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ABSTRACT

The article is devoted to the problem of persuasiveness and suggestiveness as well as
ways of their manifestation. The phenomenon of persuasiveness has become the center
of attention for many scientists lately, especially since nowadays the ways of influence
on public opinion have become more complex and not so obvious. And furthermore,
suggestiveness is the new trend in linguistic research. That is why it is important to
analyse, on the one hand, how persuasiveness and suggestiveness are manifested on
the linguistic level and, on the other hand, how they influence the arrangement of the
language means in the texts of legal discourse. The goal of the research was achieved
with the help of such scientific methods as: linguistic observation and analysis as well
as cognitive method, critical discourse analysis method, pragmatic analysis method.
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The type of discourse (either persuasive or suggestive) determines both the
choice of language means and their arrangement. Fronting, discourse markers,
sentences with introductory there and it as well as extraposed sentences are widely
used in the suggestive type of discourse while nominalisation and transferred negation
are inherent in the persuasive type. In the texts of persuasive discourse neutral lexical
means are primarily used, whereas emotionally charged adjectives and adverbs,
idioms and intensifying words are characteristic of the suggestive discourse. From the
point of arrangement, the persuasive type is clearly structured and can be presented
in the form of scheme. The suggestive type has no clear logical construction. More
detailed analysis of the legal discourse (persuasiveness and suggestiveness in writing)
is the prospect of further research studies.

Keywords: persuasiveness, suggestiveness, linguistic means, discourse markers,
extraposition, fronting, transferred negation, nominalisation.

Introduction

Recently, there has been a growing interest in the problems of
communication in terms of impact on the audience. The first thing that is
necessary’ for those who have to convince the audience is ability to be
persuasive. The phenomenon of persuasiveness has become the center of
attention for many scientists, for example, Timothy A. Borchers (2012).
Moreover, nowadays the ways of influence on public opinion have become
more complex and not so obvious. Anthony Pratkanis and Elliot Aronson in
their book «Age of Propaganda: the Everyday Use and Abuse of Persuasion»
ascertain that in the era of «more sophisticated uses of propaganda techniques,
it is important, especially in a democracy, that citizens become informed about
these devices, the psychological dynamics of what makes them effective,
and how to counteract their effectiveness» (Pratkanis & Aronson, 2007). All
this resulted in the appearance of new theories of influence, for example,
suggestiveness and even manipulation. The notion of suggestiveness is an
interdisciplinary one which originated in psychiatry. Psychotherapists John
Grinder and Richard Bandler in the 1960-1970s developed so called neuro-
linguistic programming, which is considered to be a kind of suggestive
psychotherapy. It aimed at changing person's behavior through verbal
influence. Suggestiveness is discussed in detail by sociologists, psychologists,
journalists. However, the first serious work on suggestive linguistics, «Hauama
cyrrecTuBHOW nuHTBHUCTHKM» by [. Cherepanova, was published in 1995
(Cherepanova, 1995). Now, suggestiveness is the new trend in linguistic
research. In our view, it should be given careful and due consideration.

Thus, even a brief description of the problems of modern
communications allows us to speak about the topicality of the research.
Further, we find it appropriate to analyse, on the one hand, how persuasiveness
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and suggestiveness are manifested on the linguistic level and, on the other
hand, how they influence the arrangement of the language means in the texts
of legal discourse. These issues have become the goal of this paper.

To achieve the goals, we define the following objectives: to set the
grammatical and lexical means of expressing persuasiveness and suggestiveness
in the texts of legal discourse, to characterise the arrangement of the language
means in the texts of legal discourse.

In this paper, for the first time, an attempt has been made to ascertain
language means that realize suggestive and persuasive functions as well as to
prove the difference between the arrangement of language means in texts of
persuasive discourse and in texts of suggestive discourse. The novelty of the
research comes from the above.

Creating and delivering a speech to judges and jurors is a hard work
that requires much effort, knowledge, skills. This is especially true for
lawyers. A lawyer should be persuasive as well as be influential when arguing
in court, when negotiating a contract, when writing a memo proposing a
course of action to a client. In all these situations, the key elements of a
strong argumentation are the same: 1) a clear statement of the issue and your
position on that issue; 2) the presentation of evidence and reasoned arguments
to support your position; 3) the rebuttal of opposing standpoints or arguments
(Krois-Linder, 2008: 154).

