical meaning in English.

In Ushakov’s dictionary of the Russian language, the word “monemuka” is
defined in the following ways:

1. A discussion that occurs when speaking on a certain subject.

2. A debate dedicated to discussing scientific, political, literary or artistic
subjects and issues.

3. A fierce, hostile, sometimes aggressive discussion around a certain
(usually scientific) topic.

4. A discussion on paper, usually in mass media [4].

We need to note that the definition “a single-authored piece of writing” is not
present here. Hence the semantic scope of the Russian version of this word is wider
than that of its English counterpart. The reason for such a dichotomy in meanings
lies in the fact that the Russian version is a borrowing from French, where the word
polemique has a slightly different, albeit close, meaning. In the Larousse dictionary
of French, the word polemique represents a set of meanings:

1. (something) of a violent and aggressive character.
2. Critical, aggressive, attacking.
3. A noun — a fierce debate, an aggressive discussion on a certain topic [5].

The reason why we are listing those definitions lies in the fact that defining the
word “polemics” or “polemic” is directly linked to defining polemic discourse. The
latter may be thus addressed as a set of communicative situations where polemics
occur. This definition is somewhat vague as it does not consider the dichotomy
between the mentioned meanings of polemics. Now, if polemics is a single-authored
writing, critical and sharp, dedicated to a certain topic, then polemic discourse is a
set of such writings, such written pieces, and responses to them. At the same time, if
polemics is an art of or the process of engaging in a heated debate, then polemic
discourse is a set of such debates taking place in a certain sociocultural situation.

Deciding which definition of polemics or polemic we are going to use
influences the elements of discourse which will be analyzed. For instance, defining
polemics as a single-authored written piece helps identify the participants of the
communicative situation: author and readers. Meanwhile, thinking of polemics as of
a debate adds depth and sophistication to the idea of polemic discourse; now, rather
than one speaker, it must include two speakers with two different ethnocultural and
sociocultural backgrounds. Considering that dichotomy, we aim to analyze how such
a difference in meanings influences the body of research related to polemics,
polemic writing, and particularly polemic discourse.

Methods and materials



In this article, such methods as theoretical analysis, comparison and contrast
are utilized. As the article itself aims at reviewing and scrutinizing the body of
research related to polemics, theoretical analysis and comparison are useful there.
Materials encompass both the scholarly articles written on the topic of polemics and
pieces of polemic writing itself, particularly extracts from the book “Polemics” by
Alan Baidou and a few other prominent essays. Those extracts are provided purely
for illustrative purposes.

Results and discussion

The essence of polemics, polemic writing, and polemicists.

As it has been mentioned above, the art of engaging in polemic writing began
with the development of religious education. Monks, bishops and other religious
figures were the first to defend their faith not only by spoken word and sermons, but
also on paper, with the use of initial, somewhat primitive strategies of influencing
the readers. Most of these strategies are considered aggressive and one-sided
nowadays, argues Sita Steckel, the author of an article dedicated to researching the
dichotomy between the negative connotation of Medieval Christian polemics and
the positive view on contemporary polemic writing [6]. Steckel reviews the polemics
between Jews, Muslims and Christians during Middle Ages and concludes that the
research addressing those pieces of writing is often filled with certain superstitions,
and in some cases those writings are addressed as purely negative. The reason is
simple — early pieces of polemic writing did not take into consideration the
arguments of the opponent and were filled with fierce vocabulary and aggressive
verbal tactics.

What interests us, translation researchers, in those early examples of polemics
is what a massive role interpretation and translation played in them. According to
Kees Versteegh who reviews 9'-century Muslim versus Christian polemics, the two
sides of this debate had to deal with a somewhat trivial issue: while arguing fiercely,
they did not speak each other’s languages. If the knowledge of Bible was widespread
in the Muslim world, then the book of Qur’an was much less known to the Christians
due to the difficulty of translating from Arabic to Latin, the latter being the main
language used in those polemics [7]. So, while Muslim polemics was based on a
more or less complete text of the Bible (translated into Arabic), the Christian
polemics had to settle with fragmentary Greek translations. Obviously, this
influenced both the content and the route of that dispute. Not having access to the
original text (this is true for both parties) might have impacted the arguments and
the outcomes of the said polemics.

