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Abstract. The paper addresses the problem of discourse structure as one of the most
controversial issue of contemporary linguistic studies. The research aims at identifying two
principal types of structural relationships between discursive parameters. The aim and its
corresponding tasks have been achieved through the use of the complex methodology
integrating the methods of critical discourse analysis, 'speech act theory' explanatory tools
combined with the methods of Grice's pragmatics, form / function pragmatics and some
politeness theory procedures. The major finding is that there are two types of structural
interrelations between discourse parameters, i.e. multi level or hierarchic relations manifested
at the level of discourse system and single-level syntagmatic and paradigmatic links identified
at the subsystems level. In international legal discourse the structure is specified as the
hierarchical subordination of pragmatic and verbal devices to a single cognitive basis
represented by the conceptual opposition between “sovereignty” and “common good”, resulted
in the soft law strategy of normative mitigation in areas of international cooperation somehow
intervening with the scope of the state sovereignty. The single-level type of structural relations
is associated with both syntagmatic “if-then” links (when one pragmatic phenomenon triggers
a set of other pragmatic devices) and paradigmatic connections (associative links of different
pragmatic devices specifying the same concepts and its manifesting strategy).

Identification of structural links between multilevel and single-level discourse parameters
contributes to the further study of discourse as a particular structured system.

Key words: discourse structure, hierarchic relations, syntagmatic, paradigmatic,
multilevel links, single-level relations, international legal discourse.

Introduction. The  problem  of discourse either as (a) a discursive
discourse as a structure of interconnected semiosis within which framework a text is
elements remains one of the most signified (dynamic / processual aspect) or
controversial in modern linguistics. The as (b) a relatively stable configuration of
main difficulty in substantiating the communicative signs (static aspect).
structural properties of discourse is, on the In dynamic aspect it seems possible to
one hand, the traditional (originated from talk about discourse structure as a set of
structural paradigm) approach to components / modules involved into
understanding structure as a combination discursive semiosis. However, such an
of syntagmatic, paradigmatic and approach does not bring us closer to
hierarchical connections, which is difficult to identifying the invariant properties of
“apply” to communicative-discursive discourse as a structural integrity,
phenomena. On the other hand, the distinguished by a certain regularity of
approaches to identifying the discursive principles and relationships.
structure depend on understanding the The purpose of the article is to
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identify the structural integrity of discourse
in terms of relationships and
interdependencies between its parameters.

Recent researches and publications.
The contemporary studies of discourse
structure are not numerous and focus on the
relationships between either (a) the discourse
components, which constitute a certain
communicative hierarchy — from simple to
more complex interaction units (speech act —
communicative acts — exchange —
transaction) [5] or (b) constituents of discourse
situation, i.e. addresser; addressee, text as a
verbal macro-sign, produced by the
communicators common efforts; various
contexts affecting the course of discursive
semiosis, “interiorized reality” [1; 4; 6], etc. The
weak point of the first approach is that it is
operable only in respect to conversational
discourse. The second approach does not
take into account the differences between the
structure of discourse and the model of a
complex communicative sign. (respectively,
discourse structure units correlate here with
components of a communicative-discursive
model).

In addition to these approaches, some
scientists attempt to identify the cognitive
basis of discourse structure, which
determines a mode of signification in
discursive semiosis and, correspondingly,
the specifics of signifiers, communicators
pragmatics and other discursive
parameters [1, c. 112-123; 3]. This
approach traces back to the concepts of
‘conceptual architectonics” and “discursive
formation” by Michel Foucault [13]. Of
particular interest to our research is the
philosopher's idea of discourse as a
specific space of knowledge, determined by
deep “archetypal” attitudes and principles.
The concept of discourse as a knowledge or
cognitive structure (in terms of the actual
cognitive  discursive  paradigm)  was
substantively developed by critical discourse
analysis [22; 23], especially in its post-
structuralism manifestation [2; 8; 10; 13; 18].
According to discourse analysis the
integrity of discourse is determined by the
model of signification, relating to a symbolic
space of identical signs while excluding

alternative / illegitimate meanings. The latter
approach constitutes the first methodological
premise of our research relating to the
identification of the structural relationships
between multi-level parameters.

