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Abstract

The article is devoted to the study of existing approaches to the study of discourse, and motivational discourse in
particular. Analysis of motivational discourse allows us to see how motivational strategies and priorities change in different
contexts, helps to reveal the mechanism of influence of cultural values, norms and attitudes on the perception of motivational
speeches by the audience. Motivational discourse remains one of the understudied types of discourse. The purpose of the
article is to find an approach within which a full-fledged study of all aspects of motivational discourse is possible. To conduct
this study, general scientific methods were used. The analysis of speech means, which have a pronounced situational and socio-
cultural characteristics, seems to be one of the most important components of the study of motivational discourse. This is due
to the fact that motivational discourse directly interacts with living speech in a certain communicative situation. The variety of
approaches to the study of discourse is primarily due to the complexity of this concept. The study made it possible to compare
and identify a number of linguistic approaches that are most suitable for the motivational discourse analysis.
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AHHOTa M

CraTbsl TMOCBALL[EHA W3YUYEHWIO CYLeCTBYIOLIMX IOAXOJ0B K HM3YYEHWIO [UCKypca W MOTHMBaLlMOHHOTO JMCKypca B
YaCTHOCTY. AHaAu3 MOTUBALMOHHOIO [KUCKypCa II03BOJISIeT YBU/ETb, KaK MEHSIOTCS MOTUBALMOHHblE CTpaTervyd U
TIPUOPUTETHI B Pa3MUHbIX KOHTEKCTax, [IOMOraeT packKpbITh MeXaHW3M BJIMSIHUS KY/IBTYPHBIX LIeHHOCTel, HOpM M yCTaHOBOK
Ha BOCIIPUSATHE MOTUBAL[MOHHBIX peuell ayguTopreii. MOTUBALMOHHBINA AUCKYPC OCTAeTCs OJHUM U3 MajlOM3yueHHBbIX TUIIOB
Juckypca. lLlesnbro cratby SIBsSleTCS MOWCK TOAXO0AA, B paMKax KOTOPOrOo BO3MOXKHO TIOJHOLIEHHOE MCC/IefloBaHUE BCex
aCMeKTOB MOTHBALIMOHHOTO AWCKypca. [[is TMpOBe/ieHHsl HACTOSIEro WCC/IeA0BaHUsS ObUIM KCIIO/Ib30BaHbl OOIjeHayuHbIe
MeTO/bl. AHAa/MM3 pEUeBbIX CPE/ICTB, KOTOpbie O00/1aflaloT sPKO BBIPAKEHHOW CUTYaTUBHOW U COLMA/IbHO-KY/IBTYPHOM
XapaKTepUCTUKON B aHIVIMMCKOM M DPYCCKOM SI3bIKaX, Mpe/CTaB/sieTcsl OJHOW U3 Ba)KHEUIIMX COCTaB/SIIOIIUX UCC/Ae/I0OBaHUS
MOTUBALIMOHHOTO IUCKypCa. DTO CBSI3aHO C TeM, UTO MOTHMBAL[MOHHBIN JUCKYPC HAMpPSMYIO B3aUMO/IeHCTBYET C )KUBOU Peublo
B Orpe/ie/ieHHONW KOMMYHUKaTUBHOM cutyauyeil. PasHoobpasue mogxofoB K U3yUeHHI0 AUCKypca 00yC/IOB/IEHO MPEX/e BCEro
CJIO)KHOCTBIO 3TOro moHATUs. lIpoBefjeHHOe ucCCe0BaHKE T[103BOJW/IO CPaBHUATb W BBIJENUTH PsiJ JIMHTBUCTUYECKHUX
MOAX0/I0B, Haubosiee MOAXOAIUX /IS UCCIeI0BaHUS] MOTHBAIIMOHHOTO TUCKYypCa.

KiroueBble c/10Ba: MOTUBALIMOHHBIN AUCKYPC, KOMMYHHUKAL[Vs, peub, HallMOHaIbHast crieliuduka.

