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Abstract. The article is devoted to the issue of multifunctionality of epideictic discourse
as one of its key pragmatic functions. We have identified the main functions of epideictic
speeches: argumentative function; declarative function; function of creating a certain
psychological and emotional state; function of producing an aesthetic effect; socio-semiotic
function manifested in reproducing or transmitting certain knowledge and social values;
world-modeling function, namely formation of values, creation of models for determining the
non-discursive reality.

Epideictic discourse is understood in the research as a kind of conceptual semiotic
space which reproduces and forms the combination of social and sociocultural values
integrated in the key concept of «uniting solemnity / sublimity». In terms of pragmatics this
concept correlates with the generalized complex goal (to reveal the significance of an event
or a person with emotional accord of the audience, and maintain / create the own positive
image), subconcepts (freedom, equality, justice, reputation, dignity, life, reward, success,
memory, respect), which, being the common categories from different spheres of
institutional and everyday communication, ensure the contact of epideictic discourse with
other discourses: political, administrative, educational, household, etc.

Keywords: epideictic discourse, multifunctionality, epideictic speech, pragmatic goals,
concepts

Introduction. Contemporary discourse studies showed that a new tendency in the
interpretation of epideictic discourse is focusing on its performative aspect. Most foreign and
some home discourse scholars consider it in terms of the world modeling function, that is
creating the values and models of extradiscoursive reality [2, 3, 5, 9].

Analysis of recent researches and publications. In the “New rhetoric” epideictic
speech is seen as a preparation for the action. According to C. Perelman and L. Olbrechts-
Tyteca, it makes the basis of all argumentation as epideictic speech invites to the action,
appealing to the values which it glorifies [10, p. 50]. Based on the modern understanding of
“a genre” from the point of view of epideictic rhetoric, the researchers, thus, focus less their
attention on a ceremonial function and aesthetic descriptions of epideictic speech and more
on a performative function and its impact on further argumentation [5]. Celeste M. Condit
argues that epideictic rhetoric has an influence on consequent argumentation, giving the
Speaker a possibility to define some social realities, and the Hearer — to realize and accept
such a way of defining the concepts [6]. To form the sense of solidarity the Speaker in an
epideictic speech creates an attractive community and “invites” the Hearers to join it.

Further research of pragmatic potential of epideictic discourse was focused on its
educational and philosophical functions [7; 11; 12]. This research was based on rethinking
Aristotle’s definition of the function of epideictic as “praising and blaming” [8]. Bernard K.
Duffy asserted that the aim of epideictic rhetoric is to pass, although non-perfectly, eternal,
common to all mankind values of previous times [7, p. 85]. The philosophical aim of
epideictic discourse consists, according to Duffy, in teaching the Hearers the ideas which
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make the basis of human judgments. D. Sullivan shared the idea that a successful epideictic
speech forms an aesthetic concept about common to all mankind values and “encourages”
the Hearers to follow them [11]. Eric Vatnoey admits that through praise and blame the
Speaker, thus, can enrich cultural, political or common to all mankind values that build a
certain society [12, p. 8].

Results. Taking into account huge pragmatic potential of epideictic speeches, we
generalized and distinguished the most typical functions of epideictic discourse:

1) argumentative function that is foregrounding the position of a Speaker, persuading
the audience in certain ideas, creating the position of a supporter or an opponent;

We will defend our people and uphold our values through strength of arms and rule of
law. We will show the courage to try and resolve our differences with other nations
peacefully — not because we are naive about the dangers we face, but because
engagement can more durably lift suspicion and fear. (Applause.)

The Speaker tries to persuade the Hearers in his position about the political course,
highlighting peaceful way of doing this.

2) declarative function that appears in declaring social and legal values;

We affirm the promise of our democracy.

Our celebration of initiative and enterprise, our insistence on hard work and personal
responsibility, these are constants in our character.

3) the function of creating the emotional and psychological state relevant to the
situation to present the ideas or convictions more effectively;

No single person can train all the math and science teachers we’ll need to equip our
children for the future, or build the roads and networks and research labs that will bring new
jobs and businesses to our shores. Now, more than ever, we must do these things together,
as one nation and one people. (Applause.)

The idea of unity is represented after a bright example of a failure while being single.
Thus, the Speaker created a favourable emotional background for an introduction and
efficient acceptance of a necessary conviction.

4) the function of making an aesthetic effect: having pleasure from stylistically
appropriate and linguistically perfect speech; psychic income related to the confession of
oratorical capabilities of the Speaker, creation of positive feelings for Hearers, such as calm,
pride, inspiration, unity, and others;

For history tells us that while these truths may be self-evident, they’ve never been self-
executing; that while freedom is a gift from God, it must be secured by His people here on
Earth. (Applause.)