In order to be persuasive and to have an influence on the audience
it is essential that any speaker should be aware of the following: to have
good communication skills and to use his body language properly. Body
language analysis is not an objective in this paper. As to the first point (good
communication skills) any speaker should consider the fact that a lot of
people, if not the majority, will also try to refute the speaker’s statements.
There will definitely be individuals who initially cannot accept or understand
the speaker’s view, which explains why each speaker needs to learn how to
respond appropriately. They also have to find the right words and arrange them
properly to best suit the situation (Borchers, 2012).

Research Methods and Techniques

To carry out our research, we selected and described the language
material which was used in the 5 speeches (62,000 symbols including blanks)
delivered by the prosecutor (Mr. Eric Warner) and by the attorneys (Mr. James
Culleton, Mr. Stephen Worth, Mr. Bennett Epstein, Mr. Steven Brounstein). The
speeches are opening statements which were presented during the Diallo case
trial (April 26, 2004). In the process of investigation, the following research
methods were used: linguistic observation and analysis as well as cognitive
method, pragmatic analysis method, critical discourse analysis method. We’d
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like to emphasise the method of discourse analysis. It investigates the language
not merely as a way to create and convey meanings of words. This is a
strategy that people use purposefully to achieve a certain effect. According to
M. Stubbs, discourse is concerned with the «... organization of language above
the sentence or above the clause and therefore... larger linguistic units such as
conversational exchanges and written texts» (Stubbs, 1983: 1). Thus, linguistic
structures that are larger than the boundaries of a sentence or utterance are
the focus of research. It implies that discourse analysis is also concerned with
language use in social contexts, and in particular with interaction or dialogue
between communicants. So, discourse analysis is ahead of the text of the study
because it investigates how the language is used, why, when and by whom. Our
analysis has given cause for a clear delineation between the speeches. While
the speech presented by the prosecutor belongs to the persuasive discourse
with some elements of suggestiveness, the speech presented by the attorney is
an example of suggestive discourse with some elements of argumentation.

Results and Discussion

Resources of Grammar in Creating Persuasiveness/Suggestiveness

Convincing the jury is the most important task for both lawyers. They
tend to be persuasive and influential at the same time. Persuasive discourse is
essentially based on a logical argumentation that is strong enough to change
the audience’s opinion to agree with the speaker’s conclusion. That is why
there are a lot of discourse markers in the legal discourse. In Practical English
Usage Michael Swan defines a «discourse marker as a word or expression
which shows the connection between what is being said and the wider context»
(Swan, 2005: 38-145).

Traditionally, some of the words or phrases that were considered
discourse markers were treated as «fillers» or «expletives»: words or phrases
that had no function at all. But nowadays most linguists believe that they
fulfill a variety of functions: establishing a sequence, expanding on a point,
contrasting, referring to the past, drawing a conclusion or inference through
reasoning, emphasising, giving an example, summarising (Muller, 2005). The
classification of discourse markers proposed by D. Schiffrin (1987) served as
the basis for this paper. First, the researcher provides a thorough analysis of
such expressions as «and, because, but, I mean, now, oh, or, so, then, well,
and y’know» and then she suggests a number of other cases which bear
consideration as discourse markers: perception verbs such as see, look, and
listen, deictics such as here and there, interjections such as gosh and boy,
meta-talk such as this is the point and what I mean is, and quantifier phrases
such as anyway, anyhow, and whatever (Schiffrin, 1987: 328). We also take
into consideration the classification given by M. Swan (Swan, 2005), by
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B. Fraser (Fraser, 1999) and by G. Vishnevskaya. G. Vishnevskaya, inter alia,
singles out one more group of discourse markers: masking markers that are
used to affect the conscience of the recipient (Vishnevskaya, 2014: 256).

Our research makes it possible to state that in the prosecutor’s speech
there are significantly fewer discourse markers in comparison with the
attorneys’ speeches. The explanation for this is subject to dispute, but from
our point of view, it is quite obvious: the prosecutor deals in facts while the
attorney deals in opinions and assumptions. The facts speak for themselves.
The prosecutor does not need to prove their coherence. In contrast, the
attorneys dealing in assumptions has to prove their reasonableness and logic.
Let’s compare the excerpts from the speech delivered by the prosecutor
(1) and the speeches delivered by the attorneys (2), (3), (4), (5). Here and
throughout the article excerpts from the speech delivered by the prosecutor
will be marked as (1); from the speeches delivered by the attorneys will be
marked as (2), (3), (4), (5).

(1) these four defendants acted recklessly and with depraved indifference
to ... Diallos life and the lives of the people who lived there. For that, they
are guilty of murder... (for that is a conclusion marker that gives grounds for
drawing conclusion).

