ISSN 1999-4214 (print)
ISSN 2957-5095 (online)

EVPA3NA I'VMAHUTAPJIBIK MHCTUTY ThIHbIH

XABAPHIBICBI

BECTHMK | BULLETIN

EBPA3UIICKOI'O OF THE EURASIAN

I'YMAHUWUTAPHOI'O HUMANITIES

VMHCTUTYTA INSTITUTE
Ne2/2025

JKb1npiHa 4 peT mbIFaabl
2001 x. meira 0acraran

Beixonut 4 pasza B roa
Hauan uzgasarscs ¢ 2001 r.

Published4 times a year
Began to be published in 2001

Acrana, 2025



bac peaakrop JdaypenOGekosa /1.H.

A K. KycaiibiHOB aTbIiHAaFbI Eypasus ryMaHUTapABIK MHCTUTYTHIHBIH AOII€HTI,

¢uaoaorus FLABIMAAPBIHBIH KaHAUAATHL
Kayanter peaakrop Aanm6aes A.E.

A K. KycaiibiHOB aTbIiHAa¥Fbl Eypasust ryMaHUTapABIK MHCTUTYTHIHBIH AOII€HTI,

AvimyxambOeT JK.O.
AxTaeBa K.
O0caabik A.A.
bpeanxun C.H.

Aacaanga E.
lartmyaauna @.A.

Epmexosa T.H.

Ecupkemniosa K.K.

XKycinos H.K.
KapanduaT.

Kypb6anosa M.M.

Kamsabexyanr /.
Kypsickau A1.9.
Onep M.
Oaadueag A.
IInmmenosa M.B.
Canipyanua @.C.

Cenmes O.D.

¢uaocodpusa goxropsr (PhD)
Peaaxist aakacet

uma0a0rUA FRLABIMAAPBIHBIH 40KTOPSHI, podeccop, /.H. I'ymnies aTeIHAAFEI
EYYVY, Acrana, Kazakcran

(pumaoa0rus FELABIMAAPBIHBIH AOKTOPEL IIpodeccop, A. MUIIKeBIY aTbIHAAFBI
IToapma ynusepcureti, Ilosnans, IToabma.

¢uaoaorus FELABIMAAPBIHBIH AOKTOPEI, IIpodeccop, A. baiiTypcsiHOB
arpiHAarel Kocranan enipaik ynusepcureri, Kocranait, Kasaxcran
¢uaoaorus FeLABIMAAPBIHBIH A40KTOPHI, Ipodeccop, Coarycrik Kaskas
Peaepaaanr ynusepcureti, Craspornoas, PO

¢uaocodust goxropsr (PhD), mpodeccop

ura0a0rUs FEIABIMAAPBIHEIH KaHAUAATHI, A01IeHT O. boxelixaH aTbIHAAFBI
yuusepcurteti, Cemeri, Kazakcran

Juaoaorus FELABIMAAPBIHBIH A0KTOPHI, ITpodeccop, Kasak yATTHIK KbI3Aap
IleJarornkaaslk yHusepcureti, Aamatsl, Kasakcran

¢puaoa0rus FELABIMAAPBIHBIE KaHAMAATHL, KaybIMAACTBIpbLAFaH IIpodeccop,
A. Baittypcsinos ateiHgarsl Kocranait eHipaik yHusepcnrerti, Kocranaii,
Kazakcran

$uma040TUS FRLABIMAAPBIHEIH JOKTOPHI, ITpodeccop, Topalirsrpos
ynusepcurerti, Ilasaogap, Kazakcran

Puaocodpus goxroprr (PhD), mpodeccop, KompaT MeMaeKeTTiK yHIBEpCHUTETi,
Kumnes, Moaaosa

1a020TUS FELABIMAAPBIHBIH 40KTOPHI, IIpodeccop, Aaumrep Hasan
aThIHAAFE TaIlIkeHT MeMAeKeTTiK ©30eK Tidi MeH a4e0meTi yHMBepCuTeTi,
Tamkenrt, ©O30ekcran

KP ¥FA akagemuri, ¢p111010r1s1 FBIABIMAAPBIHBIH 4OKTOPEL, IIpodeccop,
A.H. T'ymnaes ateiHaarsl EYY, Acrana, Kasakcran

Juaoaorus FELABIMAQPBIHBIH KaHAMAATEL, Ipodeccop, XaHKYK IIeTeATaHy
yausepcuterti, Ceya, OHTycTik Kopes

Ppuaocodpus aoxkropsr (PhD), mpodeccop, Dreit yuusepcurerTi,

Mamup, Typxus

®uaocodpus goxropsl (PhD), mpodeccop, Kapoanna Yausepcureri
Kapoanna, AKIII

Jura0a0rUs FEIABIMAAPBIHEIH AOKTOPEL, Ipodeccop, llleT ea Tiasepi
vuctutyThl, Cankr-Ilerep6ypr, PO

¢uaoasorus reLABIMAAPBIHBIH A0KTOPHL, IIpodeccop, Kazan ¢peaepasant
ynusepcuteti, Kazan, Tarapcran, PO

Puaocodms goxrops (PhD), mpodeccop, Tokar I'asmocmanmana
yHusepcuteti, Tokat, Typkms

Pepaxnimanniyg mekerpkaribl: 010009, Acrana k., Kymabaes aanr., 4
Teaedon/daxc: (7172) 561 933: e-mail: eagi.vestnik@gmail.com, caiit: ojs.egi.kz

Eypasus rymaHUTapABIK MHCTUTYTBIHBIH XaOapIIIbICEHL.

