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diSKURSYvioji pRaKTiKa 
Kaip KomUniKaTYvioSioS SąmonėS 

žEnKlo KonSTRUKTai
discursive practices as Sign Constructs 

of Communicative Consciousness

SUmmaRY

The article offers the definition of discursive practice as a sign construct of the cognitive-semiotic, discur-
sive-pragmatic and linguacultural levels, realised in the corresponding discursive situations, within which 
a semiotic configuration of elements of both one discursive practice and their combination occurs. in a 
cognitive-semiotic perspective, a discursive space is formed by the symbiosis of discursive practices as 
signs of a person’s communicative consciousness, i.e. a representative of a particular national-cultural 
community. in this aspect, the discourse is associated with the consciousness, knowledge and perceptions 
of the language personality, which are formed in the process of socialisation and become the basis of the 
cultural array, broadcast from generation to generation within a certain ethnic group. Thus, sign constructs 
of communicative consciousness are formed as concrete semiotic units embodied in discursive practices.

SANTRAUKA

Straipsnyje pateikiamas diskursyviosios praktikos apibrėžimas kaip pažintinio-semiotinio, diskursyviojo-
pragmatinio ir lingvakultūrinio lygmenų konstruktas, realizuojamas atitinkamose diskursyviosiose situaci-
jose, kuriose įvyksta ir vienos diskursyviosios praktikos, ir jos elementų derinio semiotinė konfigūracija. 
Kognityvinėje-semiotinėje perspektyvoje diskursyviąją erdvę formuoja diskursyviųjų praktikų kaip asmens 
komunikatyvios sąmonės požymių simbiozė. Šiuo aspektu diskursas susijęs su kalbos vartotojo sąmone, 
žiniomis ir suvokimu, kurie formuojasi socializacijos procese ir tampa tam tikroje etninėje grupėje iš kartos 
į kartą perduodamos kultūrinės bazės pagrindu. Taigi komunikatyvios sąmonės ženklų konstruktai – tai 
diskursyviojoje praktikoje esantys konkretūs semiotiniai vienetai. 
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inTRodUCTion

Modern language / speech reality, 
identified in various types of discursive / 
communicative activities and explored 
in the framework of a variety of meth-
odological approaches, is an inexhaust-
ible source of scientific interest, the de-
velopment of language theories and the 
expansion of humanitarian knowledge 
in general (J. Baker, F. Batsevych, R. Ben-
edict, А. Wierzbicka, I. Sternin et al.). 
The elucidation of the linguological 
mechanisms of structuring reality in the 
minds of speakers of different languag-
es of the world is associated both with 
the establishment of universals and the 
identification of specific characteristics 
actualized by globalisation, sociocultur-
al and national-historical differences.

The interest concerning the national 
communicative / discursive dimension 
activates the processes associated with 
the scientific systematisation of the pro-
visions and explanations in the field of 
ethnic specificity of communication 
(Hymes 1972; Krasnykh 2004). Analysing 
in the research (Korolyov 2018, 2019) the 
national cooperative communicative be-
haviour of representatives of Ukrainian, 
Russian, Lithuanian and American lan-
guage community, one cannot ignore 
such a significant phenomenon as the 
discursive dimension within which there 
is mono-and intercultural interaction: 
“The task of building a discursive / com-
municative dimension becomes the for-
mation of a single picture of the world, 
which contributes to the unity of the 
nation” (Pocheptsov 2001: 299).

