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The main task of the article is to consider theoretical grounds of the scientific discourse in the aspect of its tasks
and peculiarities. It was found out that discourse in linguistics is considered as a coherent text in the context of
numerous accompanying background factors (sociocultural, ontological, psychological, etc.); an enclosed integrated
communicative situation (event), the components of which are communicators and the text as a sign mediator,
determined by various factors that intermediate communication and understanding (social, cultural, ethnic, etc.);
language communication style; a sample of speech behavior in a certain social sphere, which has a determined set
of variables. The term «discourse» is often identified with the language in real use and is applied to describe a text in a
direct communicative context.

Various types of discourse are distinguished in the domain of modern research, whereas modern scientific dis-
course is characterized by its social conditionality, which is a determining factor in the language structure formation of
this type of discourse. In addition, in recent years, the researchers point out its special dynamism, causing a number
of changes, the refusal to use standard clichés, the emotionality of scientific discourse through involving a number of
expressive means. The purpose of scientific discourse is acquisition and transmission of new professional knowledge
about the object and the subject of the research, its properties, rendering of a certain scientific problem, awareness
of the results of research activities, representing the position on a certain scientific problem; transferring scientific
propositions, scientific and technical information, solving a scientific problem, attracting the addressee. The main
peculiarities of scientific discourse are as follows: intertextuality, dialogicity, pragmatism and genre variability. As a
type of proper institutional discourse, the scientific discourse is characterized by creativity, objectivity, logic of trans-
mitted information and professional value. It is prone to professional orientation, connection with the addressee,
anthropocentrism, multidisciplinarity.

Key words: discourse, scientific discourse, text, knowledge, communication.

OCHOBHUM 3aBAaHHSAM CTaTTi € PO3rMsAg TEOPETUYHUX 3acaf HAyKOBOrO AUCKYpCYy. 3'ACOBaHO, L0 AUCKYPC Y NiHrBi-
CTULi PO3rMAAaETbCA SK 3B’A3HWIN TEKCT Y KOHTEKCTI YNCIIEHHMX CYMYTHIX (haKTopiB (COLIOKYNbTYPHUX, OHTOMOTYHNX, NCK-
XOIOriYHNX TOLLO;) 3aMKHEHa LinicHa KOMYHiKaTuBHa cuTyauis (nogisl), KOMNOHEHTaMM SKOi € KOMYHIKaTopy Ta TEKCT SK
3HaKOBWUI NOCEPEAHMK, AeTepPMiHOBaHa Pi3HOMAHITHUMW YMHHUKaMU, LLO OMOCEPEAKOBYHOTb CMINKYBaHHA Ta PO3YMiHHS
(coujaneHUMK, KyNbTYPHUMW, ETHIYHMMW TOLLO); CTWUIb MOBHOTO CMINKYyBaHHS; 3pa3oK MOBIIEHHEBOI NOBEAIHKM B MEBHIlN
couianbHin cgepi, Wo Mae 03Ha4YeHWUn Habip 3MiHHMX. TepMiH «AUCKYPC» YacTO OTOTOXHIOKTh i3 peanbHO MOBOK Ta
3aCTOCOBYHOTb AN ONUCY TEKCTY B NPSMOMY KOMYHIKaTUBHOMY KOHTEKCTI. 3'ACOBaHO, Lo y cdepi CyHacHOro AoCHimKEHHS
BMOKPEMINIOKOTb Pi3Hi TUMK Auckypcy. [ns cy4acHOro HayKoBOro AWCKYpCYy XapakTepHa Moro coliarnibHa 3yMOBMEHICTb, LU0
€ BM3Ha4anbH1UM akTopom hOopMyBaHHSi MOBHOI CTPYKTYPU LibOrO TUMY AUCKYPCY. B ocTaHHi pokun gocnigHuku Big3Haya-
l0Tb AOro 0COGMUBKIN AMHAMI3M, LLO CIPUYUHSE HU3KY 3MiH, BIAMOBY BiJ BUKOPUCTaHHSA CTaHOAPTHUX KIille, eMOLiNHICTb
HayKoBOro AMCKYpPCY Yepes3 3anyyeHHs HWU3KWM BUpaxarnbHWX 3acobis. MeTolo HaykoBOro AucKypcy € 3006yTTa Ta nepe-
Jaya HOBMX MPOMECIiHMX 3HaHb NPO OO’EKT i NPEeAMET AOCMIMKEHHS, Or0 BNAcTMBOCTI, MOCTAaHOBKA MEBHOI HayKOBOI
npobrnemu, ycBiJOMMNEHHs pe3ynbsTaTiB AOCNiOHULBKOT AiSnbHOCTI, penpeseHTaLisa no3uuii 3 NeBHOI HaykoBOi Npobnemu;
[JOHECEHHS HayKOBMX MONOXEHb, HAYKOBO-TEXHIYHOI iHpopMaLii, BUpilEHHA HaykoBOi Mpobnemwu, 3aLikaBneHHs
agpecata. OCHOBHMMU 0COBNUBOCTAMM HAYKOBOTO AMCKYPCY € IHTEPTEKCTYanbHICTb, AianorivyHicTb, NparmaTmuam T1a
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XaHpoBa BapiaTMBHICTb. SK Pi3HOBMA BRacHe IHCTUTYLINHOMO AUCKYPCY, HAyKOBUIN OUCKYPC XapaKTepU3yeTbCA KpeaTus-
HiCTI0, 06’ €KTUBHICTHO, NOTiYHICTIO NepeaaBaHoi iHdhopMaLlii Ta NpodeciHOLO LiiHHICTHO. BrpisHsaeTbes npodecinHoto crnpsi-
MOBGHICTIO, 3B’3KOM i3 agpecaToM, aHTPOMOLEHTPU3MOM, MyNbTUOANCLUMIIHAPHICTIO.

