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Key words: discourse, The article analyzes the current approaches to the definition of the concepts
institutional discourse, of “professional discourse” and “non-professional discourse” in modern
professional discourse, linguistics. Discourse research in the article is carried out within the framework
non-professional discourse, of the sociolinguistic approach. The problems of the article are in demand in
professional communication. modern linguistics, since the status of professional discourse today becomes

the subject of many domestic and foreign studies, and the particular provisions
of this topic, like the basic terminology, are still becoming the subject of
active scientific discussions, which leads to the lack of unified definitions
and standardized categories on this topic. The object of research is discourse;
the subject of research is the definition of the concepts of “professional
discourse” and “non-professional discourse”. The views of various scholars
on the concept of professional discourse are investigated, its boundaries are
determined. The structure of professional discourse and the requirements to
it are put forward by different linguists are studied. The criteria of discourse,
established by scientists, are considered, and the absence of the possibility to
establish the uniform criteria for this phenomenon is studied. The approaches
of linguists to classify discourse are analyzed. The correlation of professional
and institutional discourse in modern linguistics is analyzed. On the basis of
the presented analysis, the common in the interpretations of professional and
non-professional discourses and the lines of difference in modern linguistics
are established. The components that make it possible to consider the discourse
as professional and obligatory for such a classification are highlighted. The
definition of the notion “non-professional discourse” is given. The possibility of
the transition of one type of professional discourse to another in the conditions
of the transition of key elements of discourse is considered. The functions
of non-professional discourse are analyzed and the main such functions are
compared with the functions of professional discourse.
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Y crarti aHami3yloOThCS AaKTyajdbHI TMiJXOAM JO BU3HAYECHHS MOHATH
«tpodeciiiHuil AUCKypey» 1 «HenpodeciiHui ANCKYPC» B CydacHil TIHIBICTHII.
JocnimkeHHs AMCKYPCY Y CTaTTi MPOBOIUTHCS B MEKAX COLIOMIHTBICTUYHOTO
miaxony. IIpobnemaruka crtarTi € 3arpeOyBaHOIO B CydYacHiil JiHrBicTHI,
OCKIIBKM CBOTOAHI MHpoQeciiHui TUCKypc CTae MpeaAMeToM Oesniui
BITUM3HSIHUX 1 3apyODKHHUX JOCIHIIKEHb, a TPUBATHI MOJOXKEHHS L€l TeMH,
Ak 1 6a30Ba TEPMIHOJIOTIS, BCE IIE CTAIOTh NMPEAMETOM AKTUBHHX HAayKOBHX
JUCKyCii, IO MPU3BOAUTH 1O BIJCYTHOCTI YHi()iKOBAHMX BH3HAUCHb
1 CTaHJAPTU30BAHUX KaTEropii B 1iif TeMi. O0’€KTOM JOCTIHKEHHS € TUCKYPC,
IPEAMETOM JIOCTIKEHHSI — BU3HAUCHHS IOHATH «IIPOQECIHHUM TUCKYypCH
1 «Hempodeciiuuil aucKypey». JJocaimKyoTbess MOMIIIN PI3HUX YYEHUX Ha
HOHATTS Tpo(eciitHOro JUCKYpCy, BU3HAYAIOTHCS HOTO Mexi. BuBdaroThes
CTPYKTypa Mpo¢eciifHOro AUCKYpCy i BUMOTH A0 HBOTO, BUCYHYTI Pi3HUMH
miHrBictamu. Po3msmaroTbes KpuTepii AUCKYpCY, BCTAHOBJICHI BYEHHMU,
1 BUBYAETHCS BIJICYTHICTH MOXIIMBOCTI BUCYHYTH €IUHI KPHUTEpii IO I[HOTO
(enomena. BuBuaroTbcs MiAXOAM JIHTBICTIB A0 Kiacu(ikaiii JHCKypCy.
AHai3y€eThCs CIIBBIIHECEHICTh MPOQECIHHOTO Ta IHCTUTYIIIHHOTO AUCKYPCY
B CyuacHil JiHrBicTuIl. Ha 0CHOBI PECTaBICHOTO aHAali3y BCTAHOBIIOETHCS
3arajJpHE Ta BiAMIHHE B TIyMadeHHSAX MNpodeciiiHoro i HempodeciitHoro
JIUCKYPCIB B CyYacHid JIHTBICTHI. BHIUISIOTECS KOMIOHEHTH, IO JAr0Th
3MOTY BBAaXATH JAUCKYpC MpodeciiiHuM, Ta O0O0O0B’S3KOBI Ui TAaKOro
BijHeceHHs. HamaeTbess BU3HAYCHHS TOHSTTS «HENMPOQECiiHMIA JAUCKYPC.
Po3misaeTbess MOKIIMBICT MEPEXOJLy OJAHOTO BUAY MPOQeciitHOro AUCKYpCy
B IHINWI B yMOBAX MEPEXOy KIIIOYOBUX €IIEMEHTIB IMCKYpCY. AHAIIZYIOThCS
¢yHKIil HenpodeciitHOro AUCKYPCY 1 MPOBOAUTHCS 3iCTABIEHHS OCHOBHHX
TakuX QYHKIIH 3 GYHKIISIMU PO ECiiTHOTO TUCKYPCY.