(2) First, I want to thank you for your patience and attention so far,
And we can see how seriously you have been taking this case;

Well, I have to tell you, and I guess I'm going to have to wait a little
longer, And then finally a charge of reckless endangerment... (first and finally
are structuring markers; and — an additive marker that conveys an adversative
relation; then is a conclusion marker; well — a pause marker referring to the
other person’s expectations (Swan, 2005); / guess — a masking marker).

(3) So it is a stupid and inappropriate and improper charge, but
nonetheless it is here. But you will have the right to rule on that and render
a verdict as to that charge; So I hope you will forgive me (so — a conclusion
marker; but — a contrastive marker; / hope — a masking marker).

(4) In furtherance of that, we as a society, at night, I’'m sorry, to
6:00 a.m. (in furtherance of that — an additive marker; /'m sorry — a masking
marker).

(5) And, as I said, this was a tragedy...; Well, Richard Murphy is going
to testify;, But his conduct was based upon palatable real factors, what he
observed of Mr. Diallo and his fellow officers (and — an additive marker that
conveys an adversative relation; as [/ said — a marker of cohesion; well — a
pause marker referring to the other person’s expectations; but is a contrastive
marker (Opening Statement, 2004).

Despite the fact that the attorneys try to use the discourse markers
to persuade the listeners through the power of logicality. But, indeed,
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they only create that illusion because the attorneys make false allegations
that are connected in a way that they lead to and support the conclusion.
And furthermore, they frequently use masking markers in order to
affect the conscience of the recipients (jurors). So, it is the discourse of
suggestiveness, mostly.

In texts of legal discourse, such a linguistic device as nominalisation is
widely used. Nominalisation fulfils the functions of emphasising and linking
but also «Because a lot of information can be packed into a noun group, it
can make sentences shorter and leave the rest of the sentence free to add new
information» (Side & Wellman, 2002: 204). It is the most prevalent view on
nominalisation. But some linguists claim that nominalisation plays a significant
part in realising the persuasive function of the text: «In persuasive text, one
common technique is to objectify opinion by nominalizing it, so as to make
it more difficult for the reader or hearer to disagree with it» (Thompson,
2014: 250). Moreover, the information due to nominalisation appears more
objective and factual (Thompson, 2014: 250), because through nominalisation
of actions «the human agency» is lost (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002: 111).
We can observe it in the texts investigated in the article, especially in the
prosecutor's speech (1): They made the conscious decision; The evidence will
show; Each shot required a separate pull; One bullet went through his chest;
Another bullet broke the bone; ... during jury selection you heard some talk
about justification (Opening Statement, 2004).

With the help of the nominalisation an arguable process changes into
something that is more difficult to question, and less contestable. In the
attorneys” speeches nominalisation is used rather rarely. And that is possible,
first, because the speaker leads the jurors to perception of the defendant as a
real person; second, the speaker is not quite sure about his client’s actions.

On the syntactic level the phenomenon of fronting plays a significant
role. R. Side and G. Wellman give the following definition of fronting:
«Fronting involves moving an object, verb or adverbial phrase to a position
before the subject (Side & Wellman, 2002: 198). They explain the reasons
for using fronting. So, fronting changes the emphasis, provides a link of
the previous information with what comes before, signals that «what we
are about to say is important» (Side & Wellman, 2002: 19). The examples
below have been taken (1) from the prosecutor’s speech and (2-5) from the
attorneys” speeches:

(1) Physically, he was not an imposing man (the function of
emphasising); But when they got out of the car... (the function of emphasising);

(2-5) Again he is looking for Ed... (linking); Now, despite ...assertions
(emphasising); Just one other aspect I want to talk to you about (emphasising)
(Opening Statement, 2004).
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Using introduction phrases by the attorneys has attracted our attention
during research. Maybe, it can be explained by the following fact: the
prosecutor gives references accompanied by evidence while the attorneys often
make assumptions. Their aim is to present them as something of paramount
importance. So, there appears necessity of signaling and drawing the jurors
attention to the discussion:

(2-5) But the fact of the matter is...; ... the truth of the matter is...;
The first possibility is just that...; The second possibility is...; And the third
possibility is the following, The only thing that matters is ... (Opening
Statement, 2004).

