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Abstract

The practices of interpreting the concept of discourse can hardly be reduced to some general
definitions. Based on the discursive analysis, it is quite pointless to try to finally find a single
unified definition of discourse that would be shared by all linguists. Thus, the approach to
understanding this term in the field of humanities leads to an analogy with Wittgenstein's
concept of family resemblance since each of the interpretations of discourse is related to other
concepts which leads to the construction of a complex network. It seems possible to reduce
all these interpretations to a “common denominator”, as well as to assert the hypothesis that
all these concept-notions underlie an essential and significant area of human activity. Thus, one
of the tasks of the article is to examine the sphere of human practices designated by the definition
of discourse which represent a very important phenomenon in human communicative activity.
Another task is to describe the nature of interaction and interpenetration of discourses in the
process of communicative practices. The article does not claim to have the only correct
interpretation concerning the concept of discourse and the principles involving interpenetration
of its types; the research and academic goals presented are rather an attempt to include several
new cells in the already existing conceptual networks which are located in the linguo-
philosophical space.

Keywords: discourse, discourse analysis, discourse interactions, discourse ontology, discursive
strategies, genre of spoken and written speech, methodology, discourse theory, religious discourse,
scientific discourse, speech

Funding. No funding was received for writing this manuscript

For citation: Libba E. A. Practices for interpreting the models of discourse interactions
(transdiscursivity) as revealed through discursive strategies. Vestnik of NEFU. 2026;23(2):128-135.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.25587/2222-5404-2026-23-2-128-135

OpuzunanbHas Hay4Has Cmamaosl

MeToAbI HUHTEPIIPETAIUY JUCKYPCUBHBIX B3aUMOAEHCTBUM
(sABJIEHUY TPAHCAUCKYPCUBHOCTH), BHIABIAEMBIX
IMOCPEICTBOM JVICKYPCUBHBIX CTPaTerum

E. A. Jluooa @
Poccuiickas npaBoBas akajgemust MuHuctepcTBa roctunuu PO,
r. Capanck, Poccuiickas @enepauus
D4 snezhinka elena@mail.ru

© JIn66a E. A., 2026
128



https://orcid.org/0009-0001-7203-4491
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-7203-4491

Vestnik of North-Eastern Federal University, Vol. 23, No. 2, 2026

JIu6oa E. A. MeTtonpl MHTEpIpETalUd IUCKYPCUBHBIX B3aUMOCHCTBHUII (SBICHUI TpaHCIUCKYPCUBHOCTH),
BBISIBIIIEMBIX TTIOCPEJICTBOM JIUCKYPCHUBHBIX CTpaTeruii