The specification of the second type of
structural relationships between single-level
parameters are in line with the concept of

multifaceted pragmatics [16; 17] and
pragmatic  attractions, i.e. relations
‘between the implicit dimension and

inference patterns of direct acts' illocution
viewed through the triggers and meanings
of (...) the implicatures and semantic
presuppositions” [16, p. 128].

Data and methods. The research data
have been collected from the international-
legal discourse based on the “soft law”
documents of international environmental
law and the law of the non-navigational
uses of international watercourses [11; 20;
21]. Specification of the discourse structural
relationships base on the complex
methodology, which includes (a) the
method of critical discourse analysis [2; 6;
22; 23], suggesting the connection between
concepts of the institutional ideology, their
manifesting discourse-forming strategies,
corresponding pragmatic devices and
verbal code as well as (b) 'speech act
theory' explanatory tools [19] combined
with the methods of Grice's pragmatics [15],
form / function pragmatics [7, p. 30] and some
politeness theory procedures [11].

Results. Exploring the patterns of
relationships between discourse elements,
researchers have identified some principles
of its structural organization, i.e. (a) identity
or invariance; (b) interdependence and
interconditionality, implying regular
correlations of parameters — both multilevel
(at the level of the discourse system) and
single-level (at the level of its subsystems);
(c) parameters differentiation and
(d) dynamics as a factor of the meanings
re-articulation while replacing the structure
of discourse [1; 2].

These principles identification bases on
the idea of discourse as an integrated
space of meanings, structured by the
configuration of values (symbols,
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“legitimate signs”), which determine the
parameters of other levels. The analysis of
international legal discourse [3] made it
possible to reveal two types of structural
relations between discourse parameters:
hierarchical relations between multilevel
units with the priority of cognitive
parameters, and single-level relations of
interdependence and interchangeability.
Thus, modern international legal
discourse is constituted through the
dichotomous unity of the value concepts of
“sovereignty” and “common good’ [3]
associated with the archetypal “individual —
common” opposition. Consequently, the
pragmatic facet of these concepts involves,
on the one hand, a set of "sovereignty
protective" strategies and, on the other
hand, strategies implementing the concept
of "common good", which restrict the states’
sovereign rights (political, economic,
national-cultural, public) in favor of the
‘common good” regulation. In various
international legal documents “common
good” strategies are manifested by
institutional strategies both of nature
protection and legal regime of “res omnium
communis” (common heritage of humanity),
In their turn, the institutional strategies
(interactive-pragmatic parameters) deter-mine
the information-pragmatic discourse
properties or “operational” pragmatic devices
(specifics of speech acts, presuppositions,

implicatures, politeness strategies,
cooperative maxims observing / flouting, etc.),
which are finally indexed by verbal
parameters.

In particular, “common good” strategies
imply the ‘soft law’ pragmatics and
stylistics. since any restriction of sovereign

rights in favor of common (universal)
interests requires “kick methods”.
Pragmatic devices include:

(a) Distance (negative) politeness
means, i.e. generalization, disagentivity

(predominance of nouns, nominalization,
passivation), the use of empty signifiers
denoted by abstract meaning lexemes,
emphasis on the rights instead of
obligations and other down-toning means,
which scale down the level of states

responsibility for the international document
implementation:

‘Members have the right to take
sanitary and phytosanitary measures
necessary for the protection of human,
animal or plant life or health” [20];

“convinced that the global and local
challenges of climate change cannot be
met without the participation of all people at
all levels of society” [11].