The next issue we are going to cover in this paper concerns so called
transferred negation or neg raising. It takes place when a negative element
moves out of the subordinate clause into the main clause that leads to an
important change of emphasis. So, the prosecutor states (1): We do not believe
that these four defendants woke up that morning ... with the intent to kill
Amadou Diallo or anybody else. We don't say it. We don't believe it (Opening
Statement, 2004). The conclusion is: though we do not believe, the defendants
seemed to have the intent. In the first example the real blame lies on the
defendant because the prosecutor, albeit indirectly, accuses the defendants
of committing the crime. It is obvious that the position of the negation
determines the semantic interpretation, though it sits at the boundary of logic
and language. The transfer of the negative particle to the main part of the
sentence accentuates this premeditation of the actions of the police.

There is one more syntactic device encountered when attempting to
characterise the attorneys’ speeches (2-5): sentences with the anticipatory
pronoun it and cleft sentences. Despite their similarity they have different
functions in the texts of legal discourse.

Extraposition takes place when the sender of the speech removes an
element from its normal position to the end of the sentence (Quirk, 1985) with
the help of the pleonastic pronoun it. In this case, the principle of end-weight
and end-focus work together (Quirk, 1985). Such transformation helps a) to
increase «communicative dynamismy» by redistributing the information over the
sentence in a more balanced way because the most significant information is at
the end of the sentence and b) to include an evaluative element by introducing
the evaluative comments sentence-initially (Rowley-Jolivet & Carter-Thomas
2005: 52). For example, (2-5): But it so rarely happens because it took
a series of events to all go wrong at one time, much like in a plane crash or
in a train wreck or in a power failure where human beings were involved.;
So it is a stupid and inappropriate and improper charge.; It was arrogant; ...
it turned out later that Mr. Diallo did not have a gun.; it is important for me
to impart to you that our position is that Mr. Diallo broke no laws. Though,
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one viewpoint expressed in linguistics is that extraposition results in indirect
and wordy sentences.

Pseudo-cleft sentences are often used in the attorneys’ speeches. A cleft
sentence or pseudo-cleft sentence is «a special construction which gives ...
focal prominence to a particular element» (Quirk, 1985), and highlights new or
contrastive information expressed by the sender of the speech (2-5): what is
important, and I say this from my heart, is that all human life unquestionably
is precious and important.;, what he saw and heard was not a gun.; What
happened on February 4, 1999, at about 12:40 a.m. in the vestibule of 1157
wheeler Avenue in Bronx County, it was a terrible, terrible tragedy.

From our investigating the speeches we think it necessary to point out
one more specific syntactic feature which proved to be problematic for texts of
legal discourse. It is emphasis with there. According to conventional wisdom,
emphatic there is used to create a more impersonal style in formal English.
But during our research we noticed that such sentences serve as imperative
assertions (2-5): And there is no doubt that this is a tragedy. There is no
doubt that losing a son who is 21 years old is a tragedy. There is no doubt
that Ahmed Diallo did not deserve to die; There is a major difference between
those guys and the rest of us, There are no villains seated in this courtroom.

Lexical Resources in Creating Persuasiveness/Suggestiveness

From the point of view of the lexical component we should point out
to emotional and expressive vocabulary, idioms and intensifying words. The
choice of lexical means depends on their role in the process of implementing
one of the functions of the language: communicative, informative or influential.
«Legal professionals lead the recipients to specific perceptions of events and
actions by careful selection of words and phrases» (Huddleston & Pullum,
2002: 109). As a whole, the prosecutor’s speech can be defined as persuasive
with certain elements of suggestiveness, therefore, neutral lexical means are
primarily used to convince the recipient in terms of logic. Some elements
of suggestiveness mentioned above are expressed by emotionally charged
adjectives and adverbs (1): We ask you to find these defendants guilty of their
intentional, depraved, reckless, unreasonable and unnecessary conduct...; ...
these four defendants acted recklessly and with depraved indifference...; they
are guilty of murder and reckless endangerment (Opening Statement, 2004).

Also, worthy in this connection is the fact that some of them have
become emotionally charged in the context and due to enumeration. So,
they have acquired emotiveness in the specific context. Some linguists, for
example V. Teliya, note that expressiveness is the result of such a pragmatic
use of language, the main purpose of which is the expression (emotionally
positive or negative) of the relation of the speaker to the subject of speech and
transference of such an attitude to the recipient (Teliya, 1997).

88 © Mapeapuma 3auyesa, Ipuna Jlunko



Features of Persuasiveness and Suggestiveness in Legal Discourse

As opposed to the prosecutor’s speech, in the attorneys’ speeches there is
an abundance of expressive means (2-5): ...belittles or denigrates the precious
lif ...; compunction; his overriding mission, a frantic voice; natural feelings of
sympathy; face a threat of violence every day...; the most dangerous job; ...
to end Murphy's nightmare...; ..who prey on the citizens...; ...good, decent,
reasonable, honorable police officer...; ... the kind of dedicated officer...
(Opening Statement, 2004).