AHHOTAUS

[IpakTuKy WHTEpPIpETAI[UN MTOHATUSA IHUCKypCca €IBa JIM MOXHO CBECTH K KaKMM-THOO OOIIM
ompenencHusAM. VcXoas W3 AMCKYPCHBHOTO aHAJN3a, COBEPIICHHO OECCMBICIIEHHO MBITATHCA
OKOHYATEIBFHO HAWTH eIWHOE YHUBEPCATBHOE OIpEACNCHHE AMCKypca, KOTOPOE pa3iellsuin
OBl BCe TUHTBUCTHL. TakuM 00pa3oM, MOAXOA K MOHWMAHHIO TOTO TePMHHA B T'yMaHUTapHBIX
HayKaX NPUBOJAUT K AaHAJIOTMU C KOHLENINEN «CEMENHOr0 CX0ACTBa» BUTreHmTeiiHa, HOCKOIbKY
KaXJas W3 HWHTEPIpEeTaluii ANCKypca CBS3aHAa C APYTUMH TOHSATHSIMH, YTO TPUBOAHUT K
MIOCTPOCHUIO CIOKHOM ceTtn. [IpenacTaBisieTcsi BOSMOXKHBIM CBECTH BCE WHTEPIPETAHHA K
«o0meMy 3HaAMEHATENI0», a TaK)Ke BBIABHHYTH THUIIOTE3y O TOM, YTO BCE AITH KOHIICTIIIHH
JIe)KaT B OCHOBE CYIICCTBCHHOH WM 3HAYMMOW OOJACTH UEIOBEUECKOW MESTEIBHOCTH. TaKuM
o0Opa3om, OmHOW W3 3amad pabOTHl ABISACTCS MCCIEIOBAHHE C(EPH YEITOBEUYECCKHX MPAKTHUK,
0003HaUaeMBIX OMpPEICICHHEM OHCKypca, KOTOpBIe TIPEACTABISIOT CO0O0H OYeHb Ba)KHOE
ABJICHUE B KOMMYHHUKATHBHOM NEATEIBHOCTH dYeloBeKa. Jpyras 3amaga — ommcaTh XapakTep
B3aMMOJICHCTBHSI W B3aUMOIIPOHWKHOBEHHS TUCKYPCOB B TIPOIEcCCe KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX
npakTuk. CTaThs HE MPETEHAYET Ha SAMHCTBCHHO BEPHYIO HHTEPIPETAINIO MOHITHS THCKypca
Y TIPUHIIUIIOB B3aMMOIPOHUKHOBEHHUS €TI0 THIIOB; IPEICTaBICHHBIC HCCIICAOBATEIBCKUE M
aKaJleMHUYECKHE eI CKOpee SBISIOTCS MOMBITKOM BKIFOUYHUTH HECKOJIBKO HOBBIX 3JICMEHTOB B YK€
CYIIECTBYIOMINE KOHIIENTYyaIbHBIC CETH, PACTIONIOKEHHBIC B TMHIBOPIIOCO()CKOM MPOCTPAHCTBE.
KuroueBble cjioBa: 1UCKYpC, JUCKYPCHUBHBIM aHAJIN3, IUCKYPCUBHBIE B3aUMOACHCTBUS, KaHPbI
YCTHOH W NHCBMEHHON pEYH, KOPITyCHAs JHMHTBUCTHKA, METOMOJIOTHS, HAyYHBIH AHCKYpC,
OHTOJIOTHSI TUCKYPCa, PETUTHO3HBIN TUCKYPC, PeUb, TEOPUS AUCKypca

duHaHcupoBaHue. VcciaenqoBanne He MeN0 GHHAHCOBOW MOAACPIKKHI

Juas uutupoBanus: JIu66a E. A. MeToasl MHTepIIpeTaliiy AUCKYPCUBHBIX B3aMMOACHCTBUI
(ABMEHUH TPAHCAMCKYPCHBHOCTH), BBISBISEMBIX IOCPEICTBOM [HCKYPCHUBHBIX CTpPaTErHil.
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Bakhtin was the first to insist on the need for metalinguistics... — a discipline that
deals with text and goes beyond the sentence where traditional linguistic analysis ends.
The study of discourse, or extensive sections of speech, has become an important
area of linguistics in recent decades.

It is not entirely clear whether it will be possible to single it out as a special discipline.

V. V. Ivanov

Introduction

At the previous stages of linguistic studies, discourse was understood as an area of
communicative practices determined by a relatively fixed principle of construction and
possessing lexical integrity. It should be pointed out that some conventionality remains
due to the fact that the mentioned principle of general unification concerning interpretations
of the concept and the boundaries of its subject area is defined very vaguely.

As a result, different discourses come into contact again and again; consequently,
at a certain stage of contact, they begin to interact. This is a phenomenon of discourse
transformation, or transdiscursivity, which will be the subject of special consideration
at the subsequent stages of the article.

When considering the essence of discourse as a linguo-philosophical phenomenon,
the article primarily proceeds from the interpretation by the scholar P. Serio, later
generalized by Y. S. Stepanov [1, p. 35-73]. These scholars understand the phenomenon
of discourse as a “language within a language”.

One of the central factors that caused this complex process, which has been
intensively developing since the beginning of the 21st century, was the equally rapid
development of discourse analysis itself as a comprehensive area within humanities.
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M.M. Bakhtin also pointed out the need to study discursive space and to single it
out as a specific scholarly field: “Bakhtin was the first to insist on the need for
“metalinguistics” [...] — a discipline that deals with text and goes beyond the sentence
where traditional linguistic analysis ends. The study of “discourse”, or extensive
sections of speech, has become an important area of linguistics in recent decades. It is not
entirely clear whether it will be possible to single it out as a special discipline” [2, p. 48].
Later, R. Barthes proposed the term translinguistics [3].