The focus of cognitive semiotics is the 

concept of discursive thinking, suggest-
ed by A. Luriya. He used the term “dis-
cursive” as a synonym for “speech”. The 
scholar understands discursive con-
sciousness as a mechanism that “allows 
one to delve deeper into the meaning of 
things, go beyond the limits of direct 
impression, organise your purposeful 
behaviour, reveal complex relationships 
and relationships inaccessible to direct 
perception, transfer information to an-
other person” (Luriya 1998: 323). In 
terms of cognitive-discursive semiotics 
(Alefirenko 2007; Vasko 2019; Korolyov 
2018; Sheygal 2000) we propose to con-
sider national communicative behaviour, 
the basis of which is the concept of “na-
tional language personality” (Sedov 
2004; Halupo 2016). It is its semiotic cen-
tre and subject of discursive practices, a 
representative of a particular ethnic 
strength: a carrier of mentality, national 
character, language, national value dom-
inants, label ritual norms and stereo-
types. To establish universal and spe-
cific features of the latter can be, in par-
ticular, using the formalised complex 
methodology for the comparable study 
of stereotypical national discursive prac-
tices from the standpoint of cognitive 
semiotics, psycholinguistics and linguis-
tic discoursology. They determine the 
methodological basis of the correspond-
ing study, the basic provisions of which 
are the understanding of language as a 
sign system and a means of displaying 
objective reality, language interaction 
and thinking, the correlation of language 
and culture and the like.
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In linguistic works of recent years, 
discourse is considered as a multidimen-
sional phenomenon (Alefirenko 2007; 
Arutyunova 1998; Batsevych 2004; 
Pocheptsov 2001; Brown, Yule 1996) tak-
ing into account cognitive (Fairclough 
1992), ethnopsychological (Krasnykh 
2004), cultural (Lebedko 1999; Wierzbicka 
1994), social (Gorelov 2001; Sedov 2004; 
Darginavičienė 2019), political (Makarov 
2003; Sheigal 2000) and other factors.

The widespread use of the term “dis-
course” does not at all mean that it al-
ready has content that could be consid-
ered common (Kubryakova 2005: 23). 
The theory of discourse, as a pragma-
tised form of the text, originates from 
the concept of E. Benveniste, where the 
plan of the narration and the plan of dis-
course, the language, are distinguished, 
assigned to the speakers. The scientific 
legacy of the French scholar defines pri-
marily a conceptual-discursive theory, 
within which the static plan of the nar-
ration and the dynamic plan of discourse 
are clearly differentiated. The latter is 
defined as “any statement that deter-
mines the presence of communicants: 
addressee, address of the sender, as well 
as the addressee’s intentions in a certain 
way influence your interlocutor “(Ben-
veniste 1975: 276–279).

In modern linguistics there is no uni-
ty of views regarding the interpretation 
of the term “discourse”. However, in 
most of the works of scholars devoted 
to various aspects of discourse (Alefiren-
ko 2007; Dijk van 1989; Krasnykh 2004; 
Makarov 2003; Sedov 2004), there is a 
tradition in which “style” refers to a ho-
listic speech composition in the diver-

sity of its cognitive-communicative func-
tions. T. van Dijk defines discourse as a 
communicative event (a complex unity 
of the language form, meaning and ac-
tion), recreated by the participants in 
communication; an event in which not 
only language is involved in its actual 
use, but also those mental processes that 
inevitably accompany the communica-
tion process (Dijk van 1989: 121).

There is the following definition of 
N. Arutyunova represented in the “Lin-
guistic Encyclopaedic Dictionary”: “Dis-
course (from the French. Discours – 
speech) is a coherent text in its totality 
with extralinguistic – pragmatic, socio-
cultural, psycholinguistic and other fac-
tors; speech is considered as a targeted 
social action as a component involved in 
the relationships of people and in the 
mechanisms of their consciousness (cog-
nitive processes). Discourse is speech 
“immersed in life” (LES 1990: 136–137).

The definition of discourse proposed 
by N. Alefirenko is relevant for illumi-
nating the cognitive semiotic perspective 
of national communicative behaviour: 
“[...] in cognitive semiology the attention 
is mainly focused on discursive thinking, 
if the discourse is understood as a syn-
ergistic in its meaning communicative 
cognitive phenomenon, the ingredients 
of which, except the text, are various ex-
tralinguistic contexts, consitutions, pre-
suppositions, postposition (knowledge 
of the world, thoughts, value orienta-
tions) that are games they play an im-
portant role in understanding and hiding 
information” (Alefirenko 2007: 146).