KnrouyoBi cnoBa: Anckypc, HayKOBUI AUCKYPC, TEKCT, 3HAHHS, KOMYHIKaLis.

Setting of the problem and relevancy
substantiation. The investigation of discourse is
implemented from the point of view of linguistics,
philosophy, sociology, ethnography, stylistics,
semiotics, communication theory, grammar,
literary studies and in interdisciplinary areas of
sociolinguistics, psycholinguistics, linguistic and
cultural studies, structural linguistics, linguistic
stylistics, linguistic semantics, grammatical stylistics,
cognitive semantics, etc.

As it is well known, in modern linguistics there
is no explicit integrated definition of the concept
«discourse», in particular, the scientific (academic)
one, which varies depending on the approach.

The values of scientific discourse are revealed
in its key concepts (truth, knowledge, research) and
are reduced to recognizing the knowability of the
world, the need to multiply knowledge and prove its
objectivity, impartiality in the search for truth.

Various types of discourse are distinguished
in the domain of modern research. Their number
is not permanent, since in the process of social
development they may disappear, transform, unite.
There oftentimes appear new types of discourse. All
the above necessitates the investigation of discourse
and, of course, the relevance of the chosen issue.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
The first references of the scientific discourse
are found in the classic treatises of Aristotle,
R. Descartes, Democritus, 1. Kant, I. Newton. The
following researchers paid special attention to the
study of the peculiarities of scientific discourse:
O. Ilchenko, M. Kotyurova, N. Nepiyvoda, P. Seligey,
and others. The linguistic analysis of the discourse
was carried out by N. Arutyunova, T. Dake, J. Lakoff
and others. The works of these researchers formed
the methodological basis for the formulation of the
term «scientific discourse».

The purpose of the article is to consider
theoretical grounds of the scientific discourse and to
review its tasks and peculiarities.

Presentation of the main research material. In the
works of domestic and foreign scholars, discourse is
traditionally considered as a holistic speech composition
in the diversity of its cognitive-communicative
functions. The term «discourse» is often identified with
the language in real use and is applied to describe a text
in the direct communicative context.