Introduction

Man is a social being and cannot exist outside of the society. In our time, the entire human community needs
communication and interaction. It is speech that is the tool that is necessary to achieve this goal. Language itself determines the
communication and thinking of people. It is difficult to imagine language outside human activity, since it is through the prism
of human language that the objective world is seen. The current state of the language and its transformation is directly related
to reality, social and individual consciousness, psychophysical and speech activity of a person. Thus, the whole mechanism of
language is repelled from man. The motivational mechanism is the basis of human life. It is motivation that provides a person
with the ability to navigate in the world, what is happening to them, in their own internal processes, encourages action,
interaction and helps to survive [11, P. 150]. Nowdays, in the conditions of a fast pace of life and the need to achieve a quick
result, the search for ways to effectively develop a person is in demand. In this regard, the so-called coaching or trainings could
significantly enrich the study of language, since its impact on the personality and the possibility of transforming the personality
by changing the language world of a person [8, P. 164]. Coaching is a method of personal development, where the main task is
to unlock the potential of an individual or a group of people within a certain area of activity, as well as the realization of this
potential in life [6, P. 317]. Discourse theory is included in many areas of the humanities, which allows not only to highlight
the problems of communication that have arisen, but also to find ways to solve these problems. The concept of discourse is
interdisciplinary in nature. Discourse is considered not only in linguistic studies, but also in psychological, cultural and
pedagogical sciences.
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The methodological basis of the study is founded on general scientific methods, namely induction, deduction, analysis,
synthesis, and comparison. Also, a systematic approach was applied in the study, which makes it possible to identify all the key
characteristics of approaches to the study of discourse. A number of approaches to the study of discourse were considered, and
the application of these approaches in the study of motivational discourse was analyzed.

Main results

The variety of approaches to the discourse study is primarily due to the complexity of this concept. It is possible to identify
several key approaches to the study of discourse: these are formal, functional, situational, linguocultural, communicative and
sociolinguistic approaches.

A formal or structure-oriented approach to the concept of discourse sees it as an interconnection of several sentences,
where their thematic combination is a characteristic of discourse. Thus, discourse is a complex syntactic field, which is based
on a certain connection. From the point of view of formally oriented linguistics, discourse considered as a language above the
level of a sentence or phrase [12, P. 20-43]. In this case, discourse is understood as two or more sentences that are in a semantic
connection with each other [3, P. 170]. It can also be noted that discourse is a kind of formation that stands above the sentence
[4, P. 45]. It is important to emphasize that with this approach, the discourse is considered outside the context of real
communication and insists on the independence of form from function [2, P. 64]. In our opinion, such an approach to the study
of discourse will not allow us to fully identify all of its main characteristics.

The functional approach acknowledges the relationship between form and function, analyzes the discourse in connection
with the language functions, studies not only the structure of the language, but also its functioning in order to identify the
correspondences between them. According to E. S. Kubryakova, discourse is interpreted as a complex communicative
phenomenon, which includes the act of creating a certain text. At the same time, this phenomenon reflects the dependence of
the created speech with a significant number of extralinguistic circumstances — knowledge about the world, opinions, attitudes
and specific goals of the speaker as the creator of the text [5, P. 13—14]. This approach is focused on the semiotic understanding
of language as a system of signs that serve and are used to achieve specific goals and perform specific functions. A
characteristic feature of this approach is the allocation of a certain categorization and placement of the facts of the language in
a certain typological field. This approach is aimed at studying the discourse in its sociocultural aspect, taking into account
extralinguistic factors. Consideration of discourse as a process that takes place in the presence of at least two participants,
where in the process of communication the statements of each other are corrected and at each moment of time the structure of
the discourse is developed by joint efforts, predetermines the procedural nature of the discourse. According to the functional
approach (E. Sapir, O. Jespersen, R. Jakobson, I. Baudouin-de-Courtenay), discourse is interpreted as the use of language in a
broad sense. In the narrow sense, it is the establishment of a certain correlation in relation between the text — a sentence and
discourse — a statement. Namely, the understanding of discourse as an integral set of functionally organized, contextualized
units of language use. Thus, discourse is a speech built on the basis of grammar and style, developing a certain thought or idea
that the speaker seeks to convey.