Versteegh also notes a very peculiar side of the early polemic writing: the fact
that it often involved quite sharp and even obscene lexis. This is a statement easy to
corroborate, given how fierce the opposition was and what tactics they could have
used against each other. For instance, religious polemics often utilized vocabulary
related to devil when talking about a different set of beliefs, a different holy book,
or about those sayings which were considered heresy or blasphemy. In that case,
Versteegh concludes, the main difference between polemics and apologetics lies in
the fact that polemics was an attack, and apologetics was an act of defense.



It is indeed true that early Christian and almost every other religious polemic
included the elements of verbal aggression. However, did that change over the
course of time? Specifically, considering the English-language meaning of polemics,
certain scholars believe that aspect hardly changed. For instance, Jonathan Crewe
lists reasons why polemic writing might be considered an unreliable object of
research:

1. Polemic writing is one-sided and often centers around quite a narrow,
subjected opinion.
2. Polemic writing often lacks the aspects of other types of argumentative

writing: considering the opponent’s arguments; attempting to find logical fallacies
rather than attacking blindly; objectiveness.

3. Polemic writing is often considered “the last resort of those in decline”,
be those declining figures politicians, writers, social figures or researchers [8].

At the same time, Crewe believes that polemic writing must not be addressed
one-sidedly; the question of whether it can or cannot be ethical lies unanswered, the
only possible answer being the dependence of polemics on context.

In contemporary understanding, polemics and polemic writing are closely
linked to irony, satire, and grotesque. Depending on the type and kind of those
essays, they may be more or less subjective, more or less violent, more or less
aggressive. Let us take a look at the following extract from “Modest Proposal” of
Swift where he covers the most drastic of measures for preventing overpopulation
by a mask of sheer irony and mockery:

“I grant this food will be somewhat dear, and therefore very proper for
landlords who, as they have already devoured most of the parents, seem to have the
best title to the children” [9, p.1].

Now, if we attempt to make a stylistic analysis of this pamphlet, we come across
such figurative means as severe grotesque and deep irony, paired with the humblest
style of writing which Swift could think of. The reason why this writing is an
example of polemics is quite simple: it centers around a topic of vital importance,
and the writer seems to stand on his ground to protect his very unique way of solving
that problem. So, formally, this is a polemic. The content of it, however, is so
complicated that it needs to be addressed on two levels: the surface, where the author
contemplates about the issue and proposes a solution which he believes is the best,
and the deeper level, where we see what the author is truly opposing.

In both cases, we may conclude that this piece of polemic writing is extremely
sharp and, from a certain angle, aggressive. Whether it addresses landlords, the
wealthy people, or those who propose different ways of solving the problem of
overpopulation, it utilizes verbal means which are highly subjective and
argumentative.

Now let us pay attention to another example, more recent and less violent, from
a book titled “Polemics” written by the French philosopher Alan Baidou. In his book,
the scholar addresses, primarily, the issue of war. While for the century of Swift
hunger and social discrimination were the sharpest problems to tackle, the XX and
XXI centuries are marked with issues far less multifaceted and far more global:
conflicts and war.



“... we might perhaps refer to them as follows: the argument of the unthinkable;
the argument of interruption; the argument of the absolute Evil” [10].

This 1s an extract from a polemic essay titled Against Negationism, written and
published in 1982, when the issues of Nazism and Nazis were still very much present
and significant. What Baidou does here is describe the ways Nazism may be viewed
from different angles — as something that cannot be talked about; as something that
needs to be stopped; eventually, as absolute Evil. This essay is a polemic against the
new sprouts of Nazism which were rising in the 1980s, the sprouts which, as Baidou
believed, were completely ignored by his contemporaries (hence the word
negationism in the title). In a way, it is an essay that aims at shedding light on an
issue, that is why it has an explanatory character and does not fiercely attack a certain
issue.