Memnrmikrenymi: «A.K. KycaiisiHOB aTeiHAaFbI Eypasist TyMaHUTapABIK MHCTUTYTHI»

Kasakcran PecrrybamkacsiAKnapaTskKoHeKOFaMAbIKAaMyMIHIICTPAIri AKIapaT KOMHUTeTiHAe KailTa
ecenke Konbiaanl. Tipkey Ne KZ92VPY00046970 17.03.2022

Bacyra 27.06.2025 >x. ko4 koitbraast. Iimmimi 60%84 1\ 8. Karas odcerrik Keaewmi. BT.

Tapaasimsr 200 gaHa. baracsr keaicim GoribiHIa. Tamcsrpeic No 89

«Axraes Y.E.» GacmacbiHAa OachIABII IILIKTEI

© A K. KycarbiHos ateiHgarbl Eypasysi ryMaHUTapABIK MHCTUTYTHI


mailto:eagi.vestnik@gmail.com

T'aaBnbnit pegaxkrop Jaypenoexkosa /1.H.

Kaqu/maT Cl)I/I/lO/lOI'I/I‘IeCKI/IX HaykK, AOLIEHT EBpaSI/IIZCKOFO TYMaHUTapHOTO MHCTUTYTa MMEHU

A K. Kycaunosa
OrsercTBeHHbIl pesakTop AanmoOaes A.E.

Aoxrop ¢puaocopuu (PhD), sonent EBpasznitckoro ryMaHUTapHOTO MHCTUTYTA IMEHNU

Aiimyxam0Oet JK.A.

Axraena K.
AOGcaapik A.A.

Aacaang E.
bpeanxun C.H.

lavinyaanma ®.A.

Epmekosa T.H.
Ecupkenosa K.K.
XKycnmnos H.K.
Kapaandpnuarl.

Kyp6anosa M.M.

Kam3zabexyanr A.
Kypnickan /.A.
Onep M.
Oaadpueaa A.
IInmmenosa M.B.
Candyanna @.C.

Cenmes O.D.

A K. Kycaunosa
PeaakimonHast Koaaervist

AOKTOp puaoaorndeckux Hayx, mpodeccop, EHY nmenn /A.H. I'ymnzesa,
Acrana, Kazaxcran

AOKTOP PUA010TNIECKUX HAYK, TPOPeCccop, YHUBEPCUTET UMEHN

Azama Munikesuua, IToznans, [Toabrma.

AOKTOP (praoaormaeckux Hayk, mpodeccop, Kocranaricknii permoHaAbHbIN
yHuBepcuteT uMenn A.baiitypcpinosa, Kocranaii, Kazaxcran

aoxrop puaocopuu (PhD), mpodeccop

AOKTOpP Pp1a0A0THIeCKUX HayK, mpodeccop, Cepepo-Kaskaszckmii
peaepaapnniii ynusepcnuret, CraBporioas, PO

KaHAMAAT PIA0A0TMIeCKNX HayK, AOLIeHT yHuBepcuTeT nMeHn A. bokerixaHa,
Cewmert, Kazaxcran

AOKTOpP P1A010TNIeCcKUX HayK, mpodeccop, Kasaxckiii Halj1oHaABHEI
SKEHCKUII Ilearorndecknii yausepcuret, Aamarel, Kasaxcran

KaHAUAAT GUA0A0IMIeCcKNX HaykK, mpodeccop, Kocranaiicknii pernoHaAbHBII
yHusepcuteT umenn A. baiirypcsiHosa, Kocranait, Kasaxcran

AOKTOP PUA010TNIECKUX HayK, Ipodeccop, TopaiirblpoB yHUBEPCUTET,
ITasaogap, Kazaxcran

aoxTop puaocoprm (PhD), mpodeccop, Komparcknii rocyaapcTBeHHBIN
yHusepcuteT, Kummnnes, Moagosa

AOKTOP PUA0AOTMYECKNX HAYK, ITpodeccop, TalTkeHTCKNII TOCy AapCTBeHHBIN
YHUBEpCUTeT y30eKCKOTO A3bIKa 1 AuTepaTypsl nM. Aanmepa Hason,
Taikent, Y30exucran

akagemuk HAH PK, goxrop ¢pnaoaormaecknx Hayk, mpodeccop, EHY nmenn
A.H.Tymnaesa, Acrana, Kasaxcran

KaHAUAAT PUAOA0TNIECKUX HayK, IIpodeccop, YHUBEPCUTET MHOCTPAHHBIX
s1361K0B XaHKyK, Ceya, IO>xHas Kopest

aoxrop ¢uaocodpuu (PhD), mpodeccop, Drerickuii yHUBEPCHUTET,

Mammnp, Typrns

aokrtop ¢puaocodpunu (PhD), mpodeccop, Yuusepcurer Kapoanssr
Kapoamnna, CIITA

AOKTOP PMA0AOTMIECKNX HAYK, Tpodeccop, VIHCTUTYT MHOCTPaHHBIX A3BIKOB,
Cankr-IletepOypr, PO

AOKTOpP Ppra010TNIecKUX HayK, mpodeccop, Kasanckmii pegepaabHbIin
ynusepcutet, Kazans, Tatapcran, PO

aoxrop ¢uaocodpuu (PhD), mpodeccop, Yuusepcurer Tokar'asnmocmaniara,
Tokat, Typrns

Agpec peaakim: 010009, . Acrana., ip. Kymabaesa, 4

Teaedon/paxc: (7172) 561 933: e-mail: eagi.vestnik@gmail.com, caiit: ojs.egi.kz

Bectnuk EBpas3niickoro ryMaHMTapHOIO MHCTUTYTA.

CoOcrennuk: «EBpasuiicknuii ryManuTapHbiii uHctutyT umenu A.K. Kycannosa».

Munmncrepctsom uHpopManuu u oOmmecTseHHOTo passutus Pecriybamku Kasaxcran Kommrer
uHpOpMaIUK ITOCTAaHOBAEHO Ha rtepeyueT Ne KZ92VPY00046970 17.03.2022

IToammcano B megats 27.06.2025 >x. Popmar 60*84 1\ 8. bym. Tumorp.