The development of the theory of discourses
is one of the urgent areas of modern linguistics.
A.V. Golodnov notes that “modern linguistics,
focused on the study of the functioning of language
in various spheres of human activity, refers to
discourse as a basic category that integrates linguistic
and social practices” [1, p. 312]. Today there are
many studies of individual discourses — medical,
journalistic, pedagogical, legal, military, sports and
others, but the problem of professional discourse is
far from exhausted and still remains in the center
of attention of philologists. Discourse research is
carried out in the framework of the sociolinguistic
approach. The object of our research is discourse; the
subject of research is the definition of the concepts
of “professional discourse” and “non-professional
discourse”.

Bicauk 3anopi3pkoro HarioHaabpHOTO yHiBepcuTeTy. Dinonoriuni Haykn. Ne 1 (2021)

The purpose of the research presented in the article
is to clarify the essence of the concepts of “professional
discourse” and ‘“‘non-professional discourse”, for
which to describe the general in the interpretations of
professional and non-professional discourses and to
establish the features of differences in them.

In modern linguistic literature, it is possible to find
a fairly large number of definitions of the concept of
“discourse”, but a single terminological definition,
which would be fixed in all special dictionaries and
reference books, has not yet been developed. In
support of this, we are quoting N.V. Egorshina: “The
definition of discourse, which could be considered
exhaustive and which would be of a terminological
nature, has not yet been developed, because this is an
“interdisciplinary” phenomenon and it is not important
what terminology the developer of the method uses,
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on what theoretical positions he is, and the very result
to which he comes is important. It should be noted
that the discourse is understood by researchers very
broadly: it is a manifestation, reflection, phenomenon
of culture” [2, p. 121].

The ambiguity of approaches to the definition of
the concept of “discourse” and the uncertainty of the
boundaries of this concept is also evidenced by the
fact that this term is identified with adjacent linguistic
concepts, which was pointed out by T.M. Nikolaeva
back in 1978: “Discourse is a polysemantic term of
text linguistics, used by a number of authors in almost
homonymous meanings. The most important of them
are: 1) coherent text; 2) oral and spoken form of the
text; 3) dialogue; 4) a group of statements related to
each other in meaning; 5) a speech work as a given —
written or oral” 3, p. 467].

Discourse is also understood in different ways.
T.V. Yezhova notes that there are three approaches
to understanding discourse: “1) discourse as a text,
actualized under certain conditions, taking into
account extralinguistic parameters (in linguistics);
2) discourse as communication, realized in the course
of certain discursive practices (in sociology, social
semiotics and political science); 3) discourse as a
type of speech communication (in logic, philosophy,
sociology, communication theory)” [4, p. 52]; and in
pedagogy, in her opinion, it is possible to understand
discourse as a context: “discourse is always interpreted
within a certain context” [4, p. 52].