F. Batsevych distinguishes discourse, 
speech genre, speech act from other com-

diSCoURSE aS CoGniTivE-SEmioTiC pHEnomEnon
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municative categories, partially inter-
preting discourse as a type of communi-
cative activity, an interactive phenome-
non, a speech flow having various forms 
of manifestation (oral, written, paralin-
gual). It occurs within a specific com-
munication channel, it is regulated by 
strategies and tactics of participants; the 
synthesis of cognitive, linguistic, and 
extralinguistic (social, mental, psycho-
logical, etc.) factors that are determined 
by a specific circle of life forms that de-
pend on the subject of communication 
results in the formation of various speech 
genres (Batsevych 2004: 138).

On the one hand, discourse is a text 
immersed in life with special grammar, 
vocabulary, rules of usage and syntax, 
and on the other hand, it is live com-
munication, communication, cognitive-
speech and interactive phenomenon 
with all the attendant components of 
communication (Batsevych 2010: 12–13). 
The discourse, understood as a text im-
mersed in a communication situation, 
can involve many dimensions. From the 
perspective of pragmalinguistics, the 
discourse is an interactive activity of 
communication participants, the ex-
change of information, the use of vari-
ous communication strategies, their ver-
bal and non-verbal embodiment in the 
practice of communication (Dijk van 
1990, 1998).

V. Krasnykh notes that human be-
haviour is necessarily ethnoculturally 
marked, because there is also a linguo-
cognitive plan, determining the nation-
al specificity of the discursive dimension 
in the discourse, as well as in commu-
nication, in addition to the linguistic 
proper. One cannot but agree with the 
scholar that the most important compo-

nent of the discourse is cultural (Kras-
nykh 2004: 244–245).

The categories of communicative lin-
guistics, discourse studies (I. K.) and lin-
guistic pragmatics (discursive / commu-
nicative dimension, speech genre, com-
municative / discursive situation, com-
municative (speech) act / discursive prac-
tice) are interconnected and the parts are 
interconnected according to the principle 
of hyper-hyponymic relationships (Bat-
sevych 2005: 91). In our opinion, there is 
every reason to consider the relationship 
between the speech genre and the com-
municative situation hierarchical: speech 
genres consist of a set of communicative 
situations, which, in turn, is a complex set 
of speech acts and / or discursive prac-
tices. National communicative behaviour 
is the formation of language / communi-
cative consciousness and cognitive-semi-
otic and discursive dimension within 
certain speech genres that are formed by 
a set of discursive situations. At the same 
time, representatives of the discursive 
space within which national communica-
tive behaviour occurs are discursive prac-
tices as semiotic (symbolic) components 
of communicative consciousness and dis-
cursive situations.

In modern science discourse can be 
understood as different types of actuali-
sation of the text as an abstract, formal, 
sign construction, considered from the 
point of view of mental cognitive-semi-
otic processes in connection with extra-
linguistic factors; a complex communica-
tive, cognitive-semiotic phenomenon, 
speech action, taking into account the 
sociocultural context and characterises 
the participants in communication, as 
well as the processes of production and 
perception of the message.
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SiGn STaTUS oF diSCURSivE pRaCTiCES 
in CommUniCaTivE ConSCioUSnESS

In the theory of communication, the 
concept of “discursive / communicative 
dimension” is interpreted quite broadly: 
1) the territory within which the interac-
tion takes place; the dimension in which 
the communicative process takes place 
(Sharkov 2005: 98): 2) the totality of the 
spheres of verbal communication in 
which a particular linguistic personality 
can realise, in accordance with the lan-
guage, cognitive and pragmatic rules 
adopted in a particular society, the neces-
sary needs of his / her being (Prokhorov 
1999: 60); 3) a zone of real and potential 
contacts of each of the participants of 
communication from the position of the 
speaker (addressee), within which each 
of them has his / her own vision of the 
communicative process, his / her role in 
it, personal value orientations and ideas 
about a particular subject of speech (Vo-
rontsova 2009: 13): 4) a heterogeneous 
entity that functions in culture and soci-
ety as something single [...] aggregate 
and the result of areal organic social 
communications, regional realities and 
knowledge about them [...]. All of them 
are represented in the language (Ma-
slova 2017: 22). The emphasis in under-
standing the discursive / communicative 
dimension ranges from geographical and 
social to pragmatic and linguacultural.