At the junction is a situational approach. Based on the name, this approach considers discourse within the framework of a
specific situation in which it is carried out. Discourse flows in time and space, which also predetermines its situationally [9, P.
164]. The discourse reflects the mentality and culture, both national, universal, and individual. This approach is associated with
the interpretation of discourse in the context of social, psychological and culturally significant conditions and circumstances.
Thus, the discourse here manifests itself in connection with taking into account its premises, immediately before the
communicative situation. Thus, discourse is considered as a speech flow, a language in its constant movement, which
accumulates all the diversity of the historical era, individual and social characteristics of both the communicant and the
communicative situation in which the conversation takes place [1, P. 21]. The situational approach to the definition of
discourse makes it possible to use various extralinguistic factors in the process of research for its analysis. An important point
of this approach is not so much the result of communication as its mechanisms. Namely, how people communicate with each
other, what processes occur in their mind.

The communicative approach (S. Grigorieva, E. Temnova) to the definition of discourse singles out speech as its main
element. At the same time, it considers speech in all aspects (the process of speech activity, the communicative situation, the
process of live communication, etc.). The question is raised about the text as a process in which a certain communicative
situation occurs. Attention is paid to the participants of this communication, their status, role and characteristics.
Communication characteristics are realized in the communicative behavior of the participants, their active behavior, in the
subjects of discussion, the situation of communication and the use of speech means. This approach sees discourse as a
structured element that has the ability to be divided into subdiscourses and focused on studying the broad context of the
communicative situation.

The linguoculturological approach (V. Vorobyov, E. Zinovieva, E. Yurkov) examines the features of communication within
a certain ethnic group and highlights speech patterns and dominant characteristics of a linguistic group. Since any
communication is contextual, the conditions under which it occurs affect the nature of its development. In this regard, the
context is a dynamic system that is built as the communicative process unfolds, depending on the nature of discourse as a
process of constructing and interpreting speech, taking into account pragmatic factors and subjects of discourse —
representatives of a particular linguistic society.

The sociolinguistic approach is based on the analysis of communication participants as representatives of a certain social
group. Its main difference from the linguoculturological approach is the shift in emphasis from the national characteristic to the
social component. So, instead of studying the national and cultural affiliation of communicants in the process of
communication, their personal status is studied. Tareva E. G. formulates the need to take into account the sociolinguistic
parameters of communication as an indispensable condition for the quality of intercultural contacts [10, P. 61]. The
sociolinguistic image of a person is determined by their status in society, which generalizes many social roles. These roles,
ultimately, determine the behavior of the individual in the process of communication, which allows us to talk about a certain
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role behavior. The distance between the social roles of communicants complicates the process of communication [7, P. 65]. It is
to overcome this distance that many speakers use certain speech strategies, the study of which will reveal the most effective
approaches to reduce social distance and build high-quality communication.

Conclusion

In many ways, the choice of one or another approach is connected with the very concept of discourse, the exact definition
of which has not yet been established. However, discourse is inherently a kind of a link between the text recorded in the course
of communication, on the one hand, and a speech, as a communicative activity, on the other. The discourse is related to the
actual living speech, and the text is tied to the language system. It is the study of living speech in all its sociocultural aspect
that allows us to fully cover all the key characteristics of this phenomenon. Thus, discourse is a process of communication that
unfolds over time and differs from a written text in its spontaneity, speed, attachment to a particular topic, and
communicativeness. It occurs in a certain communicative space and correlates with a particular social group. Motivational
speeches have a specific purpose and have a target audience. Thus, the process of interaction between the speaker and the
audience is a key distinguishing feature of motivational discourse from other types. Motivational discourse directly interacts
with living speech in a certain communicative situation. When analyzing this type of discourse, one should first of all take into
account the communicative situation and the participants in this situation. Thus, the communicative approach seems to us the
most suitable for the study of motivational discourse. However, it is worth noting that different approaches do not contradict
each other, but rather complement. Thus, the need to use several approaches to discourse becomes obvious. The use of various
approaches to the study of discourse allows not only to improve our understanding of the theory of discourse in general, but
also opens up opportunities for creating a general linguistic approach to the study of discourse.
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