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bitter- (cp.1) ropbkuit 2) ropbKui, OropYHTETEHBIN) IPHIAET IIPUIAraTeIbHbIM SKCIPECCHBHO-
YCHIMTEIbHOS 3HAYCHHE DM  OCHOBAX KAYECTBEHHBIX IIPUJIAraTeNbHBIX cp.: bitterbdse —
‘3MOIIMI, OYeHb CEPIAUTEHIH’ MOTHBMPOBAH MpPOM3BOISIIEH OCHOBOM bOse W 3HAYEHHEM
nomynpeduKca, X NPUAAET NPUIIATATeNbHOMY ABOMHOE BHIPAKEHHS THEBA.

HekoTopble c10Ba HMEIOT APKOIO CTHIIMCTHYECKYIO OKpacKy. Tak, HampuMep 3Ha4YeHWe
nekceMsl der Groller — ‘30maMsATHBIH, 37T00HBIA YEJIOBEK , OTHOCAIIENCS K KHU)KHOH JIEKCHKE
MOTHBUpOBAHO  3Ha4YCHWEM  CymecTBuTensHoro der Groll —  ‘3nobGa, HempusAsHB’.
IIpunararensnoe gallig — ‘pasnpaxutenbHEIN, eXHIHBIA, eNKHi® HMeeT IIPOU3BOAIIYIO OCHOBY
die Galle — “k&rm4p’, TaKk KaKk B HEMELKOM SN3bIKE SKETYb SBISETCS obpazoM TrHeBa H
pasapakeHus. YcrapeBinas JiekceMa griesgrimig umeer TPOM3BOJIAINYIO ANBEKTHBHYIO OCHOBY
gram — ‘37100HBI’.

Wrak, smoummOHaTbHOE 3HAYCHHE MOKET SBIATBCS HEOTHEMIIEMBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM
3HaueHus cnoBa. OHO OGa3sMpyeTcs Ha OCHOBE OIEHKH, HO He CBONUTCS K Hell. B s3bIke
CYLIECTBYIOT PasHOOOPA3HBIC M MHOTOYHCICHHBIE CIIOCOObI BBIPAXKEHHS 3MOILHOHATIHHOTO

3HAYEHUs. OJTO, MPEXIE BCEro, y3yalbHas SMOLMOHANbHAS JEKCHKA U pan cydpduxcos u
npedUKCOB.
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Introduction

In many countries parliamentary proceedings are broadcast nowadays on radio and
television, as well as reported in the press and in specialised publications. However, in spite of
the growing visibility of parliamertary institutions, the scholarly interest for the study of
- parliamentary discourse has beei rather low until recently.
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Ever since the latter half of the 20th century parliamentary discourse and parliamentary
rhetoric have gradually become the object of scholarly research in the fields of political sciences
and sociology (Silk and Walters 1987, Morgan and Tame 1996, Olson and Norton 1996,
Copeland and Patterson 1997), but only very recently have they become a truly interdisciplinary
concern through the involvement of linguistic scholarship (Carbé 1992, Slembrouck 1992,
Biryukov et al 1995, Ilie 2000, 2001, 2003a, 2003b, 2003¢, 2003d, 2004, 2005, ter Wal 2000a,
Van der Valk 2000a, 2000b, Van Dijk 2000a, 2004, Wodak and Van Dijk 2000, Pérez de Ayala
2001, Wilson and Stapleton 2003, Bayley 2004). Whereas the research rooted in social and
political sciences focuses primarily on the explanation of facts and interpretation of issues,
political events and socio-political processes, linguistic research has benefited from the cross-
fertilisation with the above-mentioned disciplines in its exploration of the shifting and multi-
leveled institutionalised use of language, the communicative interaction of institutional agents,
the interplay between parliamentary dialogue and the thinking processes of its participants, the
interdependence between language-shaped facts and reality-prompted language ritualisation and
change.