Tupak 200. Llena coraacosano. 3axas No 89

Harmeuartano B u3gareancrse «Y.E. Akraepa»

©EBpasmiickmii ryMmaHuTapHbii mactuTyT nMenn A.K. Kycannosa


mailto:eagi.vestnik@gmail.com

Chief Editor Daurenbekova L.N.
Candidate of Philological Science, Associate Professor of the A K. Kussayinov Eurasian Humanities
Institute
Editor-in-Chief Alimbayev A.E.
Doctor of Philosophy (PhD), Associate Professor of the A K. Kussayinov Eurasian Humanities

Institute
Editorial Board

Aimuhambet Zh.A. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, L.N. Gumilyov ENU, Astana,
Kazakhstan

Aktayeva K. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Poznan Adam Mitskevich
University, Poznan, Poland

Absadyk A.A. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Kostanay Regional University
named after A.Baitursynov, Kostanay, Kazakhstan

Aasland E.

Bredikhin S.N. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, North-Caucasus Federal University,
Stavropol, RF

lainyaanna @.A. Candidate of Philological Sciences, Associate ProfessorAlikhan Bokeikhan
University, Semey, Kazakhstan

Yermekova T.N. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Kaz. National Women’s Pedagogical
University. Almaty, Kazakhstan

Yesirkepova K.K. Candidate of Philological Sciences, Professor, Kostanay Regional University
named after A.Baitursynov, Kostanay, Kazakhstan

Zhusipov N.K. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Toraighyrov University, Pavlodar,
Kazakhstan

Karanfil G. Doctor of Philological (PhD), Professor, Komrat Devlet Univerditesi,
Kishinev, Moldova

Kurbanova M.M. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Tashkent State University of the
Uzbek Language and Literature named after Alisher Navoyi,
Tashkent, Uzbekistan

Kamzabekuly D. Academician of NAS RK, Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor,
L.N. Gumilyov ENU, Astana, Kazakhstan

Kuryszhan L.A. Candidate of Philological Sciences, Professor, Hankuk University of Foreign
Studies Seoul Korea

Oner M. Doctor of Philological (PhD), Professor, Aegean University, Izmir, Turkey

Oldfield A. Doctor of Philological (PhD), Professor, Coastal Carolina University
Carolina, USA

Pimenova M.V. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Foreign Languages Institute,
St-Petersburg, RF

Seifullina F.S. Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor, Kazan Federal University,
Kazan,Tatarstan, RF

Senmez O.F. (PhD), Professor, Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University, Tokat, Turkey

Editorial address: 010009, Astana., 4, Prospect Zhumabayev
Tel/Fax: (7172) 561 933: e-mail: eagi.vestnik@gmail.com, caiit: ojs.egi.kz

Bulletin of the Eurasian Humanities Institute.

Owner: «A.K. Kussayinov Eurasian Humanities Institute».

The Ministry of Information and Public Development of the Republic of Kazakhstan Information
Committee decided to re-register No. KZ92VPY00046970 17.03.2022

Signed for printing 27.06.2025 Format 60 * 84 1 \ 8. Paper. Printing house

Circulation 200. Price agreed. Order No. 89

Printed in the publishing house of «U.E. Aktaev»

© A K. Kussayinov Eurasian Humanities Institute


mailto:eagi.vestnik@gmail.com

ABXAMA/ZIOBA X.E.

CATVIAOAAAT.

AXMETOBA B.3.,,
TAEYAECOBA AL,
JKAEBA P.P.

AXTAEBA H.,
CYAEMMEHOBA 9.,
CAPBIBAEBA b.

SAINOBM.E.,
EKVDKII M.,
KMEMBAM B.C.

BATYRBEKOVAK.A.,
ALIMBAEV ML.E,

MEDETBEKOVA N.N.

ISLAMA.,
BEISEBAYEVAA.
CAPEKEHOBA K.K.
OCEPOB b.M.

[TAIIIAH A.M.,
XABVEBA A.A.,
EAYBAVM .M.

TOKEHKBI3HI T,
OMAPOBA CK,
KAAVMPXAH A.K.

MA3BMY¥HbI-COAEPKAHUE—CONTENTS

TIA BIAIMI - 5I3bBIKO3HAHME -
LINGUISTICS

Kasak >koHe e30ex TiagepiHJeri 3aTTBHIK-TYPMBICTHIK
AeKCUKaHBIH CeMaHTUKAaABIK CaAbICTEIPMaAbl TaAAAybI

HpOI/I3BOAHI)Ie VIMEHa KaK OTpa>keHle sSI3bIKOBOTO CO3HaHN:I B

BBICKA3bIBAHMAX Ha Tepputopnu cesepHoro Kasaxcrana

KoHnrexcrik cMHOHIM ITapaAurMacsl

Aake aTaybIHBIH STUMOAOTHUACKHL: XKaHallla Ke3KapacTap MeH
TOIIOHMMAIK TaAJay acleKkriaepi

Lexico-semantic character of somatic names occurring in the
written monument «Baytaratu’l-Vazih»
Compearative analysis of political and diplomatic discourse

M. XKymabaesTsiH «Ilegaroruka» eHoOeri >koHe TEPMIUHOAOTU
Moceaeci

«Hap¥rp3» anTpononmMiHig cemMaHTMKACh, OpdorpadpuaAbK

HOPMachI JKoHe KOAAaHbLAY JKMiAiri

Kasipri Teaebaraapaamazap Tiali (xasax —Tiai
KOPITyCBIHBIH Killli KOPITyCTaphl HeriziHAe)

YATTBIK

OAEBUIETTAHY - AUTEPATYPOBEAEHME - LITERATURE STUDIES

AHAHDBEBA C.B,,
VBPAEBA X.b.,
KXYMCAKBAEB A.T.