The basis for the conclusions about the role of discourse analysis in methods
involving the teaching of language for professional purposes, as well as in the theory and
practice of translation, were the studies of G. Bouchard, S. Brown, D. Gaskell, L. Gavioli,
R. Carter, S. Carter-Thomas, T. Cobb, M. McCarthy, K. Hyland, and S. Hunston.

When conducting discursive analysis, this article relied on fundamental ideas and
concepts of different scholars in the following areas:

» discursive analysis (V.I. Karasik, A.A. Kibrik, L.P. Ryzhova, V.I. Tyupa,
V.E. Chernyavskaya, J. Swales, T.A. van Dijk, N. Fireclough, V.K. Bhatia) — a discursive
approach to text analysis:

* communication theory (EV. Aleshinskaya, EV. Klyuev, G.G. Pocheptsov,
A .M. Cheremisin, A.N. Yakubov) — development of a model of a communicative act;

» genre studies (L.G. Antonova, M. Voytak, VV. Dementyev, L.R. Duskaeva,
L.A. Zemtsova, LV. Sherstyanykh) — typology and pragmatics of genres;

 pragmalinguistics (L.G. Vikulova, M.R. Zheltukhina, J. Austin, S.N. Plotnikova,
E.F. Serebrennikova, J.R. Searle, J.S. Stepanov) — analysis of speech practices of
interaction and influence.

Additionally, the study establishes that the use of various semiotic elements and
mechanisms in a text indicating its categorization to a particular type of discourse.

Hopefully, the data obtained as a result of this research will contribute to the
application of linguistic studies which seems to be urgent and primarily important.

Models of transdiscursivity in the religious and scientific discourses

To explain the problem considered in this article, it seems appropriate to characterize
the ideal discourse: this investigation considers its fundamental characteristics to be
internal unity with discrete boundaries.

The ideal discourse has four models of interaction: the conflict model, the synthesis
model, the complementarity model, and the non-intersecting paths model [4, p. 1-30].
These four models are a paradigm that contains essential forms of transdiscursivity that
seem possible for other discourses as well.

The first of these models — the conflict model — implies that the scientific and
religious discourses are fundamentally incompatible and forms the foundation of the
above-mentioned elimination project. In this regard, it should be pointed out that this
model is widespread in the scientific and pseudo-scientific communities.

However, the Christian community has traditionally adopted a colonization
strategy based on the synthesis model. The colonization model can be indeed regarded as
a form of the synthesis model. The forms and types of colonization strategy within the
framework of the religious discourse are “extremely numerous and diverse” [5, p. 27].

In the Christian discourse, this situation appears to be in many ways more complex
than in the moral discourse where the very nature of colonization is often unexpected.

The initial premise is that the subject areas of both discourses are essentially
identical; it follows that the ideas about the world revealed within the framework of
the Christian discourse must correspond to scientific theories — “the nature of the
correspondence, however, can be completely different” [6, p. 312].
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An attempt to synthesize the two discourses was undertaken in medieval universities
(in the area of scholasticism); this synthesis was based on the strategy of colonizing
the scientific discourse by the religious discourse.

The objectives of this study include substantiating the hypothesis that any synthesis
to one degree or another represents colonization — its subjects can be different.

Thus, it should be taken into account that, along with the presence of common
subject areas, synthesis implies a “commonality of methodologies” [7, p. 92]. As a rule,
this circumstance is not expressed directly and explicitly yet harmonization seems
unattainable without this unification.

In other words, the correlation of two discourses and, moreover, their unification
into a synthetic discourse becomes obvious only when methods of constructing
objects implemented in them are consistent with each other. This article regards this
phenomenon as a function of a connecting link, consequently uniting the two discourses.

The basis for this unification is the special role of metaphysics which partly reproduces
the scientific discourse due to its being engaged in ideal modeling.

Thus, the scientific and religious discourses produce a unity by metaphysical discursive
strategies with the help of their rational methods. “These methods are essentially quasi-
rational” [8, p. 173] since it seems impossible to limit rationality to ideal modeling alone.