According to our observations, most researchers
in defining the concept of “discourse” proceed from
the definition of N.D. Arutyunova: “discourse is a
coherent text in combination with extralinguistic
(pragmatic, socio-cultural, psychological, etc.)
factors” [5, p. 136-137]. Uniform criteria on the
basis of which one or another type of discourse
could be distinguished have not yet been established.
Researcher M.A. Silanova points out this feature:
“Discourses can be distinguished on the basis of
many different grounds, for example, the relevance
of one or another “narrow” type of communication
(legal, pedagogical, medical discourse); chronotope
(discourse of restructuring); way of communication
(written and oral discourse); any social or ideological
unity of the speakers (feminist, Marxist discourse),
etc. It is not possible to form a closed taxonomy of
discourses like a system of styles. The plurality of
interpretations of the concept itself leaves room for
the classification of discourses, since everyone is
free to choose their own classification grounds for
highlighting a particular discourse” [6, p. 30-31].

Despite the absence of a unified classification, most
studies use the typology of discourses developed by
V.I. Karasik from the standpoint of sociolinguistics,
which “involves the analysis of communication
participants as representatives of a particular
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social group and analysis of the circumstances of
communication in a wide socio-cultural context”
[7, p. 5]. Taking into account these criteria, two types
of discourse are distinguished: personal (personality-
oriented) and institutional, which is defined by
the scientist as follows: “Institutional discourse is
communication within the given framework of status-
role relations. Institutional discourse is distinguished
on the basis of two system-forming characteristics:
goals and participants in communication” [7, p. 5].

Further, on the basis of the components identified
by V.I. Karasik, such as participants, chronotope, goals,
strategies, genres, etc., it is possible to describe specific
types of institutional discourse: military, business,
diplomatic, medical, pedagogical, political, religious,
legal and others [7, p. 5-20]. What is the relationship
between institutional and professional discourses?

To answer this question, let us point out the
following: “Institutional discourse is a discourse
carried out in public institutions, communication
in which is an integral part of their organization.
A social institution outwardly is a collection of
persons, institutions, supplied with certain material
resources and carrying out a specific social function.
Understanding a social institution allows us to outline
the main parameters of institutional discourse: a set of
communication situations (speech events) typical for
a given sphere, an idea of typical models of speech
behavior in the performance of certain social roles, a
certain (limited) topic of communication, a specific
set of intentions and arising from them “speech
strategies” [8, p. 59-60].

Professional discourse means “verbally mediated
communication as a process of controlled interaction
of subjects of professional activity, characterized
by a certain set of norms, stereotypes of thinking
and behavior. Professional discourse is a kind of
institutional or socially oriented discourse. The
number of varieties of professional discourses
corresponds to the number of identified professional
spheres of activity” [9, p. 32-33].

As you can see, professional discourse is defined
as a kind of institutional discourse. An attempt
to theoretically distinguish between these two
concepts — institutional discourse and professional
discourse —was made by A.O. Stebletsova, who, based
on an analysis of various approaches to the definition
and interpretation of these concepts in domestic and
foreign linguistics, came to the following conclusion:
“in the domestic theory of discourse the conceptual/
substantive scope of the concept of institutional
discourse turns out to be as broad as possible and
includes the concept of professional discourse, or
rather, institutional discourse is the very stencil (the
term belongs to V.I. Karasik) that structures any
professional communication to varying degrees of
rigidity / standardization” [10, p. 28].
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Professional discourse is realized in the process of
professional communication—atype of communication,
“which is characterized by the presence of supra-
situational goals, common knowledge and perception
of communicants, stereotyped communication
situations. The main difference between professional
communication and other types of communication
(everyday, family, folk, etc.) is that it is initially included
in the context of professional activity” [9, p. 35].

The main task of professional communication,
according to E.I. Golovanova, is ‘“the creation,
storage, processing and transmission of information,
the optimal organization of interaction in the process
of activity, the assessment of activities to improve
its efficiency, maintenance of cooperative and
corporate characteristics of activities” [9, p. 34].
For the discourse to be recognized as professional,
the following components are necessary: the
sphere of professional activity, the participants
in communication — specialists or a specialist or
another person, the community of knowledge of the
communicants, the stereotype of the communication
situation proceeding in accordance with the rules and
standards adopted in this professional environment,
the motive of which is to complete the task for a
socially significant result [11, p. 34].