KoAEAOBAM.C,,
APC/AAH M.

KAXBITAM B.K.

KAABIAT.

AvHaMMuyecKkue 1 CTaTUdeckyie MOTUBEL B IIOBeCTBOBaTeAbHOI
crpykrype pomana Vansica Ecenbepanna «Bawobaenasie»

Kasakaman CapuH IO®3UACBIHAAFBI  ayblAFa  CAFBIHBIII:
0931 AAFBl KOPKEeMAIK epHeKkTep («ApKarTarsl 0OizaiH yi»
©/€eHiHiH HeTi3iHAae)

Ackap Aataiiapig «TyaXkaT» poMaHBIHAQFBI OKCIOMOPOHABIK
OertHe ey Toaciai

Maras PazaaHyAbI TOB3UACKIHAAFBI PUAOCOPUAABIK TEPEHAIK

14

22

31

51

60

67

78

91

102

111

120



HYPMAXAHOBA M.K,, beariai commbr Kaaxan HypmaxaHOBTHIH 0OarasaybIHAQFDI 131
MY¥CA/BL 1.K., KazaK-yKpanH a4e6m OaliaaHbICTapbl
COBETOBA 3.C.

CEPAAVIMOBA C.A.,, KyabpTypHBIE KOABI B Xy40KECTBEHHOM IIepeBoje 140
BEMCEHOBA X.C

TAEYBEKOBAB.T., Kepkemaixk aaicrig 94e6u arbiMAapbl MeH OaFbITTaphl 151
MBPAEBA A.A.,
KMAPBICTAHOBA T K.

TIA )KOHE OAEBUMETTI OKbITY O 4ICTEMECI - METOAMKA IIPEIIOAABAHSI SI3bIKA U
ANTEPATYPBI - METHODOLOGY OF TEACHING LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE

MCEHOBA ®.K,, Poas pedaexcun B QopMUpOBaHUN S3BIKOBOV AWIHOCTM 162
KAYABIPOBA A.O., CTYJEeHTOB

AYKEMBAU T . H.

KYMAANMAOBA M.H. Ogsre Tiaal CTyAeHTTepAiH Ka3y AaFABICHIH KaABIIITaCTBIPYABIH 173

BEPKEHOBA P.A. AMHBOAVAAKTUKAABIK 9/icTeMe HeTizaepi



IRSTI 16.31.41
DOI https://doi.org/10.55808/1999-4214.2025-2.06

A. ISLAM!

*A. BEISEBAYEVA?
Kazakh Ablai Khan University of International Relations and World languages, Almaty,
Kazakhstan!?
(e-mail: aisha_ling@mail.ru!, aygerabb@gmail.com?)

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF POLITICAL AND DIPLOMATIC DISCOURSE

Annotation. The article examines the key differences and similarities between
political and diplomatic discourses, their goals, functions, as well as linguistic features.
Particular emphasis is placed on the analysis of lexical and grammatical means used in
both discourses and their role in achieving communicative goals. Political discourse is
oriented towards a mass audience and is aimed at attracting support and shaping public
opinion. In contrast, diplomatic discourse is characterized by restraint, neutrality and a
desire to find compromises in interstate interactions. Diplomatic and political discourse
have many intersections, and they complement each other, but their communicative
acts and goals differ a lot. The differences and similarities considered allows to gain
a deeper understanding of the mechanisms of communication in these areas and their
impact on public perception and international relations. The study employs methods of
content analysis, discourse analysis, comparative analysis and lingua-stylistic analysis.
The results reveal the main stylistic features and communicative functions of each
type of discourse. The obtained re sults allow us to deepen our understanding of the
essence and role of political and diplomatic discourses in modern society, and they can
also be useful for specialists in the field of political linguistics, international relations,
intercultural communication and translation.

Keywords: discourse, political discourse, diplomatic discourse, agents,
communication, politicians, diplomats.

Introduction. Political and diplomatic discourses are among the most important aspects in
international and internal relations, which play a decisive role in shaping public opinion and
decision-making. Despite apparent external similarities, these two types of discourse differ
significantly in purpose and methods of audience influence. Political discourse, which is aimed at
shaping public opinion and policy agendas, can directly impact diplomatic discourse by setting
priorities for international negotiations and foreign relations. Conversely, diplomatic discourse,
which focuses on negotiation, consensus-building, and conflict resolution, can influence political
rhetoric by shaping how leaders present international matters to their domestic audiences.

While political discourse often employs persuasive, ideological, and sometimes
confrontational language to mobilize support, diplomatic discourse tends to be more measured,
neutral, and focused on compromise. However, in practice, these boundaries can blur, particularly
in high-stakes negotiations where political considerations must be carefully balanced with
diplomatic objectives.

The interrelation between political and diplomatic discourse is complex and dynamic, as
both play crucial roles in shaping international and domestic affairs. While they are distinct in
their objectives and communicative strategies, they often overlap and influence one another in
significant ways.

This article will examine how exactly political and diplomatic discourses differ in their nature,
goals and linguistic means. Although this work aims to conduct a comprehensive analysis of the
differences between political and diplomatic discourses, exploring their underlying principles,
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communicative goals, and distinctive linguistic features. By examining various case studies and
applying discourse analysis methodologies, this study will highlight the unique functions of
each type of discourse and their broader implications for contemporary political and diplomatic
interactions.

Methodology and research methods. This study adopts a comparative qualitative approach
to analyze the differences and similarities between diplomatic and political discourse. The
analysis is based on a corpus of textual materials selected to represent both discourses, ensuring
a balanced and diverse range of sources. This study employs a comparative qualitative approach
to analyze the distinctions and overlaps between diplomatic and political discourse. This
methodology provides a robust foundation for identifying both the shared characteristics and
distinct features of political and diplomatic discourse, contributing to a deeper understanding of
their respective roles in communication and linguistics.