The issue which is described in this essay does not need any violent verbal
attacks because it is a widely recognized negative notion. This same strategy is used
in many contemporary examples of polemic writing: the center of the debate, the
problem is no longer addressed as sharply as, say, in Swift’s case. There 1s no need
to oppose Nazism: it has been opposed and defeated, and the purpose of modern-day
anti-discrimination, anti-war essays is not to violently attack the notions of
discrimination and war. Contemporary techniques have become far less evident,
notes Jane Gallop [11].

Polemic discourse.

We have examined what polemic writing is, where it came from, and what
possible techniques it might utilize. Now we are turning to a more vital issue of
polemic discourse. Any discourse is a system consisting of texts and their contexts.
In that case, as defined by Fairclough, polemic discourse is a system of
communicative situations which seek to challenge existing ideologies and structures
of power [12]. This definition is related to the sphere of political polemic discourse,
one of the most widespread spheres.

It is necessary to note that the English-speaking scholarly community pays little
attention to the notion of polemic discourse, perhaps preferring to dwell on particular
examples of it in politics, science, and society. A few notable scholars who do
research this area are Hammer (the idea of polemical encounters and debates),
Newsom (identity and ideology in polemic discourse), Jackson (disability and
inclusion in polemic discourse) and such researchers as Pulcini, Hanegraaf or Vatin
who study the religious polemic texts.

In the Russian and Kazakhstani segments of the scientific world, the research
of polemic discourse is represented by such names as V. Kosmodemyanskaya, B.
Zhumagulova, 1. Maslennikov, A. Udelkina, E. Sazhina, I. Makeyev, S. Prihodko,
M. Glushkova and so on.

In particular, M. Glushkova examines the polemic discourse as shown on TV.
Her research object is audial, that is why she mainly deals with transcripts of TV
shows and programs where polemics is present. Her article explores the issues of
linguaculturology as well [13]. The article discusses the peculiarities of speech
behavior in polemical situations among Russian speakers, focusing on the use of
proverbs and sayings to vividly depict abstract concepts. For example, the proverb



"nec pyosm - wenku nemam" is examined in its various historical iterations,
illustrating its role in conveying the inevitability of errors in complex undertakings.
Additionally, the article explores how such expressions convey nuanced meanings
and influence the discourse's logical coherence. It also delves into the tactical
maneuvers employed in polemical discourse, such as interruptions and emotional
expressions, reflecting national communication tendencies. Furthermore, statistical
analysis reveals prevalent interruption tactics, including the use of particles,
imperative forms, and exclamatory expressions, underscoring their role in managing
discourse flow.

The article authored by E. Sazhina explores the use of intertextual markers in
the polemical discourse of print media, emphasizing the dialogical nature of this
discourse [14]. Through a method of continuous sampling, the study analyzes
articles and responses from English-language newspapers such as "The New York
Times" and "The Guardian" to identify linguistic markers of intertextuality and their
functions in print media polemics. The analysis reveals instances of explicit and
implicit quoting, including direct and indirect speech, as well as the incorporation of
excerpts into the author's sentences. These markers are predominantly found in
problem-focused articles, as exemplified by quotes from the article "Fear in the
Workplace: The Bullying Boss," which draws on interviews, social surveys, and
scholarly works to provide a multifaceted discussion of workplace bullying. The
analysis demonstrates that quotations, serving both to authenticate the discourse and
integrate multiple sources of information, contribute to the dialogical nature of
polemical discourse in print media. Additionally, the examination of reader
responses highlights the frequent use of references to other readers' reactions as a
marker of intertextuality in print media polemics.

In her research, A. Udelkina explores how polemical discussions aim to get
people involved in conversations about important issues [15]. She looks at how these
discussions involve not just the writer, but also the reader, creating a back-and-forth
dialogue. Her study focuses on articles from well-known German magazines and
newspapers like Focus and Siiddeutsche Zeitung. She finds that these articles often
try to connect with readers by talking directly to them in the headlines, like in titles
such as "Energieriegel im Check: Sie enthalten so viel Fett wie Mars und Snickers"
(Energy Bars Check: They Contain as Much Fat as Mars and Snickers) from Focus
Online.

A.L. Udelkina suggests that this personal approach helps engage readers and make
the topics discussed relevant to them.