Also, in the attorneys’ speeches (2-5) we can observe: a) euphemisms
which substitute more dysphemic expressions. It should be noted that those
words are contextual synonyms: a) a mistake, incident, a tragic accident,
a tragedy instead of crime or murder; a victim instead of criminal; in a dimly
lit vestibule, in a dangerous area instead of the vestibule of an occupied
apartment building where people lived in the early morning hours; five good
men, four New York City police officers instead of defendants; b) idioms:
step inside his shoes, Monday morning quarterback; to turn back the hands
of time; c) intensifying words: extremely controversial; a terrific so, they had
suffered greatly; few terrible seconds; deadly threat; very, very brief moment in
time; one of the most dangerous jobs, violent criminals, palatable real factors;
concern yourself solely; desperately like to turn back (Opening Statement,
2004). Having carefully selected language means the attorneys establish a
conceptual framework that is employed to personalise the defendant, to capture
the imagination of the jury members (Huddleston & Pullum, 2002: 111) and to
convince them through such an impact.

Arrangement of Language Means in Legal Discourse

The speaker is supposed to think over the choice of language means
as well as their arrangement. In the first part of his speech, the prosecutor
describes the plaintiff using lexical means that have a common seme (1)
«an ordinary person who does not pose a threat to society»: not an imposing
man, simple life, worked 10 to 12-hour days, sold videotapes and things like
that, spoke with his roommate about their utility bill, unarmed, minding his
own business and doing nothing wrong (Opening Statement, 2004).

Then an abrupt segue takes place which is expressed by the word
dead (1): Less than an hour later, Amadou Diallo would be dead. The
culmination in the speech occurs when the addressee states explicitly that the
policemen took an informed decision to shoot a person: But when they got
out of the car, we will prove when they got out of the car in front of Amadou
Diallos home in the early morning of February 4 they made the conscious
decision to shoot him. They made the conscious decision to shoot a man
standing in a confined space of a vestibule that was not much bigger than
an elevator. They made the conscious decision to shoot into the vestibule
of an occupied apartment building where people lived in the early morning
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hours, when most of them would be home (Opening Statement, 2004). It can
be identified as the second part of the speech.

In the third part, the sender of speech uses lexical means that have a
common seme «evidence» (1): One bullet went through Amadou Diallo’s
chest, his aorta, his left lung, his spine, and his spinal cord, his spleen, his
left kidney and his intestines, his left hip, causing perforations of his pelvis
and his intestines, the left side of his back, his spine, his spinal cord, his liver,
and his right lung. Another bullet broke the bone in his right arm above the
elbow. Another bullet fractured both bones in his left shin. Another bullet went
through his thigh, exited his groin and grazed the scrotum. Another bullet went
into his right leg, traveled upward and lodged behind his knee. Nine more
bullets struck him from the torso to toe (Opening Statement, 2004).

Subsequently, the prosecutor takes a clear position in the following
excerpt (1): When all of the evidence is in it will be clear to all of you
beyond a reasonable doubt that these defendants... guilty of their intentional,
depraved, reckless, unreasonable and unnecessary conduct that jeopardized
the lives of Amadou Diallo’s neighbors and destroyed Amadou Diallos life
(Opening Statement, 2004).

All that was set out above can be presented in the form of scheme:
simple life — conscious decision — evidence.

The way the attorneys arrange lexical means in their speeches contrasts
with the aforementioned example. There is no clear logical construction in
their speeches, because they appeal to the emotions of the audience (pathos),
not mind (logos). The attorneys usually describe their defendants as good
cops, then that a tragedy happened, after that they assure the audience of the
officers’ innocence:

(2) All of the evidence ... will lead you to know with a feeling beyond a
reasonable doubt that these officers were justified in their shooting. Thank you.

(3) And the evidence will show that Sean Carroll deserves a much
better fate than being charged with a crime for being put into a situation that
is every good cop’s nightmare and is now his...

(4) This is a tragedy, not a crime. No crime was committed. At the end
of this case I will stand before you again and ask you to return a verdict
of not guilty.

(5) Well, I'm going to ask you ...to look into your hearts, to wait
until you hear all the evidence, to follow the law. I'm going to ask you to
end Richard Murphys nightmare-and send him back to his family (Opening
Statement, 2004).