Discussion and observation. Discourse is a multifaceted phenomenon with no universally
accepted definition encompassing all its features and applications, as the term is widely used
across various scientific fields. As it is known, this term was initially used to denote an utterance
in its formulation and further development. With the formation of cognitive science, it acquired a
new understanding and is quite applicable to oral and written discourse, but from the point of view
of space and time, the concept of discourse denotes an active attitude to the text, its consideration
in the process of communication. The shift in linguistic science toward functionalism, which
emphasizes language as a crucial tool for categorizing the world and reflecting human cognitive
activity, introduced a new approach to defining discourse [1, 244]. From the standpoint of
modern approaches, discourse is considered “as a complex communicative phenomenon that
includes, in addition to the text, also extralinguistic factors (knowledge of the world, values,
attitudes, goals of the addressee) necessary for understanding the text” [2, 8].

In the context of rapidly developing linguistic science and the increased interest of
linguistics in the problems of communicative interaction, specific types of discourse that reflect
the characteristics of different groups, strata and different goals of communicants attract close
attention of researchers. The professional discourse is of particular interest, the identification of
principles for their research is a relevant and in-demand task, therefore it would be appropriate to
study each linguistic phenomenon simultaneously from cognitive and communicative positions;
social cognition [3, 19].

V.I. Karasik suggests distinguishing two main types of discourse: personal (personally
oriented) and institutional. In the first case, the speaker acts as a person, reflecting the full
depth of his inner world, while in the second case, he acts as a representative of a specific
social institution. According to Karasik, institutional discourse is “a specialized clichéd form of
communication between people who may not know each other, but who must communicate in
accordance with the norms of society” [4, 385].

In the classification of institutional discourse, political and diplomatic ones occupy a special
place. Although political and diplomatic discourse are considered the same by most people, and
even interchangeable in some characteristics, they have significant differences from each other.
In this study, political and diplomatic discourse will be studied comparatively, an attempt will
be made to distinguish them, identify their similarities and specific features.

The similarities between diplomatic and political discourses are evident, as heads of state,
politicians, and foreign policy officials often act as agents (participants) in both. Moreover,
diplomatic and political discourses intersect according to another parameter of Halliday’s
classification, namely, the parameter of the form of discourse. It is worth noting here that an
important factor in the convergence and intersection of the discourses under consideration
is that diplomatic and political relations are largely determined by speech processes. We can
note the connection between diplomatic discourse and political communication, the purpose
of which, in general, can be summarized as the discussion and resolution of important issues:
a) the allocation of state resources; b) the control/right to make decisions (judicial, legislative,
executive); c) the application of sanctions (the right to punish or reward) [5, 14].
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Comparative analysis of political and diplomatic discourse

Another similarity of political and diplomatic discourse is their strategy. Both discourses are
constructed with a long-term strategy in mind: in politics to maintain power or popularity; in
diplomacy to maintain relationships and reach mutual agreements. Two types of communication
rely on certain norms, rules and traditions that dictate how and what can be said within the
framework of these discourses.

Political and diplomatic turbulence occurring in modern society introduces certain
corrections both to the definition itself and to the functional means of diplomatic and political
discourses, bringing together and complementing the analyzed types of discursive practices with
other types of communication. Often in the scientific works of researchers, it is noted that the
interpenetration, complementarity, convergence of lexical systems of political and diplomatic
discourses with other types: media discourse, legal, non-economic, confessional, etc. can be
traced in both discourses.

Obviously, diplomatic and political discourse have much in common, they are complementary,
but the communicative acts of each have their own specific features, the aim of these types of
discursive practices are fundamentally different. The goal of political discourse is to influence
the recipient from dominant positions. Communicative acts of political discourse are usually
addressed not to individuals, but to the masses. According to D.B. Gudkov “Dialogue occurs
according to the “leader — crowd” scheme, and the leader can also be collective (for example:
a newspaper, a television channel, etc.)” [6, 33]. If the goal of political discourse is the struggle
for power [7, 326], then from the general definition of diplomacy it follows that, in addition to
the tasks of informing and coordinating interests, the functions of diplomatic communication
include protecting the interests of the country and its citizens.

Despite the apparent similarity between diplomatic and political discourses, there are a
number of factors that prevent diplomatic and political communication from being similarly
identified. From the point of view of cognitive linguistics, the content of political discourse
includes “knowledge that can influence the production and perception of speech; other texts,
the political views of the author and his tasks, as well as the political situation” [8, 20].

According to French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu “political discourse is the opinions and
discussions expressed on political issues in society” [9, 201]. Russian scientist V.A. Maslova, in
her definition of political discourse, draws attention to its psychological foundations and the
influence of extralinguistic circumstances: “Political discourse is the result of the formation and
perception of texts, as well as the influence of extralinguistic factors participating in the process
of text perception” [10, 208]. Political discourse is rooted in specific ideological views, which
are expressed through texts disseminated within society [11, 177]. According to Islam, political
discourse is a special type of discourse that aims to conquer and maintain political power. In
linguistics, political discourse is presented as a multidimensional and multifaceted phenomenon,
as a complex of elements forming a single entity [12, 352].

Based on the research of political discourse by Kazakhstani researcher B.A. Akhatova, it is
obvious that participants in the political process prefer to use language with semantic ambiguity,
since this gives them the opportunity to manipulate public opinion. This ambiguity contributes to
the obscuring of negative information, disguising data, hiding objective facts and even avoiding
personal responsibility, which facilitates the transfer of the burden of responsibility [13, 21].

The difference between diplomatic communication and political communication lies,
first of all, in the specifics of the social institution and its representatives. If we consider the
social institution as “a socially legitimized expertise together with those persons authorized to
implement it” [14, 164], then in diplomatic communication it is relevant to a very limited group
of people.