In the professional communication of specialists,
special linguistic units of a given field of activity
must necessarily be present: terms, speech clichés,
stable syntactic constructions, etc. But our life is
characterized by the fact that very often elements of
professional discourse, for example, terms, speech
clichés, are used in non-professional discourse. For
example, legal terminology is often present in the
media: in newspapers, magazines, television, radio,
etc. The same can be said about the penetration of
elements of sports, political, medical, pedagogical
and other discourses into everyday discourse. What,
then, is the difference between non-professional
discourse and professional one?

Professional discourse is a type of institutional
discourse that is understood as a "coherent text" in
conjunction with those extralinguistic factors that are
determined by the speaker’s professional activity: a
set of oral and written texts generated by a linguistic
person in professional communication. Consequently,
non-professional discourse is a discourse that should
also be understood as a “coherent text” in conjunction
with those extralinguistic factors that are not related
to the speaker’s professional activity. Thus, non-
professional discourse lacks such mandatory
components as ‘“communication of specialists”,
“professional activity”, “professional environment”,
“standard of communication”, etc.

However, an important question remains: in the
case of using, for example, legal terms characteristic
of the discourse of the same name, in a different
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environment (for example, in publicistic discourse),
will the nature of professional discourse change?

We agree with the opinion of A.F. Kolyaseva,
who states, that it seems impossible to talk about
the boundaries between terminological and non-
terminological vocabulary in a language without
taking into account the characteristics of the speaker in
accordance with the proposed model. The assignment
of a lexical unit to a term or word of an everyday
language is made depending on the speaker’s
professional affiliation and his communicative
intentions [12, p. 13].

Based on the definition of legal discourse
(for example, this: “legal discourse as a kind of
institutional discourse is a status-oriented interaction
of its participants in accordance with the system of
role prescriptions and norms of behavior in certain
legal situations of institutional communication”
[13, p. 535]), in the publicist text there are elements
of legal discourse, but at the same time, there,
most often, are no professional participants in
legal discourse; secondly, the strategic positions of
specialists — participants in status-oriented interaction
are not indicated; and thirdly, there is no speech
specialists in a professional legal language; fourthly,
the elements of the legal language listed above are not
used in the system of institutional relations in which
speakers could be included. Therefore, in our opinion,
in this case we can talk not about professional legal
discourse and not even about the special use of the
legal language, but about informing readers, about
popularizing legal knowledge, about promoting legal
culture, about explanatory work among the population
on legal issues, etc.

Summing up, it can be noted that professional
discourse is a type of institutional discourse, which
is understood as a “coherent text” in combination
with those extralinguistic factors that are due to the
speaker’s professional activity: a set of oral and
written texts generated by a linguistic personality in
professional communication.

Consequently, non-professional discourse is a
discourse that should also be understood as a “coherent
text” in conjunction with those extralinguistic factors
that are not related to the speaker’s professional
activity. Thus, non-professional discourse lacks
such mandatory components as “communication of
specialists”, “professional activity”, “professional
environment”, “standard of communication”, etc.

Non-professional ~ discourse  differs  from
professional discourse in that it lacks the structural
components of institutional (= professional)
discourse: an idea of the social mission of this
institution, a normative model of typical event-
based status-role communication, a system of basic
values, strategies and genres of this type of discourse.
In other words, non-professional discourse lacks
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typical events, typical participants, chronotopes,
status relations are not confirmed, and officially
accepted norms of communication, or regulations,
and traditional forms of communication are not
observed. Nevertheless, non-professional discourse
may contain special discursive formulas (professional
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clichés, phraseology) and elements of a professional
language — terms and terminological combinations.
But the communication situation is not related to the
professional activities of the communicants. Non-
professional discourse also has its own audience, but
in such cases it is accordingly unofficial.
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