In this case, the conflict that could potentially lead to the elimination of one of the
discourses and colonization are completely removed; however, at the same time, any
interaction at all is excluded. Such a neutral relationship between the two discourses
was developed by William of Ockham who fundamentally separated them, pointing
out, firstly, the fundamental discrepancy between the subject areas, and secondly, the
radical difference in the methods they use. The article does not focus on a detailed
examination of Ockham's concept which would be a subject beyond the frameworks
of the present research.

However, in such a situation, there is no need to talk about transdiscursivity as a
phenomenon; the complementarity model in this regard turns out to be much more
useful — its emergence should, in all likelihood, “be associated with the above-
mentioned post-secular era” [9, p. 134].

The essence of the complementarity principle can be generally defined as an
attempt to explain the relationship between man and the world in two ways: religious
and scientific. It seems indisputable that both elimination and colonization are also
examples of transdiscursivity to a certain extent although the article considers them as
degenerate forms.

Communities that have adopted such strategies do not find it desirable for several
discourses to exist simultaneously [10]; as a result, they strive to find such forms of
transdiscursivity which will enable transformation from several discourses into one.

In the context of religion and science, the principle of complementarity has obviously
not yet been fully understood as an essential and especially relevant possibility of
interaction for the post-secular era. Despite the fact that many scholars have addressed
the principle of complementarity, it was considered mainly in the theoretical or ideolo-
gical aspect, i.e., researchers focused their attention primarily on its ontology [11, p. 79].

In some cases, the subject of consideration was methodology as a set of approaches
to the disclosure of discourses and modeling of the corresponding subject areas. It seems
highly doubtful that communication based on such principles exists; therefore, in all
probability, it is only possible to speak of transdiscursivity in the proper sense of the
word in relation to religion and science. B. A. Voskresensky made one of the few attempts
of this kind: in his work, he examines the principle of complementarity within the
framework of moral, Christian, and psychiatric discourses [12, p. 63-76]. However,
transdiscursivity has a direct relationship to the interaction of communities; therefore,
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true complementarity can only be discussed in terms of real communication between the
Christian and scientific communities in which their identity and autonomy are not violated.

In relation of the non-intersecting paths model, at present, modern philosophers and
psychologists question the stage-by-stage nature of this pattern, including non-discursive
practices as a part of this; nevertheless, it seems entirely legitimate to speak of the
following types of thinking reflecting the non-intersecting paths model [13].

In this connection, the American philosopher William James wrote: “The history
of philosophy is to a large extent a clash of certain psychological temperaments [...] In
reality, temperament influences the course of a philosopher’s thoughts incomparably more
strongly than any of his objective premises. The significance and persuasiveness [...] of
certain arguments depend on temperament. The philosopher seeks a world that would
correspond to his temperament and therefore believes in any picture of the world that
suits it. He feels that people of the opposite temperament are not in harmony with the
true essence of the world” [14, p. 11-12].

Further, James provides a comparative table of the qualities of “soft” and “hard” type
thinkers; later, Carl Gustav Jung borrowed James' idea.

In his work Psychological Types, Jung called the "soft" type introverted and the
"hard" type extroverted. According to James, the "soft" type is distinguished by monism
(a tendency to view the world as a unity), while the "hard" type is a pluralist [14, p. 73]. This
idea echoes the famous essay by J. Berlin “The Hedgehog and the Fox™: "The fox knows
many secrets, the hedgehog knows one — the most important one" [15, p. 185]. According
to James, the "soft" type is also distinguished by idealism. In this regard, the article points
out that at present there is no ideological ban on such a worldview which contributes to
the spread of the teachings of idealists who believe in God, the immortal soul, and the
metaphysical “subtle world”.

In order to consider the essence of the ontology of the scientific discourse, it seems
appropriate to recall the idea of regions of being developed by E. Husserl; in light
of this concept, discourse appears as a phenomenon that reveals the semantic structures
of a given region, based on the initial eidetic foundation. Husserl analyzes the
mechanisms of this process in his work The Beginning of Geometry [16]. The basis of
a specific area of the scientific discourse is ideal objectivity which further varies in the
implementation concerning various acts of consciousness.

