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ABSTRACT

Nowadays, conducting research on different types of
discourses occupies a special place in the linguistics of our
country and the world. This is explained by the process of
expanding the relationship between countries and of each
language as a result of the rapid development of science and
technology, the increase in the amount of socio-economic,
scientific and technical information. This process creates the
need for scientific research of the political language used in
many states cooperation areas.
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INTRODUCTION

The study of diplomatic discourse and politicalcdisrse involve
identifying the main features of these types oftiinsonal
communication and theirdifferences from other types
communication similar to diplomatic communication gertain
parameters. According to the views of several mebeas,
diplomatic discourse is about who speaks, to whand what
goals the speaker sets for himself.

METHODS ANDMATERIALS

In this article we consider the relationship betweelitical and
diplomatic discourses.diplomatic discourse hasldipeharacter
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and represents a specific form of political activiDn the other
hand, the goal of the action agent is to reach gmeement
between the various participants of the commuracatbn
international policy issues, to establish relatiobstween
countries based on mutual interests, to coorditieti interests,
to expand cooperation, to limit conflicts, etc..this case,
diplomatic discourse is a closed process of negyortis prepared
and conducted on the basis of specific theoretiodds and
practical developments in communication theory,flatiology,

communication psychology, etc., and therefore aandmsidered
a specific scientific activity of members of th@ldimatic corps.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

First, let's look at the dictionary meaning of theord
"diplomacy" in theUzbek Explanatory Dictionary: “Diplomacy
(fr.diplomatie/jun.diploma - a sheet of paper faldi@ two) 1.
The state's activities in the field of implementirigreign
international policy and communicating with foreigountries. 2.
Skillful dealings aimed at achieving a goal" [1,4g2Similar
definitions of diplomacy are given in other dictésies published
abroad. The Macmillan Essential Dictionary defimgslomacy
as: "1. the profession or skill of establishingefidly relations
between countries. 2. the ability to deal well withople so as
not to offend them" [2, 191].

According to experts in the diplomatic corps, "diplacy is
the science of international relations and the sezdstate and
special bodies of foreign relations: the Ministr§ Boreign
Affairs, diplomatic functions, diplomats' particigen in
determining the direction of the country's forejgmlicy and its
peaceful implementation. The main goal and tast gotect the
interests of the state and citizens" [3, 4]

The nature of the agent and the client determihesthird
characteristic of diplomatic discourse — its god@s the one
hand, the agent's task is to inform the generaliguboth at
home and abroad, about the views of the governofethie state
he represents on certain international issues.
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The purpose and situation of diplomatic commundcati
determine the communicative aspect of speech, ithaiV speech
acts and the genre as a whole. However, the concamive
component is only one aspect of any speech expressi
parallel with the communicative aspect, that ighwhe specific
situation of oral communication, with all its indiual
circumstances. The transition of thought into shés@xpressed
in the translation of cognitive formations deteradnby the
subject of discussion into language systems. Tthesiull speech
activity combines communicative, cognitive and liiggic
aspects. Together, these aspects reflect the ahtprogram of
speech, which exists in the consciousness of tloévitdual
speaker and represents the "hierarchy of propasitimderlying
it" [4, 114]

As the Russian linguist and psychologist A. A. Li&®n
noted, “A hierarchy is formed by the speaker on libsis of a
certain directional strategy in the situation diws, depending
on the “cognitive weight” of one or another compuanef the
situation” [5, 114]. In other words, the presené@ single topic
of communication, as well as the presence of a, gtizs not
mean that the psychological structure of the tajtigation will
be the same in the mind of the speaker and listemdro differ
from each other in terms of their psychological relteristics.
This situation allows us to highlight another paeaen in the
general structure of diplomatic speech - the digitsnlinguistic
personality, his communicative, cognitive and liisgic abilities
ultimately determine the success of all communicati