It is justified by the type of discourse: either persuasive discourse with
some elements of suggestiveness or suggestive discourse with some elements
of argumentation.
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Conclusions

The type of discourse (either persuasive or suggestive) determines the
choice of language means. So, if it is the attorneys’ speeches which we refer
to the suggestive type, they are replete with discourse markers. On the one
hand, the defence lawyers deal in opinions that should be logically organised
to support their conclusions, on the other hand, they try to affect the recipient’s
conscience. The same is true for fronting. The attorneys present their opinions
as something of paramount importance to get the audience’s attention.
Sentences with introductory there and it as well as extraposed sentences are
widely used in the suggestive type, because they allow the speakers not only
to evaluate the information given but also to influence the recipient’s opinion.
Having analysed lexical means, we can assert that the attorneys promote their
point of view with the help of emotionally charged adjectives and adverbs,
idioms and intensifying words.

Unlike the attorneys, the prosecutor uses such linguistic device as
nominalisation and transferred negation. On the one hand, with the help of
the nominalisation an arguable process changes into something that is more
difficult to question, and less contestable, on the other hand, an act of
depersonalisation occurs. The transfer of the negative particle to the main
part of the sentence accentuates the fact that the actions of the police were
intentional. In the prosecutor’s speech neutral lexical means are primarily used.
He tries to convince the recipient in terms of logic. Based on the results of the
research, the prosecutor’s speech belongs to the persuasive type of discourse.

The type of discourse influences the arrangement of the language means.
The persuasive type (prosecutor’s speech) is clearly structured and can be
presented in the form of scheme: simple life — conscious decision — evidence.
The suggestive type (attorneys’ speeches) has no clear logical construction:
there is an appeal to the emotions of the audience (pathos), not mind (logos).
So, it seems reasonable to suggest that the type of discourse influences not
only grammatical and lexical resources but also their arrangement in the text.

References

Borchers, T. (2012). Persuasion in the Media Age. Waveland Press, Inc. from https://books.
google.com.ua/books?id

Cherepanova, 1. (1995) Dom kolduni: Nachala suggestivnoy lingvistiki [Witch’s Home: Basics of
Suggestive Linguistics]. Perm : Izd-vo Permskogo un-ta [in Russian].

Fraser, B. (1999). What are discourse markers? Journal of Pragmatics, 31, 931-952 from http://
www.gloriacappelli.it/wp-content/uploads/2009/05/dm.pdf

Grinder, J., & Pucelik, F. (2012). The Origins of Neuro Linguistic Programming. Crown House
Publishing Limited from http://codenlp.ru/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/2012-The Origins_
of Neuro Linguistic Pprogram - John Grinder.pdf

Huddleston, R., & Pullum, G. (2002). The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language.
Beccles: William Clowes Ltd. from http://bookre.org/reader?file=2234794

Krois-Linder, A. (2007). International Legal English. Cambridge University Press.

© Margarita Zaitseva, Iryna Lypko 91



Os3Haku nepcyazusnHocmi ma cyeecmii 8 0puOUYHOMY OUCKYDCI

Muller, S. (2005). Discourse Markers in Native and Non-native English Discourse (Pragmatics
and Beyond. New Series). John Benjamin’s Publishing Company. Amsterdam/Philadelphia
from http://bookre.org/reader?file=1070703&pg=19

Opening Statements. The Amadou Diallo Killing from criminaldefense.homestead.com/diallo.htm

Pratkanis, A., & Aronson, E. (2007). Age of Propaganda: the Everyday Use and Abuse of
Persuasion. Holt. from http://bookre.org/reader?file=1273850

Quirk, R., Greenbaum, S., Leech, G., & Svartvik, J. (1985). 4 comprehensive grammar of the
English language. London: Longman. from http://bookre.org/reader?file=777220

Rowley-Jolivet, E., & Carter-Thomas, Sh. (2005). Genre Awareness and Rhetorical Appropriacy:
Manipulation of Information Structure by NS and NNS. Scientists in the International
Conference Setting. English for Specific Purposes 24, 41-64. from http://booksc.org/
book/16583365/90f5b8

Schiffrin, D. (1987). Discourse Markers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Side, R., Wellman G. (2002). Grammar and Vocabulary for Cambridge Advanced and
Proficiency. Pearson Educational Limited.

Swan, M. (2005). Practical English Usage. Oxford University Press.