Separate national discursive dimen-
sions are similar in structure and content, 
and therefore it is easier for their subjects 
to come to an understanding, because 
they in their communicative behaviour 
and speech activity rely on the common 
constants and value dominants of com-

municative consciousness. On the other 
hand, if certain national value orienta-
tions are formed by opposition (opposite) 
constants and dominants in the commu-
nicative consciousness of individuals 
representing different language cultures, 
then their discursive dimensions are dif-
ferent, because the subjects find them-
selves in an unfamiliar environment, 
feeling “like on another planet” and try-
ing to actualise all their knowledge. In 
this case, as a rule, we are speaking about 
the intercultural aspect of communicative 
interaction, the so-called “clash” of dif-
ferent cultures and languages   occurs, 
caused by the mismatch between the 
constants and value dominants of the 
communicative consciousness of the in-
teractive. Consequently, we can speak 
about the “emergence” of one’s own and 
another’s “dimension” of the subject’s 
stay, where the transfer of knowledge 
from one’s communicative space to an-
other, as a rule, does not give the expect-
ed result, because the value orientations 
do not coincide” (Kharchenko 2003: 38).

The national discursive / communica-
tive dimension is determined by the 
socio-historical experience of a certain 
ethnicity, which accumulates an inte-
grated set of norms, laws, traditions that 
has developed up to a certain moment 
and is fixed in specific (non) verbal signs: 
words, utterances, modern clichés, phra-
seological units, precedent texts, etc. 
Corresponding linguacultural units form 
one or another discursive dimension at 
a particular stage, at a certain time, along 
with “communicative behaviour of a 
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person, having relatively standardised 
forms (communicating with (not) famil-
iar, with colleagues, at school and uni-
versity, in transport, clinic, restaurant 
and café” (Sternin 2003: 10). There are 
specific constants, value guidelines and 
dominants that are embedded in the 
communicative consciousness of repre-
sentatives of a certain linguaculture (De-
mentyev 2013: 63).

From the standpoint of the interaction 
of language and culture, the national dis-
cursive dimension has its own essence 
and purpose, i.e. it is regulated by certain 
norms and laws of communication, 
formed on the basis of constants and 
value dominants of the communicative 
consciousness of representatives of a sep-
arate linguaculture. Language / commu-
nicative consciousness is a formant and 
regulator of national communicative be-
haviour, and therefore clearly corresponds 
to the concept of discursive practice, 
which Foucault defined as “[...] a set of 
anonymous historical rules, always de-
fined in time and space, which were es-
tablished in a certain era and for specific 
social, economic, geographical or linguis-
tic dimension conditions for the realisa-
tion of the function of utterance” (Fou-
cault 1996: 117–118). According to the 
concept of the language nature of think-
ing, the scholar reduces the activities of 
people in their “speech actions”, i.e. dis-
cursive practices. Actually, the concept of 
discursive practice can be applied both to 
a fragment of a discourse of any volume: 
from a replica in a dialogue with a narra-
tive [Ibid.], and to any type of national 
communicative behaviour, including co-
operative, intermediate and conflict.