This is [. Kant's [17] analysis of productive imagination, according to which
imagination itself, as described by the philosopher in the form of a "blind faculty", is
non-discursive in nature. Imagination appears as a faculty of the soul that creates
images in human consciousness based on certain schemas.

Thus, the phenomenon of discourse should be considered in its real manifestation
in the form of types and in the course of their interaction and interpenetration (in the
process of discourse transformation or transdiscursivity).

Results

This article was the result of scientific and practical necessity, first of all, due to the
fact that since the beginning of the 21st century, significant changes have occurred in
communicative linguistics, linguo-philosophy, theory and practice of translation, as well
as methods for teaching of foreign languages for professional purposes.

Presently, new areas of linguistic research are developing quite intensively which
have brought great changes to the field of humanities in general and to linguistic
practice in particular [18, p. 19]. In this regard, this article considered discourse analysis
on theoretical material as well as on a number of linguo-communicative practices
which showed discourse analysis to be the most important factor in the development of
modern linguistics and its related areas (such as linguo-philosophy).
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Thus, discourse is speech immersed in life: the life context of discourse is modeled
in the form of frames (typical situations) or scenarios (emphasizing the development of
situations) [20, p. 21]. The article draws attention only to a relatively little-studied topic
— discourse as a phenomenon of the linguistic and philosophical fields at the intersection
of their spaces as regarded in the light of discursive interactions, analyzing the four
models involving them.

With regard to the Christian discourse, it should be pointed out that in its nature one
component can be traced which appears as inherent in this discourse itself (as a specific
element). However, with a deeper analysis, this component can also be found in the
scientific discourse.

This approach to the discourse interactions scontributes to the awareness of a certain
cyclical structure in its evolution, similar to the structure of the hermeneutic circle; it
seems that the disclosure of its essence is realized in the process of solving specific
linguo-philosophical problems associated with discourse.

Conclusion

A comprehensive study of the axiological nature of discursivity as a universal
phenomenon from the standpoint of linguo-philosophy, sociolinguistics, and pragma-
linguistics, as well as qualitative and quantitative discourse analysis, allowed the following
conclusions to be drawn. Language communication, initially studied within the framework
of narrow linguistic disciplines, became, at the beginning of the 21st century, the subject
of study within interdisciplinary fields of knowledge — in particular, in linguo-philosophy.

In connection with the study concerning supra-linguistic layers of communication, the
concept of discourse has begun to develop intensively which is defined in the article as a
social practice denoting specific ways of representing various aspects of communication.
The basis of discourse is a communicative act as a linguistic phenomenon. The linguo-
philosophical approach to the study of discourse made it possible to identify various
discursive genres that arise as a result of communicative events. The diversity involving
communicative situations pertaining to this type contributes to interaction between types
of discourses and their interpenetration.

The article points out that discourse interactions produce a whole system of objects
while preserving their original meanings. Consequently, the disclosure of this ontology
is a continuous clarification of knowledge about an aspect of reality significant for an
individual. The initial idea, the pre-scientific grasp of the subject, is the fundamental
foundation, which perhaps, has not yet formed the subject of objectifying analysis.

In connection with the breadth of Christianity's coverage as a religion and ontological
form of thinking within huge scales of cultural and historical spaces, one of the most
important tasks involving this research is to consider the Christian discourse as a
phenomenon existing in the religious discourse.

Furthermore, the article states that there is a discursive community with its social
institutions where the interactions between discourses can be traced clearly. This refers
to all the four patterns or models of the discourse interactions. It is obvious that this
common ontological basis seemingly unites and relates different types of discourse.

Non-discursive practices cannot be reduced to the mental sphere since they cover
bodily, sensory-objective, and, apparently, spiritual components as well. In this regard,
it should be noted that the objectivity of discourse, which underlies its ontology, appears
precisely in the non-discursive area where it is actualized with the aim of being realized
in discourse as something quite definite and expressible by linguistic devices.

However, in the sphere of religion, the relationship between discursive and non-
discursive components seems especially significant for the reason that discourse is
closely connected with the area of the inexpressible by means of language.
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