The notions of discourse and genre

The notions of discourse and genre, however fuzzy and problematic, are central to the
study of interaction practices in institutional settings like the Parliament. Current discourse-
analytical approaches envisage discourse as “language use relative to social, political and
cultural formations — it is language reflecting social order but also language shaping social order,

and shaping individuals’ interaction with society.” (Jaworski and Coupland 1999: 3). This

definition can certainly apply to parliamentary discourse, i.e. a discourse in which institutional
facework, political mganing negotiation and power management are bemg articulated and
publicly displayed. ‘ |

Like discourse and institutions, genres and institutions are mutually  constitutive and
acquire legitimacy within a speech community. In spite of its controversiality, the notion of
‘genre’ can offer impprtant insights into the nature, scope and functions !of parliamentary
discourse. Following $wales (1998/1990), genre may be regarded primarilIy as “a class of
communicative events in which language (and/or paralanguage) plays both a significant and an
indispensable role” (1998: 45) and “the members of which share some set of communicative
purposes” (1998: 58). F}urlhcrmore “these purposes are recognized by the expert members of the
parent discourse commhmty and thereby constitute the rationale for the genre” (1998: 58).

From a pragma-linguistic perspective, parliamentary discourse belongs to the genre of
political discourse. As such, it displays particular institutionalised discursive features and
ritualised interaction strategies, while complying with and/or circumventing a number of specific
rules and constraints. The discursive interaction of parliamentarians is constantly marked by their
institutional role-based commitments, by the dialogically shaped institutional confrontation and
by the awareness of acting in front and on behalf of a multi-level audience. Parliamentary
debates are meant to achieve a number of institutionally specific purposes, namely position-

claiming, persuading, negotiating, agenda setting, and opinion building, usually along
ideological or party lines.

From a rhetorical perspective, parliamentary discourse belongs to the deliberative genre of

political rhetoric, which is defined as an oratorical discourse targetting an audience that is asked
to make a decision by cvaluating the advantages and disadvantages of a future course of action,

Elements characteristic of the forensic and epideictic genres are also present, even if :
occasionally and to a lesser extent. This confirms the Bakhtinian view that genres are
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heterogeneous. One of the major functions of Members of Parliament (henceforth MPs) is to

contribute to problem-solving tasks regarding legal and political deliberation, as well as decision

making processes. A major incentive for the parliamentarians’ active participation in the debates
is the constant need to promote their own image in a competitive and performance-oriented |
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institutional interaction. The MPs’ discourse is meant to call into question the opponents’ ethos,
i.e. political credibility and moral profile, while enhancing their own ethos in an attempt to strike
a balance between logos, i.e. logical reasoning, and pathos, i.e. emotion eliciting force.

Subgenres of parliamentary discourse

The genre of parliamentary discourse displays several subgenres, such as ministerial
statements, speeches, debates, oral/written questions and Question Time.

A common feature of many European legislatures (for example in Germany and Sweden)
is the interpellation or “short debate” by means of which an opposition party (or an equivalent
number of MPs) can call a debate on a topical issue or a matter of public concern. Interpellations
can be regarded as mini-debates on broad areas of a minister’s responsibilities.

Oral ministerial statements are made after questions and urgent questions. Their purpose is
to announce new policies or to provide specific information about current or urgent political
matters. A minister speaks on behalf of the government to present their official views to
Parliament. Statements can be on any subject ranging from a new policy announcement to an
important national or international event or crisis.

Parliamentary speeches are traditional forms of political discourse. The Opening Speech is
the first speech in a debate. The MP who has moved, or proposed, the motion outlines their view
of why the Maslihat and Majilis should adopt the motion. Parliamentary speeches are supposed
to display, apart from facts or events, also self-presentations and other-presentations.

A parliamentary debate can be described in general terms as a formal discussion on a
particular topic which is strictly controlled by an institutional set of rules and presided over by
the Speaker of the Parliament.

The rule apply parliamentary norms to questions, while still others define the issues on
which questions could be asked. Unlike the questioning strategies in courtroom interaction,
which are meant to elicit particular expected answers and to exclude unsuitable answers,
parliamentary questioning strategies are not intended to eclicit particular answers, but rather to
embarrass and/or to challenge the respondent to make uncomfortable or revealing declarations.
Question Time becomes particularly confrontational when the questioning is carried out by
members of the Opposition. This explains why Question Time has been described as “a face-
threatening genre” by Pérez de Ayala (2001: 147), who shows that the high frequency of face-
threatrening acts is counterbalaced by a wide range of politeness strategies. Each macro-question
is analysed in terms of adjacency pairs, turns, moves and discourse acts. The histrionic and
agonistic features of three parliamentary subgenres, i.e. speeches, debates and Question Time,
are examined by Ilie (2003b), who makes a systematic comparison with corresponding subgenres
of theatre performances, starting from the consideration that parliamentary dialogue contributes
to revealing frames of mind and beliefs, as well as exposing instances of doublespeak and
incompatible or inconsistent lines of action. Two rhetorical strategies are particularly
investigated in the two discourse types, namely rhetorical questions and rhetorical
parentheticals. According to syntactic criteria, a vast majority of parliamentary questions belong
to the closed category of yes-no questions, which are meant to constrain the respondents’
answering options. According to pragma-linguistic criteria, parliamentary questions often belong
to the category of rhetorical questions, leading questions and echo questions, which are
confirmation-eliciting and reaction-eliciting, rather than information-eliciting in that they single
out and expose the opponent’s weaknesses, often in an ironical or sarcastic tone.