The social purpose of political discourse is to instill in the addressees — citizens of the
community — the need for “politically correct” actions and assessments. In other words, the goal
of political discourse is not to describe, but to convince, awakening intentions in the addressee,
providing grounds for conviction and encouraging action. Some researchers are of the opinion
that persuasion is the main characteristic of political discourse.
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A politician, using symbols in his speech, must be able to reach the mass consciousness.
Trying to attract listeners to his side, they do not always resort to logically coherent arguments.
Sometimes it is enough to simply make it clear that the position in favor of which the proponent
speaks is in the interests of the addressee. Defending these interests, they can also influence
emotions, play on feelings of duty, on other moral attitudes. The tasks of diplomatic discourse
can generally be reduced to the tasks of the concept of foreign policy of the state. The values
of diplomacy and, consequently, diplomatic discourse, are reduced to compliance with the
principles of a sovereign state, dispute resolution by diplomatic means, i.e. through negotiations,
orientation towards multipolar cooperation, etc. All of the listed values and principles are
elements of international legal documents and integral parts of diplomatic protocol. The events
of diplomatic discourse include conferences, summits, briefings, press conferences, receptions at
various levels, etc.

The addressee of the diplomatic discourse is a representative of the same diplomatic
institution or another institution or a representative of the society as a whole in relation to the
representatives of the institution. In a political discourse, communication takes place between
three participants: the addressee (the speaker is a politician who claims power), the direct
addressee (the listener is most often a political opponent) and the addressee-observer (the
people). According to V.I. Karasik, “in the context of formal (institutional) relations, there are
two typical participants in the relationship: agents and clients. Agents are representatives of a
given social institution, and clients are people who are not associated with social institutions”
[4, 385].

The addressees of diplomatic discourse are representatives of the institution of diplomacy,
who can be professional diplomats — officials of the foreign ministry, persons involved in the
foreign policy of the state — heads of state, heads of government, heads of special bodies, that
is, persons who implement the foreign policy of the state, represent and protect the interests
and positions of the country. As the addressee (client) of diplomatic discourse, we consider the
same players of the institution of diplomacy or representatives of any other opposing institution,
including representatives of the media, representatives of the general public, people from the
business world, ordinary citizens, and citizens of the state.

The next distinguishing feature of diplomatic discourse is peculiar turns of speech or special
discursive formulas adopted in diplomatic communication. “Special attention is devoted to the
form, first of all, to the address, the final compliment, the correct spelling of the addressee’s last
name and his title” says Popov [15, 576]. These formulas vary depending on the addressee of
the message, its content, genre, but in each individual case, the rules regulate the entire type
of document or form that must be used in a speech of one or another type. The characteristic
features of institutional diplomatic discourse are the multipolar nature of interaction, the desire
for cooperation, the comprehensive information component, the complex nature of foreign policy
relations, and the defense by diplomats of the interests of their state. One of the characteristics of
diplomatic texts is their informativeness, the collective image of the addressee.

Modern political discourse is characterized by features of various functional styles. Although
a politician’s public speech usually belongs to the journalistic style, it is obvious that within the
framework of one speech, depending on the communication situation, elements of other styles,
for example, the conversational style, can be used. In official situations, the degree of control over
speech increases. The larger the audience, the more official the speech style becomes. The use of
the conversational style in an official setting is a stylistic device that achieves the effectiveness
of discourse.

Any speech message conveys the author’s point of view with the help of the linguistic means
used and thus exerts influence. It is influence, as noted above, that is the communicative goal
of the politician. Thus, political communication is a special form of influencing communication.
Political discourse forms a certain ideological attitude, value orientations and ideals, as well
as a political picture of the world in the addressee. Thus, the main feature of public political
discourse is its pragmatic focus, namely, managing public opinion, forming a certain assessment
of information and an emotional reaction to it in the collective addressee.
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Turning to the most significant linguistic features of political discourse, it is worth noting
the careful choice and use of syntactic constructions, primarily the active and passive voice. The
active voice is used by politicians in speeches within the framework of an appeal to the people in
order to show readiness to fulfill promises and to act in general. The use of a verb in the passive
form allows the attention of listeners to be refocused from the actor, thereby removing some
degree of responsibility from him for any actions.

At the word-formation level, a number of linguistic features of political discourse can
also be identified. American and English political speeches frequently feature nouns formed
through conversion or compounding of verbs and adverbs: take-over (seizure of power), lay-out
(a person who has lost his job), push-over (an easily surmountable obstacle), shut-down (closure,
liquidation), etc.

One of the methods of word formation is “blending”, which became widespread in the
English language in the twentieth century, although some scholars argue that this method
appeared long before the nineteenth century [16, 20]. “Blending” involves combining two words
into one, and the resulting formation includes the lexical meanings of both words. Often, the new
word consists of the beginning of one word and the end of another word. Thanks to “blending”,
a large number of new words have appeared in the language, which are common in the fields
of politics, advertising, as well as in the media and everyday communication. For example:
ObamaMania, Obamamentum, cameracature, Oxbridge, etc.

The lexical features of political discourse are further characterized by specific linguistic
techniques. Metaphor is widely used in constructing a political picture of the world, but it serves
not only to attract the attention of a potential audience. Metaphor in political communication is
not limited to the artistic side. It affects both the subconscious and unconscious components of
human behaviour. With the help of metaphor, politicians can establish contact with the audience,
create an atmosphere appropriate to the situation. In particular, such expressions as fight a war,
win a battle, line of defence, firing line/line of fire, when used metaphorically, should certainly be
classified as a military metaphor.

In the metaphorical picture of American politicians, reality is regularly presented as
a war being waged on various fronts. The following nominations belong to the frame under
consideration: battle, fight, combat, struggle, etc. Depending on the sphere of activity to which a
particular politician appeals in their metaphor, various types of “wars” can be found in their
discourse: war on terror, war on coal, battle for healthcare, etc.