Based on the research carried out, the following preliminary aspects of polemic
discourse may be identified:

1. Every communicative situation has an author (the speaker) and the
receiver (the listener). If we take the narrower definition of polemics as a base, we
need to underline that polemic discursive situations are often somewhat one-sided.
At the same time, if the broader definition is used, polemic discourse becomes
dialogical.



2. The main purpose of every polemic text is persuasion, and not pure
argumentation. The author is right, and the receiver (or receivers) need to adjust to
that.

3. For the purpose of persuasion, certain strategies and techniques are
used, including satire and grotesque, irony and logical argumentation. Fallacies are
often present, because, while attacking the opponent’s viewpoint, the speaker often
ignores his or her own erroneous theory.

4. Polemic discourse does not exist outside of the spheres that it covers. It
is closely linked to and exists within the contexts in which it bases itself: politics,
medicine, science, religion, education, social issues, etc.

So, while researching polemic discourse, one must pay attention to the sphere
in which it is being realized. Similarly to how early Christian polemics differ from
Swift’s satirical writings, contemporary anti-war polemic differs significantly from
the disputes in the sphere of astrophysics.

Two-sided understanding of polemics and polemic discourse.

It has been mentioned that the meaning of polemics heavily influences the
essence of polemic discourse. Depending on which of the definitions is chosen, the
essence of polemic discourse is altered. The following table illustrates this idea
(Table 1). It presents both the differences and similarities between two
understandings of polemics explored in this article.

Table 1. Different understandings of polemics and polemic discourse

Polemics as a set of written
argumentative pieces

Similar to both approaches

Polemics as an art and the
process of engaging in a
debate

A set of monologues with | Response is significant A set of dialogues with
occasional dialogical occasional monological
characteristics characteristics

An author and readers: passive | Communication is present Two  speakers (or two
communication authors), active

communication

Satire and irony and grotesque | Intertextuality Arguments, logical
used more frequently corrections and expressive

means used more frequently

The author’s linguacultural
knowledge and  cultural
background is significant

Linguacultural elements are
present

The cultural background of
both speakers is significant

The author is right: it is an out-
of-debate issue

There is a concept of being
right or wrong, unlike in any
other objective written genres

Both speakers or both authors
are right in their own
understanding

To persuade, techniques of
journalism and publicist style
are utilized

The main purpose is to
persuade

To persuade, colloquial style
techniques may be utilized

Conclusion

In conclusion, the exploration of polemics and polemic discourse reveals
several salient observations regarding its historical development, conceptual




underpinnings, contextual variability, rhetorical strategies, dialogical dynamics, and
ethical dimensions.

The historical trajectory of polemics from its origins in religious debates to its
contemporary manifestations across various domains underscores its dynamic
evolution over time. Different linguistic and cultural perspectives offer nuanced
definitions of polemics, emphasizing its diverse manifestations as written
argumentative pieces or broader communicative situations encompassing debates
and discussions.

Polemical discourse is deeply entrenched within specific socio-cultural
contexts, reflecting cultural, ideological, and linguistic intricacies. Whether in
politics, religion, science, or social issues, polemics interacts intricately with the
socio-cultural landscape, influencing and being influenced by prevailing discursive
frameworks.

Polemicists employ a diverse range of rhetorical strategies and techniques,
including satire, irony, intertextuality, logical argumentation, and rhetorical devices,
to advance their arguments and challenge opposing viewpoints. While polemics
often feature one-sided arguments, instances of dialogical engagement are
observable across various media platforms and scholarly endeavors, highlighting the
dynamic nature of polemic discourse.

The ethical dimension of polemic discourse warrants critical examination, as it
can both facilitate critique and dissent while potentially exacerbating polarization
and 1ideological division. Responsible engagement with polemical rhetoric
necessitates consideration of its broader societal impact and ethical implications.