Teliya, VN. (1997). Ekspressivnost [The expressiveness]. Russky yazyk: Entsiclopediya —
Russian language: Encyclopedia (4" ed.), (pp. 637-638). Moscow [in Russian].

Thompson, G. (2014) Introducing Functional Grammar. Third edition. London; New York:
Routledge from http://www.academia.edu/10910807/Thompson_Introducing Functional
Grammar

Vishnevskaya, G., & Kremen, N. (2014). O funkcionirovanii diskursivnyh markerov v ustnoj
politicheskoj rechi [Discourse Markers in Oral Political Discourse]. Gosudar stvennoe
upravlenie. Elektronnyj vestnik — State administration. E-Bulletin (45th ed.), (pp. 247—
263). Moscow, MGU [in Russian].

AHOTALIA

Cmammio npuceayeHo npobaemi nepcyasusHocmi ma cy2ecmusHOCMi, A MAKOMC
cnocobam ix opeaHizayii. OcmaHHIM 4Yacom ¢heHOMeH repcyasusHocmi cmas
ueHmpom ysaeu 071 6aeameox s84eHux, ocobauso 3 mMo2o 4acy, AK crocobu enausy
Ha epomadceky OymKy cmanu binbw CKAAOHUMU i He maKkumu o4yesudHUmuU. Omiice,
noHAmMmsa cyeecmii — ye Ho8a meHOeHuis 8 niH2eicMu4YHuUx 0ocnioreHHax. Oce Yomy
MU BB8AYAEMO BAX/IUBUM MPOAHAnizysamu, 3 00Ho20 60Ky, fAK Mnepcya3usHicmeo
i cyeecmusHicmb 8USABAAIOMbLCA HA MOBHOMY pieHi, @ 3 iHWo20 60Ky, AK B0OHU
8Mn1UBAIOMb HA OpP2aHi3auyito MosHUX 3acobie 8 MeKcmax PUOUYHO20 OUCKYpPYC
(Ha npuknadi cydosux npomos). Mema OocnidweHHA 6yna OocAeHyma 3a
00MoMO200 MAKUX HAYKOBUX mMemodis, AK: siH28iCMUYHe CroCMepexeHHsA i aHasis,
a0 MAKOX KO2HIMUBHo20 mMemoody, Memody KPpUmMu4YHO20 aHAAI3y OUCKYpcYy, mMemody
npazmamuyHo2o aHanizy. OKpecaeHi memoodu 0anu 3mMozy NepeKoHaAU80 008ecmu, W0
mun Ouckypcy (abo nepcyasusHuli, abo cyzecmusHuli) 06ymoentoe He MinbKu eubip
MOBHUX 3acobis, ane U ixH0O opeaHizayito. 3HauyHe micye y pobomi npudindemeocsa
epamamuyHum 3acobam. Cnid 3a3Ha4yumu, wo nepemiwjeHHs, OUCKYPCUBHI Mapkepu,
peyeHHA 3 ecmynHumu it abo there, a makox pevyeHHA 3 eKCmpano3uyiero
MnPUMAmMaHHi cyzecmusHoMy murny OUCKYpCYy, moOi AK HOMIHAnI3auis ma nepeHeceHe
3anepevyeHHA € binblW 6X¥UBAHUMU 8 Mnepcya3usHoMy OUCKYPCi. AHAnI3 AeKCU4YHUX
3acobie nokasas, WO HelimpasbHi AEeKCU4YHi 00UHUUi € O3HAKOK Mepcya3usHocmi,
a emouiliHo U ekcripecusHo 3a6apesneHi NPUKMemHUKU, NPUcai8HUKU pasom 3 idiomamu
ma c/1o08amu-iHMeHcUgiKamopamu — O03HAKOK CyeecmusHoOCmi. 3 MOYKU 30py
opaaHizayii mosHux 3acobis, nepcyazusHuli mumn OUCKYpCy 4imKo cmpykmyposaHuli
i moxce 6ymu npedcmasneHuli y suensadi cxemu. CyzecmusHuli mun He Mae 4yimkoi
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no2iyHoi nobydosu. [oknadHiwuli aHani3 opuduyHo2o OUCKypcy (mepcyasusHo2o ma
cy2ecmugHo20 8 nucbmosili popmi) — ye nepcriekmusa nooanbuux 00CiOHeHb.

Knw4oei cnoea: nepcyasusHicms, cyaecmis, sniHegicmu4Hi 3acobu, OUCKypCUBHi
MapKepu, ekcmpano3uyis, nepemiujeHHs, nepeHeceHe 3anepevyeHHs, HOMIHAAI3ayis.