To characterise the discursive dimen-
sion of national communicative behav-

iour in cognitive-semiotic and discur-
sively pragmatic dimensions, it is impor-
tant to take into account both its place 
and environment, as well as language, 
cultural signs, interact, forming the cor-
responding areas of functioning, i.e. the 
discursive situations realised by an un-
limited spectrum of discursive practices 
are symbolic constructs language / com-
municative consciousness. The set of 
spheres (discursive situations) of discur-
sive practices creates a polydiscursive 
dimension (Kazydub 2006; Plotnikova 
2008) of national communicative behav-
iour, which can be described as interper-
sonal, dynamic (verbal / written), open 
communication based on collaboration / 
interaction is interactive and mainly oc-
curs in everyday (non-)institutional com-
municative sphere through a language, 
paralinguistic code. It is advisable to at-
tract the experimental component of the 
method of clarifying stereotypical ideas 
about the discursive dimension of com-
municative behaviour of respondents 
belonging to different ethnic cultures, 
which were formed in their cognitive 
base as a result of the socio-historical 
development of a certain ethnic culture 
and reflect the constants and dominants 
of communicative consciousness. The 
obtained results of such psycho- and so-
ciolinguistic experiments make it pos-
sible to adequately and transparently 
perceive, in mono- and intercultural 
communication, nationally specific lan-
guage / speech data material, caused not 
only by the norms of a particular lan-
guage, but also by traditions, communi-
cative ethnic stereotypes, etc.

In our understanding, discursive 
practices not only have a symbolic status 
in the plane of the discursive dimension 
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of national communicative behaviour, 
but also serve as its indicator indicators. 
Such an interpretation became possible 
as a result of an experimental study of 
the national cooperative communicative 
behaviour of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithu-
anian and American (see Korolyov 2018). 
Using the anthropometric method in the 
form of questionnaires, surveys and lin-
guistic interviews within psycho-socio-
linguistic experiments, it was possible to 
collect and process the actual linguistic / 
verbal factual data material. It helped to 
establish and model verbal representa-
tives of national cooperative communica-
tive behaviour, i.e. a repertoire of stereo-
typical discursive practices of greeting, 
acquaintance, invitation, request, consent, 
praise / compliment, gratitude / appreciation, 
apology, sympathy / compassion / empathy / 
consolation, wish / desire and good bye as 
construction signs, reflected in the com-
municative consciousness of Ukrainian, 
Russian, Lithuanian and American, per-
forming the functions of regulation, 
structuring and organisation of commu-
nicative interaction.

The range of answers-reactions re-
ceived from informants, i.e. representa-
tives of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian 

and American communicative cultures, 
made it possible to establish types of 
discursive practices as sign constructs of 
the communicative consciousness of re-
spondents, including determining their 
productivity index in the modes of po-
liteness / tolerance, neutrality and fa-
miliarity of cooperative communicative 
behaviour, as well as to construct a 
frame-scenario model of the latter (Ko-
rolyov 2018). The appropriate identifica-
tion of various types of stereotypical 
national cooperative discursive practices 
allows us to qualify them as signs-con-
structs of communicative consciousness, 
which are representative of national 
communicative behaviour and constitut-
ing factors for the successful implemen-
tation of cooperative macrostrategy.

The experimental results allowed us 
to conclude that national (cooperative, 
intermediate, conflicting) discursive 
practices are constructs of language / 
communicative consciousness, culture 
and discourse that, during semiosis, pre-
serve and reproduce stereotypical rep-
resentations in structurally stable com-
binations of words as a result symbiosis 
inherent in the meaning and form of 
iconic formations.

ConClUSionS

In the cognitive-semiotic perspective, 
the discursive dimension is formed by 
the symbiosis of discursive practices as 
sign constructs of the language / com-
municative consciousness of a person, 
i.e. a representative of a particular na-
tional-cultural community. In this aspect, 
the discourse is associated with the 

speaker’s consciousness, knowledge and 
ideas, which are formed in the process 
of socialisation and become the basis of 
that cultural mass, transmitted from gen-
eration to generation within a certain 
ethnic group, forming signs of commu-
nicative consciousness as concrete semi-
otic constructs that are embodied in dis-
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cursive practices. Discursive practice as 
a sign construct of the cognitive-semiot-
ic, discursive-pragmatic and linguacul-
tural levels is actualised in the corre-

sponding discursive situations, within 
which a semiotic configuration of ele-
ments of both one discursive practice 
and their combination occurs. 
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