Our brave men and women in uniform, tempered by the flames of battle, are unmatched
in skill and courage. (Applause.)

The example above show linguistically correct and stylistically relevant speech,
enhanced with references to the most authoritative person (the God). Mentioning the
Hearers (His people) in this context makes them proud, happy and supportive to the
Speaker.

5) sociosemiotic function of recreation, creation, or transfer of certain knowledge and
social values

Each time we gather to inaugurate a President we bear witness to the enduring strength
of our Constitution.

Here the national value of the supremacy of Constitution is transferred.

We are true to our creed when a little girl born into the bleakest poverty knows that she
has the same chance to succeed as anybody else, because she is an American; she is free,
and she is equal, not just in the eyes of God but also in our own. (Applause.)

Other common values such as freedom and equality are transferred to the Hearers.

Considering the above-mentioned, we give our own definition of epideictic discourse
while determining its constitutive (discourse making) characteristics. The definition of
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epideictic discourse can be made within one or a few approaches to defining the discourse
in modern scientific research, taking into account considerable divergences in scientific
schools and directions concerning the definition of this concept. The institutional nature and
mentioned above performative function of creating or recreating social values let epideictic
discourse to study it within semiotic tradition of defining the discourse in modern critical
discourse analysis and poststructuralist studies: as communication spheres with focusing
on its cognitive world modeling aspect; as a combination of principles and models of reality
representation, as the performative phenomenon, that forms the image of the world,
institutional practices, rules, behaviour standards [1, c. 16-20].

One of the ways to enhance the pragmatic effect of epideictic rhetoric is to rethink its
functions, completing the traditional ones with the functions of creating common values. In
particular, Celeste Michelle Condit determines such pairs of functions, as “definition /
understanding”, “display / entertainment” and “shaping / sharing” [6]. In our view, these
functions, on the one hand, correlate with informative, entertaining and persuasive functions
(creation of values and perceptions of the world) and, on the other hand, are based on
certain combinations of illocutionary forces.

Conclusion. In terms of the above mentioned we define epideictic discourse as a kind
of conceptual semiotic space which reproduces and forms the combination of social and
sociocultural values integrated in the key concept of «uniting solemnity / sublimity». In terms
of pragmatics this concept correlates with the generalized complex goal (to reveal the
significance of an event or a person with emotional accord of the audience, and maintain /
create the own positive image), subconcepts (freedom, equality, justice, reputation, dignity,
life, reward, success, memory, respect), which, being the common categories from different
spheres of institutional and everyday communication, ensure the contact of epideictic
discourse with other discourses: political, administrative, educational, household, etc.
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NONIPYHKUIOHAJBHICTb AK MPATMATUYHA XAPAKTEPUCTUKA
ENIAENKTUYHOIO AUCKYPCY
T. A. NacTtepHak
AHomauiss. Cmammio rpuces<HeHo rpobremi nosighyHKUioHaibHocmi enidedkmu4Ho20
ouckypcy, OOHIU 3 Uioe0o npoeidHUX npasMamu4yHux xapakmepucmuk. Ceped OCHOBHUX
yHKUIU enideldkmu4yHUX MPOMO8 8UOINIEHO. apayMeHmamueHy QyHKUito, 0eKkrnapamugHy
YHKUIIO; QDYHKUIIO CMBOPEHHSI Me8HO20 [1CUX0J/1020-eMOUiliHO20 cmaHy; QQYHKUI0
30ilCHEeHHSI ecmemu4yHo20 egbekmy; couioceMiomuyHy byHKUi0, WO 8US8NISIEMbLCS Y
8i0meopeHHi / mpaHCcasAyii NeeHUxX 3HaHb ma CyCriflbHUX UiHHOCcmeU; a makoX

101


https://www.publicdeliberation.net/jpd/vol11/iss2/art5
https://www.publicdeliberation.net/jpd/vol11/iss2/art5

ceimomooerntoydy yHKUil0 — hopMyBaHHs UiHHOcmel, CmeopeHHs Modesiell 0O3Ha4YeHHs
1103aducKypCcUBHOI peasribHOCMI.