3aliyesa Mapzapuma, /lunko UpuHa. OcobeHHOCmMu nepcyasusHocmMu u cyzzecmuu
8 ropuduyeckom OucKypce

AHHOTALNA

CmameAa noceaweHa npobaeme repcyasusHOCMU U Cye2ecmusHOCMU, d MAKMe
crnocobam ux rnposeneHus. B nocnedHee spemsa ¢heHOMeH nepcyasusHocmu cman
UEeHmMPOM BHUMAHUA O/f MHO2UX Y4YEeHbIX, O0COBEHHO C mex Mop, KAK Ccrnocobbl
so30elicmeua Ha obujecmeeHHoe MHeHUe cmanu b6osee CAOHHLIMU U He Cmosb
o4yesUOHbIMU. Tak, MOHAMUE Cy2eecmuu — 3mo HO8AA MEHOEHUUSA 8 IUH28UCMUYECKUX
uccnedosaHusax. Bom noyemy Mbl  cHUmMaem BAMCHbIM MPOAHAAU3UPOBAMb, C
00HOU CMOPOHbLI, MO, KAK [epcyasusHocme U Cy22ecmusHOCMb  MPOABAAIOMCA
HQ A3bIKOBOM YpoBHe, a C Opy20l CMOPOHbI, KAK OHU BAUAIOM HA 0p2aHU3AYUI
A3bIKOBbIX Cpeodcme 8 meKcmax puduyecko2o OucKypca (Ha npumepe cyoebHbix
sbicmynaeHuli). Lens uccnedosaHusa 6biaa 0ocmuzHyma ¢ MOMOWbI MAKUX HAYYHbIX
mMemo0o08, Kak: AuHzeucmuyeckoe HabawdeHue U aHanu3, a Makxe KO2HUMUBHO20
memooda, mMemood Kpumuyecko2o aHanu3a Ouckypca, mMemoodd npazmamu4yecKo2o
aHaAU3d. YKa3aHHble MmMemoObl 0aAu  803MOMCHOCMb ybedumesnbHo O00KA3ame,
umo mun oOuckypca (nubo nepcyasusHbil, nAubo cyezecmusHbili) onpedensem He
MosibKO 8bI60P A3bIKOBLIX CPEOCM8, HO U UX Op2aHu3ayulo. 3Ha4yumesabHoe Mecmo
8 pabome ydensemcsa epammamu4veckum cpedcmeam. Credeyem ommemums, YmMo
nepemeuwieHue, OUCKYPCUBHble MapKepbl, npedsoxeHus ¢ 8800HbIMU it unau there,
0 makxe npedsioweHUs ¢ 3IKecmpano3uyueli XxapakmepHsl 074 Cy22ecmusHo20
muna Auckypca, 8 Mo 8peMsa KOK HOMUHQA/AU3AUUA U repemeweHHoe ompuyaHue 8
OCHOBHOM UCMO/b3YIOMCA 8 MepcyasusHom OucKkypce. AHAMU3 sleKCu4YeckKux cpedcms
nokasas, Ymo HelimpanbHele AeKcudeckue eOUHUUbl ABAAIMCA XapaKmepucmukol
nepcyasusHoz2o OucKypca, d 3IMOUUOHA/AbHO U  3KCIPeccUusHO  OKPAWEHHbIe
npusnagzamesnbHbie, Hapeyus emecme ¢ UOUOMAMU U C108aMU-UHMeEHCUGUKamopamu —
xapakmepucmukoli  cyezecmusHo2o Ouckypca. C MOYKU 3peHuUAs opeaHu3ayuu
A3bIKOBbLIX cpedcms, repcyas3usHblli mum OUCKYpPCa YemKko CMPYKMypuposaH U
moxem 6bimb npedcmassneH 8 gude cxemol. Cy2zecmugHbIl murn He umeem 4emiyo2o
s102U4ecKko20 rnocmpoeHusa. bonee nodpobHeIli aHanu3 topuduvyecko2o OucKypca
(nepcyasusHelli U cyzeecmusHbili 8 nuceMeHHoOU ¢opme) — smo nepcrnekmusa
danbHeliwux uccnedosaHul.

Kntoueeble cnoea: nepcyasusHocms, cyezecmus, /uH28UCMUYECKUe cpedcmed,
OUCKypCcUBHble MOpKepbl, SKCMPAno3uyus, nepemMeujeHue, nepeHoc OmpuyaHus,
HOMUHAAU3AYUS.
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