Results. Summing up, political discourse is functional; its main function is persuasion;
the subject implements a strategy of argumentation and positive self-representation. Political
discourse is not characterized by unique linguistic strategies that are inherent to it exclusively but
demonstrates selectivity in the choice of certain linguistic means and stylistic devices depending
on their effectiveness in the conditions of a certain speech situation.

Diplomatic language is fixed and universal. It should be noted that the language of
diplomacy is always limited by the choice of speech means. The difference between diplomatic
and other types of discourse is the presence of strict linguistic frameworks that limit the choice of
lexical means of expression and determine the functional style. The lexical feature of documents
in the diplomatic sphere is the use of international diplomatic terminology, terminology of
international law and socio-political terminology, which covers foreign policy terms. Diplomacy
is closely connected with the legal sphere, since it relies on the norms of international law when
conducting a state’s foreign policy.

The use of imperative structure in the language of diplomacy is not allowed. In such cases,
the document may be rejected, returned, and even lead to a diplomatic crisis. According to K.A.
Logunova, the language of diplomacy includes conditional-adversarial sentences, words aimed
at finding an agreement, and phrases that ensure diplomatic etiquette [17, 125].

Since Latin was originally the diplomatic language, most international terms in the
diplomatic sphere are of Latin or French origin. In the 20th century, the terminological system of
diplomatic language began to be influenced by English, which at that time acquired the status
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of an international language. The German language is no exception in the continuity of the facts
of the development of the diplomatic language system. Thus, most of the diplomatic terms are
borrowings from the above-mentioned languages. Among the actual borrowings from Latin and
French in diplomatic practice today, the following lexemes appear: attaché, diplomam, demarche,
communiqué, consul. Such terminology is manifested in the texts of verbal notes, in which calques
are clearly present: de-gpaxmo (defacto), nepcona rown zpama (persona non grata), cmamyc xeo (status
quo), modus vivendi — these terms are not subject to assimilation during calques.

Any international meeting is organized strictly in accordance with the requirements of
international law and observance of diplomatic ceremonial. Thus, any diplomatic event begins
with an exchange of pleasantries, with welcoming, friendly words addressed to the parties
present. The most common forms of address in diplomatic meetings as: mister, friend, friends,
colleagues, comrades, mister Secretary General, Mr. President, etc. For example: Dear Mr. President!
Dear friends! Good afternoon, Your Excellency, Mr. Secretary General!

Conclusion. Political and diplomatic discourses are fundamental components of both
international and domestic relations, playing a crucial role in shaping public opinion, influencing
political decisions, and facilitating communication between various actors on the global stage.
These forms of discourse contribute to the development of national strategies, international
cooperation, and the resolution of conflicts. Despite certain external similarities, political and
diplomatic discourses exhibit distinct characteristics in their objectives, rhetorical strategies, and
linguistic structures.

To sum up, we can state that political discourse as a type of institutional discourse has a
number of systemic features that largely determine its nature, the strategies and tactics used in
it, in particular, determining its manipulative potential. Political discourse is primarily directed
at engaging the general public, mobilizing support, and shaping political narratives to influence
governance and policy-making. It often employs persuasive techniques, emotional appeals, and
ideological framing to reinforce particular viewpoints and gain public trust. Political leaders,
parties, and institutions utilize this form of discourse to assert authority, legitimize actions, and
establish dominance in the political arena.

In contrast, diplomatic discourse focuses on fostering friendly international relations,
maintaining sovereignty and cooperation, and promoting a positive national image. It serves
as a mechanism for negotiation, conflict resolution, and fostering cooperation among states
and international entities. It is characterized by its measured tone, emphasis on neutrality,
and strategic ambiguity, ensuring that communication remains constructive and conducive to
mutual understanding. Diplomats and international representatives employ specific linguistic
conventions to maintain decorum, avoid direct confrontation, and seek compromise in complex
geopolitical contexts.
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A.NCAAM, A.E. BEMICEBAEBA
AObp12ai1 xaH aThIHAaFE! Kasak xaabIKapaablK KaThIHacTap >KoHe d1eM Tidaepi YHUBEpCUTeTi,
Aawmarsr, Kazakcran