Discourse is often interpreted as a kind of dynamic
model of the text, textual communication associated
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with the subject’s communicative activities
[5, p. 11-12]. According to I. Bekhta, discourse
is a broader concept than the text, it relates to the
categories of logic, psychology, philosophy and is
focused on a person, his / her experience, knowledge,
intellectual level, way of expressing knowledge
about the world around us [1, p. 193]. Discourse as
a communicative event that takes place between the
speaker and the listener in a certain temporal and
spatial continuum. This event must include both
verbal and non-verbal components, i.e. those mental
processes that inevitably accompany the process of
communication (T. van Dake, 1989].

Discourse in linguistics is considered as
a coherent text in the context of numerous
accompanying background factors (sociocultural,
ontological, psychological, etc.); a closed whole
communicative situation (event), the components
of which are communicators and the text as a
sign mediator, determined by various factors that
mediate communication and understanding (social,
cultural, ethnic, etc.); language communication
style; a sample of speech behavior in a certain social
sphere, which has a determined set of variables
[7, p. 568-569].

According to J. Brown (1983), investigation of
discourse cannot be limited only to the direct analysis
of using the language without considering the purpose
or functions that are implemented in the process
of human activity. French scholar E. Benvenista
was the first to propose the definition of discourse
as any statement that determines the presence of
communicators: the addressee, the sender, as well as
the intentions of the sender to influence his interlocutor
in some way. N. Fearclough noted that the concept
of discourse should not be reduced to ordinary use
of language, whereas oral or written speech should
be considered as form of social practice. The same
opinion was sustained by R. Fasold, emphasizing that
the study of discourse is the study of all the language
usage aspects.

There are different approaches to the
classification of discourse. The most outspread
is the one according to which there are two types
of discourse: personal, focused on interpersonal
communication; institutional, status-oriented. Such
a discourse involves professional communication
between persons in accordance with certain norms
and is distinguished by the two features: purpose and
participants of communication.
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According to the followers of communicative,
structural-semantic,  structural-syntactic,  socio-
pragmatic, structural-stylistic approaches, scientific
(academic) discourse is a non-textual organization of
spoken language, characterized by a vague division
into parts, the dominance of associative connections,
spontaneity and high contextuality; the text immersed
into the situation of communication, into life
(N. Arutyunova); special language within a language
that expresses special mentality and has its own texts
(Yu. Stepanov), socially or ideologically limited
type of expression (P. Serio). The scientists note that
scientific (academic) discourse is a type of discursive
activity in the field of communication verbalized
in the text, speech interaction of representatives of
the relevant social group / institute with the aim
of realizing status-role opportunities within the
limits set by this social institution [9, p. 164], i.e.,
according to Kolesnikova I. A., the component of the
professional zone of professional discourse [4, p. 7].
In its turn, scientific discourse can be considered as
a special type of interaction based on communicative
strategies and tactics used by the speaker to influence
his addressee, and which reflect both general
typological and ethnospecific features [3, p. 7].

Modern scientific discourse is characterized by its
social conditionality, which is a determining factor
in the language structure formation of this type of
discourse. In addition, in recent years, the researchers
point out its special dynamism, causing a number
of changes, the refusal to use standard clichés, the
emotionality of scientific discourse through involving
a number of expressive means. All this results from
the changes in human behavior, which in its turn
leads to the altering in tradition. The changes in the
surroundings of scientific communication are caused
by the current changes in society. Those changes
are caused by the following reasons: personification
of the scientific discourse, pluralization, as well as
the emergence of new types of scientific activity
[8, p- 156].

The task of scientific discourse is to prove certain
provisions, hypotheses, arguments, precise and
systematic presentation of scientific problems with
the aim of describing, defining and explaining the
phenomena of nature and social life; transfer the
amount of knowledge, thoroughly explain the results
of research [6]. The task of the communicator of
scientific discourse is to decode the message on the
same conditions and for the same purpose, which are
intentionally set by the addressee of this message.