In summary, the analysis of polemics and polemic discourse offers insights into
the complexities of persuasive communication, shedding light on its historical
evolution, conceptual diversity, contextual embeddedness, rhetorical strategies,
dialogical dynamics, and ethical considerations. Such insights contribute to a deeper
understanding of how language mediates social interactions and shapes discursive
practices within diverse socio-cultural contexts.
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Anpaarna. Makana TOJIEMHKAIIBIK JUCKYPCTHI JKOHE JKAIbI MOJIEMHUKA YFBIMBIH 3€pTTEY
TOCUIZIepiH aHbIKTayFa apHanFaH. «[lomemMuka yFbIMbI TUT OLTIMI )KOHE MOJIEHUETTaHY MTOHAEPIHIH
TYPFBICBIHAH, aFIIIIBIH )KOHE OPBIC TUTIH/IET] aHBIKTaMaIap bl €CKEPEe OTBHIPHIT KapacThIPhLIa/Ib.
AFBUIIIBIH TUTIHJAE MOJEMHKA HETi3iHeH ka30allia apryMeHTanus MarblHachiH Oinnipeni. Opsic
TUTIHAET] aHbBIKTama MIKIpTajac MeH AUCKYCCHsUIap/bl, KOMMYHUKATHBT] >KaFJalaapJblH KeH
ayKpIMBIH KaMTuAbl. JKa30amia IMOJIeMUKaHBIH TapuXu JamMybl 3eprreneni. llomemuka opra
Facelpiapiarbl JIIHM TiKipTanactapaaH Oactamanel. Epre 3amannmapnarbl MOJEMHKAaHBIH TiJli
arpeccHBTi, Jdmenaepi OipKakThl OOJIFaH, KapaMma-Kapchl Ke3kapactap eckepinmered. OcblHaan
HiKipTajgacTap/blH KaJlbIITACybIHJIA ayJapMa >YMBICHl YJIKEH pesl OWHaabl, ce0ebi TUIAIK
KeJepriiep e3apa TYCIHICTIKKE K01 OepMeil. YakbIT oTe Keje Oipiiama e3repic 00511bl, 1eTeHMeH
Ka3ipri 3aMaHfbl jkaz0alla rojieMuKa Ja CyOBEKTHBTI JKOHE arpeccuBTi OOJbIN Kaya Oepeni.
Kazipri 3amaHfbl MOJIEMHUKAa COHBIMEH Karap WPOHMsS, caThpa *OHE TI'POTECK 3JIEMEHTTEpiH
KaMTH/1bl. MaKalnaHblH FBUIBIMH YKaHAJBIFBl — 3€pTTEYNEr! eKKaKThUIbIKKA ceben 0oja ajnaThlH
MOJICHU AaCIIeKTiIepIi €CEeNKe ajia OTBIPHIN, MOJIEMHUKAIBIK IUCKYPCTBI OPTYpJi KaTBICBIMAAP
apKbUIbI KapacTelpy. Makaia TeOpUsIIbIK Talliay sKOHE CalbICThIPY 91CTEPiH NaiijanaHa OThIPHIII,
MOJIEMUKaFa KaTICTHI 3ePTTEYIIEP/IiH )KUBIHTBIFBIH KapacThIPAIb, ITOJIEMUKAHBIH KYPIESTIIIT MEH
JaMyBbl TypaJibl TYCiHIK Oepesi. 3epTTey HOTHKENEPiHiH NMPaKTUKAIIBIK KOHE TEOPHSUIBIK MAHbI3bI
MaKaJIaHbIH KOMMYHUKATHBTI CTpaTEeTUsUIAP J)KOHE MOJICHHUETAPAIBIK KOMMYHHUKAIIHSFA 9CEP €TETiH
aca MaHbI3/Ibl YFBIM — IIOJIEMUKAJIBIK JUCKYPCTHI TYCIHYT'€ KOCBII OTBIPFaH YJeCiHe OalIaHbICThI.