CAJSICU J)KOHE AUTIAOMATUSIABIK AVNCKYPCTBI CAABICTBIPMAABI TAAAAY

Angaatna. Maxkaaaga casicu >kKoHe AUILA0OMaTUAABIK AVICKYPCTapAbIH HETi3Ii aliblpMaIllbLABIKTaphl
MeH YKCaCTBIKTaphl, 01apAbIH MaKcaTTapbl, KbI3MeTTepi >KoHe TiAJiK epeKIleaikrepi KapacThlpblaajbl.
Exi amckypcra Ja KOAAaHBLAATBIH A€KCUKAaABIK >KoHe TIpaMMaTHUKaAbIK Kypaaldapabl TaljayFa
JKoHe OJapAblH KOMMYHHUKATHBTIK MaKcaTKa >KeTyJeri peJiHe epekille Haszap ayJAapbliajbl.
Cascm AMCKypC KOMIIiAik ayAuTOpHUsFa, XaAbIKTBIH KOAJAyBIH adyfa >KoHe KOFaMABIK MiKipai
KaABIITacTBIpyFa OarpITTadfaH. ©3 KeseriHde, AMIIAOMATVAABIK AMCKYPC —YCTaMABLABIKIIEH,
OeliTapalTHIKIIEH >KoHe MeMAeKeTapalblK ©e3apa 9peKeTTecTiKTe BIMEBIpara KeAyre YMTBIAYMeH
cumaTTadaabl. AUIaoMaTUAABIK JKoHe casicu AVCKYPCTBIH OpTaK TycTapbl KOIl >KoHe oaap OipiH-
0ipi TOABIKTBIpaAbl, dITCe A€ dPKAVICHICBIHBIH KOMMYHHMKATUBTI aKkTidepi oapTypai >KoHe AVMCKYPCTiH
MaKkcaTTapbl KypT epekireaeHeai. KapacTolpplaraH aiibIpMallblABIKTap MeEH YKCACTBIKTap OChI
cazasapAarbl KOMMYHMKaIMs MEXaHU3MAEPiH KoHe 04apAblH KOFaMABIK IiKip MeH XaAblKapaablk
KaTbIHaCTapFa ocepiH TepeHipeK TyciHyre MYMKiHAIK Oepeai. 3epTTeyje Ma3MyHABI Taaday >KoHe
AVICKYPCTBIK, Taaaay, COHBIMEH KaTap CaAbICTBIPMAaAbl >KoHe AMHIBOCTUAMCTUKAABIK Taajay
aaicTepi KoagaHBlAaAbl. MaKada HoTIKeAepi AUCKYPCTBIH opOip TYpiHiH HerisTi CTMAMCTMKAABIK
epeKIlelikTepi MeH KOMMYHMKATUBTIK KbI3MeTTepiH alKbIHAAABL. AABIHFaH HITHKeaAep Kasipri
KOFaMJarbl CasiCi >KoHe AUINAOMAaTUAABIK AMCKYPCTapAblH MHI MeH peaiH TycCiHyai TepeHaeTyre
MYMKiHAiK Oepeai. COHBIMEH KaTap aTaAMBIII AUCKYPC TypAepi cascy AMHTBIMCTUKA, XaABbIKapaaAblK
KaTbIHAcTap, MaJeHueTapaAblK KOMMYHUKaIMs JKeHe ayJapMa calachlHAarbl MaMaHJAap YIIiH Je
Iaitaaanl 0OAyBl MYMKIH.

Tyitin ce3aep: AMCKYPC, cascu AUCKYPC, AUTLAOMATUAABIK AMICKYPC, aTeHTTep, KOMMYHIKaIILs,
casgcaTkepaep, AUILAOMarTap.
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A.NICAAM, A.E. BEMICEBAEBA
Kasaxcknit yHuBepcuTeT Me>KAyHapOAHBIX OTHOIIEHNIT I MUPOBBIX A3BIKOB M. AOblL1ali XaHa,
Aamarel, Kazaxcran

CPABHUTEABHBIV AHAAU3 IIOAUTUYECKOT O U AUTLAOMATUYECKOTO
AVICKYPCA

AnHoTanus. B crathe paccMaTpuBalOTCs KAIOUeBbIe Pa3AMYMS M CXOACTBA ITOAUTUYECKOTO U
AUTII0MaTNIECKOTO AVICKYPCOB, UX 11eAM, PYHKIINY, a TaK>XKe SA3BIKOBbIe 0coOeHHOCTU. OCOObIN aKIeHT
cdeZaH Ha aHaAU3€e A€KCUKO-TpaMMaTUYeCKUX CPeACTB, UCII0AB3YEMBIX B 000X AVICKYpPCax, X POAN
B AOCTVDKEHMM KOMMYHMKATHUBHBIX Ileaeil. IToamTmyeckmiti AMCKypC OpMeHTUpPOBaH Ha MacCOBYIO
ayAUTOPUIO ¥ HallpaB/AeH Ha IIpUBAeUYeHIe TOAAep>XKM U POPMUpOBaHIe OOIIeCTBEHHOTO MHEHISI.
B oramune ot Hero gunaomarnyeckuii AVCKypcC XapaKTepuayeTcs cAep>KaHHOCTBIO, HeMITPaAbHOCTBIO
U CTpeMAeHueM K IIOMCKy KOMIIPOMMCCOB B MEXIOCY4apCTBEHHBIX — B3aIMOAEVCTBIUAX.
ANnaoMaTUdecKuii ¥ OAUTUIECKUI AMCKYPC MMEIOT MHOTO TOYeK COITPMKOCHOBEHIS U AOIIOAHSIOT
APYT ApyTra, HO UX KOMMYHMKaTMBHBIE aKThl U IIeAM padAndaloTcsl. PaccMOTpeHHBIe pasAnums U
CXOACTBA IIO3BOAAIOT TAy0OoKe TIOHATh MeXaHM3Mbl KOMMYHUKALIMN B AQHHBIX cpepax M UX BAVSHIE Ha
oO11lecTBeHHOe BOCIIPIUATHE U MeXXAyHapOAHbIe OTHOIIIeHM:. B nccaejoBaHmM UCITOAB3YIOTCS METOABI
KOHTEHT-aHaAM3a U AUCKypC-aHaAM3a, a TakXKe COIIOCTaBUTeAbHOIO U AMHIBOCTUAMUCTUYECKOTO
aHaamsa. Pe3yabTaThl pacKpbIBalOT OCHOBHBIE CTUMAMCTUYECKNEe OCOOeHHOCTM M KOMMYHMKaTMBHbIE
¢ysKMM Kaxkaoro tmma auckypca. Iloaydennsle pe3yAbTaThl IO3BOASIOT YIAYOUTH ITOHMMaHIe
CYITHOCTM U POAU TIOAUTHYECKOTO M AMIIAOMATIYEeCcKOTO AMCKYpPCOB B COBpPeMEHHOM OOIIlecTse,
a TakKe OHM MOTYT OBITh IOAE3HBI A4S CHEIJMaAMCTOB B 004acTU IOAUTUYECKON AMHIBUCTUKI,
MeXAyHapOAHBIX OTHOIIEHMI, MeXKKYAbTYPHOM KOMMYHUKAIIUM U IIePeBOJa.

Karo4geBble caoBa: AUCKYpC, HOAUTUYECKUI AUCKYPC, AMIIAOMAaTUYECKUI AVICKYPC, areHTH,
KOMMYHMKaIs, TOAUTUKHY, AUTTAOMATBL
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