(b) indirect speech acts with directive
illocutionary force intended to mitigate the
imposition while urging states to take
particular legislative measures:

“This Declaration recommends States
to consider these ethical principles in all
decisions and actions related to climate
change” [11] (directive illocutionary force is
mitigated here by the utterance structural
arrangement in the form of representative).

(c) the Maxim of Quantity violation
(from the perspective of Grice's Principle of
Cooperation) since the delicacy of the
negotiation and consensus situation is
iconically reproduced by the text structural
complexity, manifested by subordinate
clauses, participial phrases, verbal adverb
phrases, etc., which exceeds the optimal
amount of information, thus flouting the
corresponding cooperative maxim:

“Considering that climate change not
only erodes the sustainability of Earth’s
ecosystems and the services they provide,
as well as threatening the future well-being
of people and their livelihoods, local
communities, and individuals through
harmful and negative consequences, some
of which are potentially irreversible, States
and all actors should take appropriate
measures within their powers”[11].

Another ‘soft law’ pragmatics regularity
encompasses the use of disclamers,
stipulations and reservations as the
markers of conventional implicatures that
expand the possibilities of alternative use of
the document:

“‘Where a watercourse State considers
that adjustment and application of the
provisions of the present Convention is
required because of the characteristics and
uses of a particular international watercourse,
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watercourse States shall consult with a view to
negotiating in good faith for the purpose of
concluding a watercourse agreement or
agreements” [21];

“If a watercourse State is requested by
another watercourse State to provide data
or information that is not readily available, it
shall employ its best efforts to comply with
the request but may condition its
compliance upon payment by the
requesting State of the reasonable costs of
collecting and, where appropriate,
processing such data or information”[21].

At the same time, the considered
pragmatic parameters allow us to illustrate
another type of structural relationships,
which consist in interchangeability and
interdependence of the single-level units
when one pragmatic phenomenon triggers
a set of other pragmatic devices. For
example, negative / distant politeness
expressed by structurally complex means
correlates with violating the maxim of
guantity of information, which, in its turn,
results in conversational or conventional
implica-tures. The illocutionary force of
indirect speech acts is often based on
conversational implicatures.

If we draw a parallel with the types of
structural connections in a language system,
the revealed type of relations is associated
with  both  syntagmatic  “if-then” links
(cooperative maxims'’ violation always results
in conversational implicatures) and
paradigmatic connections (distant / negative
politeness is regularly associated with indirect
speech acts, the quantity maxim’s flouting,
etc.).

However, the possibility of different
types of single-level structural
interdependencies is explained by the first
type of structural relationships - the
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hierarchical subordination of pragmatic
devices to a single cognitive basis (in case
of international legal discourse it is
generalized by the concept opposition
between “sovereignty” and “common good”;
resulted in the soft law strategy of
normative mitigation).

Conclusions and discussion. The
paper has identified two principal facets of
structural links  between  discourse
parameters. The first type includes
hierarchic relations between different levels
of discourse system with the priority of
cognitive parameters, determining the
interactive-pragmatic discourse properties,
resulted in their turn, in the operational
pragmatics and its corresponding verbal
code. The second type encompasses the
single-level syntagmatic and paradigmatic
interrela-tions at the level of discourse
subsystems. The structure of international
legal discourse is specified as the
hierarchical subordination of pragmatic and
verbal devices to a single cognitive basis
represented by the conceptual opposition
between “sovereignty” and “common good”;
resulted in the soft law strategy of normative
mitigation in those areas of international
cooperation, which somehow intervene with
the scope of the states’ sovereignty. The
single-level type of structural relations is
associated with both syntagmatic “if-then”
links (when one pragmatic phenomenon
triggers a set of other pragmatic devices) and
paradigmatic connections (associative links of
different pragmatic devices with the same
concepts and its manifesting strategy).