Scientific discourse is represented by a number
of textual varieties that are used by scientific
communities in everyday communication practice,
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performing educational, scientific and administrative
tasks. The selection of different genres of scientific
texts is based on both internal (semantic) and
external (formal) aspects. Thus, functional approach
investigates the discourse through the lens of
language functions. The linguistic stylistic approach
is characterized by selecting the registers of
communication based on discourse analysis deviding
oral and written language in their genre varieties.
The proponents of the cognitive-semantic approach
understand discourse from the point of view of the
implementation of certain communicative-cognitive
structures, expressed by frame models, which contain
socio-cultural information. Within the linguistic and
cultural approach, the specifics of the discourse,
inherent in a separate ethno-cultural community,
with a characteristic set of language and etiquette
communication formulas are established.

Scientific discourse has indications of creativity
and professional values. It also has other signs
of professional discourse, such as: professional
orientation, anthropocentrism, multidisciplenarity,
disproportionality of individual development of its
parts, dialogicity, selectivity, insularity, non-cyclicity,
didacticism, dynamism, language normativity,
stylistic layering [6].

The purpose of scientific discourse is acquisition
and transmission of new professional knowledge
about the object and the subject of the research, its
properties, rendering of a certain scientific problem,
awareness of the results of research activities,
representing the position on a certain scientific
problem; transferring scientific  propositions,
scientific and technical information, solving
a scientific problem, attracting the addressee.
Scientific discourse includes genres the purpose of
which is to solve a theoretical or applied scientific
problem. Scientific discourse is created by scientists,
its participants are usually the specialists with the
appropriate level of training, having the same status
and pragmatic thesaurus as the author has [2].

The main peculiarities of scientific discourse are
as follows: intertextuality, dialogicity, pragmatism
and genre variability. As a type of proper institutional
discourse scientific discourse is characterized
by creativity, objectivity, logic of transmitted
information and professional value. It is prone
to professional orientation, connection with the
addressee, anthropocentrism, multidisciplinarity, etc.

Thus, we come to the conclusion that in a broad
sense, discourse can be considered in two directions,
each of which is complex and multi-component,
those are the text, which is a means of fixing the
discourse on writing, and the communicative process
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in the form of a monologue or dialogue, which is
the reflection of discourse in oral speech. Among
the tasks of scientific discourse there can be noted:
the analysis of scientific problems for the purpose of
research and explanation, the transfer of knowledge

and investigation results, dissemination of scientific
and technical information, investigation of scientific
problems, etc. The perspectives for further research
can be seen in the studying of scientific discourse
both as communicative process and event.
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Tpukapnamcwro2o Hayionanbrno2o yHisepcumemy imeni Bacuns Cmedanuxa

Y cratTi 3aiicHeHo cnpoby aHanisy obpasy rofloBHOrO MEpPCOHaXa Kpib MPU3MY FIEKCUKO-CTUMICTUYHMX 3acobiB Ha
matepiani pomany C. ®oepa Extremely Loud and Incredibly Close.

XyLOOXHIM TEKCT PO3yMIETbCA SIK KOHrMomepat 3acobiB Ta NPUIOMIB, SKi PYHKLIIOHYIOTb Y TICHOMY B3aEMO3B’A3KY Ta
CTBOPHOKOTb 06’EKTUBHY AINCHICTb Ha AEKINbKOX PiBHAX (MOBHOMY, acouiaTMBHOMY, cMucrioBomMy). Cepen TEKCTOBUX ene-
MEHTIB OJHMM 3 HAWBaXNMBILLMX BUCTYyNae obpa3 nepcoHaxa, kUi € HaCKPi3HUM KameHeM 00pasHOi CTPYKTYpU TEKCTY.

Y poboTi yBary 3ocepedKeHO Ha NEKCUKO-CTUMICTUYHMX 3acobax 0Opa3oTBOPEHHs, AKi OOCHimKyBanuca y yHK-
LiiHOMY Ta KinbKiCHOMY acnekTax. AHari3 NeKCMKO-CTMNICTMYHMX 3acobiB nepenbayaB Aekinbka eTaniB gOCNigKEHHS:
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