Conclusion

Nowadays, genres and subgenres of parliamentary discourse are deeply being investigated.
While investigation a lot of diversities are identified. The activity of parliaments is largely
linguistic activity: they produce talk and they produce texts. Broadly speaking, the objectives
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that this discourse aims to satisfy are similar all over the world: to legitimate or contest
legislation, to represent diverse interests, to scrutinise the activity of government, to influence
opinion and to recruit and promote political actors. But the discourse of different national
parliaments is subject to variation, at all linguistic levels, on the basis of history, cultural
specificity, and political culture in particular. The results of the study point to the fact that, when
given the chance to carefully plan their talk in advance, the MPs used the first-person plural and
positive self-campaign much more often. On the other hand, in their spontaneous talk, the MPs
more often referred to themselves as individuals and resorted more readily to addressing others
using negative presentation strategies. Their prepared talk was therefore crafted and tailored for
political effect through the use of consciously employed persuasive strategies that relate to the
choice of person. It is suggested that the comparison of pre-scripted and unscripted political talk
can reveal underlying political ideologies.
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Makasa casicn AMCKYPCTBIH, COHBIH iIIiH/e MapiIaMeHTTiK TUCKYPC Maceseci JKoHIH e co3
ereli. Makanaia TucKype NeH jKaHp Macesieci, NapiamMeHTTiK JMCKYPCThIH TYpJiepl MEH OHBIH
HETI3T] IParMaTHKachl TOJIBIKKAH/IBI AlbUIFAH.

£ 3kok

9CKEPH CO3JIKTEP/AIH JIEKCHKA-TPAMMATHUKAJIBIK KYPAMBI

C. Kyiorcabaesa
a1-Papadu amvinoaser Kaz ¥V-0viy 4 kype cmyoenmi

TepmunonorusnbiK ces3nikrep, sFHU TepMuHorpadus Macenaeci Keifiuri Ke3Jiepi KeHiHeH
3eprrenie GacTajibl, OCBIFAH Opaif aCKepH CO3MIKTEpAi Je 3epTTey HaszapiaH ThIC KAIMAysl THIC,
OCKEpH CO3MIKTEp JKaJlbl TCPMMH ATay/bIHBIH Oip MarblHAIBIK GENriciHe TOMBIK cail Keill
Katazpl. Macenen, egpeiimop, nywa, Gomba, nonx, admupan, kadpavix ouyep, scasy ackep,
Jcayvinzep, poma Kezekuwiici, wabyvll, MUHANAY HCUINi2l, KOP2AHbIC aliMazwl, ackepu Kypamd,
omwawap manik 1.0. OCHl CHAKTbI SCKEPH TEPMHHIEP ACKEPH TEPMHHONOTMS Kyitecinme Gip
MarbiHaHBl FaHa Oliiipenl. ©OCKepM TEPMHHONOIHS JKyWeciHme omap 0Gacka MarbIHAjd
KOJIIaHbUIMa 161, byt — ockepy TepMuHAepaiH o3iHik Gip Genrici.

Tepmun mocenecinne Gipas mikipranac TyFBI3BI JKYpreH Macene — TEPMUHHIH CTUJIB/IIK
€peKLIeNiKKe GeHTapanThirbl, SFHH 3MOLHOHAIBI-OKCIIPECCUBTI MOHI Oingipmeyi. OckepH
TEPMUHJEP — ICKCPH iC, SCKEPH Casla, dCKePH OKY OPBIHIAPbI CHAKTBL KOJIIAHBLTY OpTachl Gap
Tepmunaep. Ockl oprana onap ctuibre Gelrapan, 6acka Opraja oCKepd TEPMHHIED CTHIIBIIK
PeHK Gepyi MyMKiH, OipaK oJappiH SCKEpH TEPMHHIE KATHICHI JKOK. [1]
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