Identification of structural links between
discourse parameters contributes to the
further exploration of discourse as a structured
system.
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B3AEMO3B’A3KN NAPAMETPIB AUCKYPCUBHOI CTPYKTYPU
(HA MATEPIAII MDKHAPOOHO-NMPABOBOIO AUCKYPCY M’AKOIO NMPABA)
H. K. KpaBueHko, H. B. Hikonbcbka

AHomauiss. Y cmammi po3ansidaembscsi npobriema cmpykmypu OUCKYpCY, WO € OOHUM
3 Halicyrniepeydnusiwux numaHb cy4acHo20 Mogo3Hascmea. Mema QocCnidxeHHs — su3Haqyumu
08a OCHOBHI muru cmMpPyKmMypHUX 38'dA3Kie MiX OUCKypcusHUMU rapamempamu. Memu ma
3ag0aHHsl  Haykoeoi  po38iOKU  00CS2Hymo  3a805IKU  8UKOPUCMAaHHK  KOMIIEeKCHOI
memoadaosnoeii, Wo iHmezspye mMemodu Kpumu4yHO20 OUCKYpC-aHasidy, akmoMOB/IeHHESO20
aHanisy, y noedHaHHi 3 memodamu rnipazmamuku I, T1. [padca, ¢popmanbHO-YyHKUIOHAIbHOI
npazmMamuku ma efiemMeHmamu memody, 6a3oeaHo20 Ha meopii esidriugocmi. OCHOBHUM
GUCHOBKOM € me, WO iCHytomb 08a muru cmpyKmypHUX 83aEMO038'A3Ki8 MiX rnapamempamu
ouckypcy: bazamopieHesi abo iepapXiyHi 8IOHOCUHU, WO 8USIBISIOMbLCS Ha Pi6HI OUCKYPCUBHOI
cucmemu, ma 0OHOPIBHESI CUHMazmamuyHi ma napaduaMamuyHi 38°13KuU, 8U3HaYEHI Ha PIiGHI
nidcucmem OUCKypcCy. 3’acoeaHo, WO y MiXXHapOOHO-MpPagso8oMy OUCKYPCi CmpyKkmypa rnocmae
SK iepapxiyHe ridrnopsdKysaHHs rnpazsmMamuyHux ma eepbanbHUX napamempie €OUHil
KO2HImuUBHIli OCHO8I, sika npedcmasrieHa rnpomucmasseHHsIM KOHUenmie "cysepeHimem" ma
"3acanbHe 6na2o0" i 3yMoesite 3acmocyeaHHs IHemumyUuidHUX cmpameeit M'sko20o rnpasa i
mux cgbepax MDKHapOOHOI criienpayi, 0e € reeHe empy4YyaHHsa 8 cghepy OepxasHO20
cysepeHimemy. OOHoOpieHesul murn CMPYKMypHUX 8iOHOCUH acouitoembCcs SK i3
CUHMaaMamu4yHUMU "Ku0-mo" 38’d3kamu (Kosiu OOHe rpazMamuyHe seulie 3arydyae HU3KY
IHwux), mak i 3 napadueaMamu4yHuUMu 8iOHOWEeHHSMU (acoyiamueHi 38'A3KU  Pi3HUX
npazmamuy4yHux rnapamempie 4epes ixHe niOnopsiOKyeaHHsT OOHOMY KOHuenmy ma
cmpamezisim 1020 pearnizauii).

BusienieHHs cmpykmypHUX 38’A3kie Mk 6azamopieHesumMu ma OOHOpieHe8UMU
napamempamu  OUCKypcy  crpusie  nodanbWoMy 8UBYEHHK  OUCKYpcy SIK  MeeHOI
cCmpyKmypogaHoi cucmemu.

Knroyoei cnoea: cmpykmypa OUCKYpCy, IepapxidHi 8iOHOCUHU, CUHMazamamuyHi,
napaduamamuyHi, 6azamopigeHesi 38’93Ku, OOHOpIieHe8I BIOHOCUHU, MiXXHapOOHO-rpasosull
ouckypc.
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