Enidelikmu4Hul OucKypc yceidomnoembcsi y OOCTIOKEHHI K NeeHUl KOHUernmyarsbHo-
cemiomuyHUU ripocmip, sKUU 8i0meoproe | QOPMYye CYKyrnHiCmb coujaribHUX i
COUIOKYIIbMYPHUX UiHHOCMeEU, W0 iHmeapyrmbCs 8 KHo4o80MYy KOHUernmi «06’eOHyroqa
ypoyucmicmb / rniOHeceHicmb», AKUU 8 rpazgMamuyHOMY [r1aHi KOPese 3 y3az2allbHeHOH
KOMITIEKCHOK MEeMOto (8usisumu coujiarnbHy 3Hadyumicme rnooii abo ftoOuHU i3 eMOUitHUM
€0HaHHAM 3 aydumopieto | nNidmpumMaHHsIM / CM8OPEHHSIM 8/1aCHO20 M03UMmugHo20 IMIOXY),
a makox e cybkoHuernmax (ceobola, pieHicmb, cripasednueicmb, perymauis, 2iOHicCmb,
Xumms, Haz2opola, ycrniwHicmb, nam’sme, roeaesa), WO € Kameaopu3auiero 8
uepeMoHianbHOMYy nrnaHi MNOHAMb 3 PisHUX cgbep [HemumyuitiHo2o | nobymoso2o
CrifikysaHHs, 3abesriedyroyu OomuyHicmb  ernidelUKkmu4yHo20 OucKypcy 3 IHWuUMuU
OuCKypcuUBHUMU  pi3Hosudamu:  rosimuyHUM, aldMiHicmpamueHUM, redaz2oeidyHum,
nobymosum mouwio.

Knroyoei cnoea: enidelkmu4yHUl OUCKYpC, nonigpyHKuioHanbHicms, ernidetdkmu4yHa
rpomosa, rpasmamudyHi Yiri, KoHyenmu

NOJIM®YHKLUMNOHAINIBHOCTb KAK MPATMATUYECKASA XAPAKTEPUCTUKA
SAMMAEUKTUYECKOIO AUCKYPCA

T. A. NacTepHak

AHHOMauyus. Cmambsi  nocesweHa  npobneme  nonugyHKUUOHanbHocmu
anudelkmu4ecko20 OucKypca, OOHOU U3 e20 8edywux rnpasMamuyHbIX xapakmepucmuk.
Cpedu 0CHOBHbIX QPyHKUUL arnudelKmu4yecKkux pedel Mbl 8bI0ENUU; apayMeHmamugHyH
yHKUUIO, OeKnapamusHyo hyHKUUI; OYyHKUUK co30aHuUsi orpedesieHHO20 CcuUXoso20-
3MOUUOHAaIIbHO20 COCMOSIHUS, (bYHKUUK OCyuwecmerieHUsi acmemu4yeckoa2o aggekma;
coyuoceMuomu4ecKkyro (hyHKUUI, NposisiseMyro 8 60cCo030aHUU, co30aHUU U mpaHCisyuu
orpedenieHHbIX 3HaHUl U obuwecmeeHHbIX UeHHOCmeUl; a makxXe MUpPOMOOEsUPYWYH
yHKUUD — opmuposaHue  UeHHocmel, co30aHus Mooesned  ornpeoesieHus
BHEOUCKYpCUBHOU peasilbHocmu.

Anudelkmudeckul  Ouckypc ornpedesisemcss 8  uccrie0ogaHUU KaK  Hekoe
KOHUenmyarbHO-CEMUOMUYECKOE MPOoCmpaHcmeo, Komopoe eocco3daem u ¢hopmupyem
COBOKYMHOCMb CcouuasibHbIX U COUUOKY/IbMYPHbIX UeHHOocmel, UHMeepupoB8aHHbIX 8
K/IO4e8oOM  KOHUernme  «0bbeduHswasi MmopXecmeeHHOCmb /  MpUrnoOHSMoe
HacmpoeHue», Komopoe 8 rpazMamu4yHoM rfaHe Koppenupyem ¢ 0606weHHoU
KOMIIIEKCHOU Uerbio (8biS8UMb couyuarbHyt0 3Ha4yumMocmb cOobbimusi unu 4Yesiogeka C
3MOUUOHasIbHbIM eQUHeHUeM ¢ ayoumopued u noddepxxaHuem / cosdaHuem cobcmeeHHO20
no3umueHoeo umuodxa), a makxke 8 cybkoHuenmax (ceoboda, paseHCmMeo,
cripasednueocms, periymauyus, 00CMOUHCMEO0, XU3Hb, Hazpada, ycriewHocms, namsime,
yBaXkeHue), Komopble A8MSAIMCS Kameaopu3ayuel 8 UepeMOHUaslbHOM rraHe MoHSmud
U3 pasHbIx cghep UHCMuUMyyuoHasabHo20 U bbimogoao obweHus, obecrieqyusas obwHoOcmMb
anudelikmu4ecko2o OUCKypca ¢ Opyaumu pa3HO8UOHOCMSIMU OUCKypca: MoaumuYeCcKuUM,
adMuHUCmpamueHbIM, nedazoa2u4eckum, 6biImosbiM u m. ri.

Knryeeble cnoea: snudelkmuyeckuli  OUCKYpC,  MONUGYHKUUOHaIbHOCMb,
anudelikmuyeckas peyb, npazmamuyeckue uesu, KoHUernmsi
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