Tipek ce3aep: moieMHKa, TMOJEMHUKAIBIK JUCKYpPC, TOJEMHUKAIBIK a3y, MiKipTaiac,
JMCKYCCHSI, UHTEpIpeTalys, aylapMa, JHHTBOMOJICHUETTaHy

COBPEMEHHBIE 11OAXO/IbI K U3YYEHUIO ITOJIEMHUKHU U
HOJEMHNYECKOI'O TUCKYPCA
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AnHoranus. CTarbs MOCBAILIECHA BBIABICHHUIO MOAXOJ0B K UCCIEAOBAHUIO MOJIEMUYECKOTO
JIUCKypca U WJIeH ToJIeMUKHU B 1esoM. [loHaTtue "monemuka" paccMarpuBaeTcs 4epe3 MPU3MBbI
JUHTBUCTUKH U KYJIBTYPOJIOTUH, YIUTHIBASI €TI0 OMPEICIICHNUS KaK B AaHIJIMHCKOM, TaK i B PyCCKOM
A3bIKax. B aHMIMHCKOM SI3bIKE OHO B MEPBYIO Odepe/lb MOHMMAeTcs Kak (opma MUCBMEHHOTO
apryMEHTUPOBAaHUS, B TO BpeMs KaK B PYCCKOM OHO OXBAaThIBaeT 0oJiee IIMPOKUM CHEKTP
KOMMYHHKAaTUBHBIX CUTYyallui, BKJIIOUas Ae0aThl U 00Cyx1eHus. PaccmarpuBaeTcst nctopudeckas
HBOJIIOIMSL MMHUCbMEHHOM TMOJEMUKH, MPOCICKHUBACTCA €€ MPOUCXOXKICHUE JI0 PEIUTHO3HBIX
nebaTtoB B cpefHHE Beka. PaHHSS mojeMHKa XapakTepu3oBajach arpecCHUBHBIM S3BIKOM U
OJTHOCTOPOHHUMH apPTyMEHTaMH, 4acTO JUIICHHBIMH Yy4eTa MPOTHBOIIOJIOKHBIX TOYEK 3PEHUS.
[lepeBoa chirpasl 3HAYUTETBHYIO POJIb B (DOPMUPOBAHUU ITHX A€0ATOB, MOCKOJIBKY S3BIKOBBIC
OGapbepbl MeIIaIu B3aMMHOMY IMTOHUMaHK0. HecMOTpst Ha M3BMEHEHHS CO BpEMEHEM, COBPEMEHHas
MUCbMEHHAs TOJEeMHKa T[O-IPEeKHEMY OCTaeTcsi CYOBEKTMBHOM M arpecCUBHOM, XOTs
COBpPEMEHHBIC MPUMEPHI YaCTO BKIIIOUAIOT JJIEMEHTHl MPOHWHU, CAaTUpPbl U TpoTecka. Hayunas
HOBHM3HA 3TOW CTAaThU 3aKJIIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO OHA PAacCMAaTPUBAET IMOJIEMUYECKUN UCKYpC C
Pa3HBIX TOYCK 3PCHUS, YIUTHIBAS KYJIBTYPHBIC ACIIEKThI, KOTOPHIC MOTYT BJIUATH HA JUXOTOMHIO B
HCCJIEJIOBAHUU JAHHOTO 00bekTa. B paboTe MCmoNb3yloTCs METOABl TEOPETHUECKOro aHaju3a,
CpaBHCHHSI M KOHTpacTa Juis 0030pa Teja WCCIICIOBaHHM, CBS3aHHBIX C TOJIEMHKOH, YTO JaeT
MpEJCTaBICHUE O €€ CIOKHOCTH U pa3BuBarolleiicss npupoje. [Ipaktnyeckas u TeopeTudeckas
3HAYMMOCTB PE3YJbTaTOB UCCIICIOBAHUS 3aKIII0YACTCS B MX BKJIQ/I€ B IOHUMAHUE MTOJIEMHYECKOTO
JTUCKYpCa, YTO UMEEeT 3HAUCHUE JIJISl CTPATETUH KOMMYHUKAIIMU U MEXKYJIBTYPHOTO OOIICHHUS.

KiroueBble cj10Ba: MoJIieMUKa, MOJIEMHUYECKHA TUCKYPC, MOJIEMHYECKOE IMHCHMO, J1e0aThl,
JTUCKYCCHUS, UHTEPIIPETALINSL, IEPEBOJI, TUHTBOKYIBTYPOJIOTUS
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