Thus, diplomatic speech can be considered as #isgeom
of communicative activity, the main difference beém which
and other types of communication is its multifadeteature,
which is associated with various goals and objestiwhich are
carried out in different contexts — public and pte:The
specificity of the context — a wide public audierarean equal,
educated and informed partner — determines thelsoadel of
interaction and the direction of interaction, thesgibility of
achieving goals, the choice of speech strategythadspecific
features of the use of linguistic means, directiated to the
individual level of development of communication.
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The public form of diplomatic discourse belongshis type
of institutional communication, which by its chatexistics
corresponds to political communication. The conoechetween
politics and diplomacy shows that, unlike some pgpheres of
activity, political diplomatic actions are mainlpeech actions,
and in both cases "language is not only a mean®ftgcting
political reality and a component of the politicghere" [6]. Its
main function is that language serves as “a hidsieurce of
power” [7, 2] allowing those who use it to directhfluence the
course of events. In other words, language, botbolitical and
diplomatic communication, does not simply influetice state of
relations between states. With its help, a sepavattdview of
these relations is created, demanded by the statecartain
political forces, both in the minds of the negadtigtpartners and
in the public mind.

The second important factor that determines thdéasity of
these types of speech practices is the certainfigjtgcof the
goals of diplomatic and political discourses, althlo this affinity
is not obvious, it can be determined only througmparative
analysis.

At first glance, the goals of these types of disiugr
practices are quite different. If the goal of poat discourse is
the struggle for power, it follows from the genedaffinition of
diplomacy that, in addition to the tasks of infomgi and
coordinating interests, the functions of diplomatic
communication include the protection of the intesesf the
country and its citizens. However, an analysis niérnational
documents shows that in practice, the concept oftépting
interests” is often replaced by the desire to dstalbontrol over
one's partners, to take a leading position in tlegldvusing
various forms of pressure on the international comig and
various international organizations, without takimgp account
the positions of other participants in the inigahtact.

From the similarity of goals follows the third poithat
unites diplomatic and political discourses — théncidence of
their orientation towards the fulfilment of a cart linguistic
task.
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First, these considerations relate to the genénguistic
function that determines the nature of all language the
Russian linguist E. I. Sheigal noted: “Politicakclurse, along
with religious and advertising, is part of the guoaf discourses
in which the regulatory function is dominant” [86-88]. The
function of regulating the addressee's activitycoemaging him
to take necessary actions by creating favorablalions for
activity is also manifested in the public form oipldmatic
discourse.

As part of its instrumental function, the languagé
diplomacy is intended to perform several tasks &nguage of
politics. First, it forms a certain perception @ality between
communication partners, that is, it acts as a guikrondly,
these languages are understood as the tasks ahbaeregration
and social differentiation, as well as the tasksnoyement, that
is, the task of mobilizing activities that are nfasted in various
genres of diplomatic discourse reflected in the smawedia.
Meanwhile, the mass form of diplomatic discourserignarily
aimed at shaping public opinion on a number ofrirdggonal
issues, that is, its main social goal is the sameha goal of
political discourse, namely, to instill in the neigints the need for
"politically correct” actions or assessments, bseathis is
beneficial for those striving for power. The diplatic discourse
agent creates a “ground for convincing” society thfe
correctness of its course, while at the same tiefnidg the
circle of its supporters. The final stage is thegstof developing
a line of struggle against the enemy. As in pdlitidiscourse, in
diplomatic discourse all of these tasks are caraetiwith the
help of special signs, that is, through the idei@igneanings of
political terms, which are reflected explicitly, asell as
indirectly, through a special choice of vocabulémgt assesses
the tone of the entire speech.

The increasingly frequent publication in the medfathe
contents of diplomatic negotiations and some otliplomatic
documents leads us to another, fourth, intersecgiomt of
diplomatic and political discussions — the "blemdinand
"transparency"” of their boundaries at a certaimioi
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On the one hand, such types of discourse remaituiisnal
forms of communication. However, the changes takilage in
modern society cannot but leave a certain markhemt which
brings these types of discursive practices clas@ther types of
communication.

Also, researcher E. I. Sheigal, in his monogramgvotes a
comprehensive analysis of political discourse, shgwhat in its
peripheral genres, political discourse can be catenected with
the functions of other types of discourse — masdiane
pedagogical, legal, religious, and others.

It can be said that this peculiarity is also chemastic of the
public form of diplomatic communication, which hakanged
significantly in recent decades.

The new features that diplomatic discourse has ieenijat
the current stage of development are directly edlad the global
changes that have been taking place in the world the past
decades. The situation has changed dramatically tne past
decades. The growth of trade, the increase in riatemal
financial transactions associated with the estaivient of
various types of ties between states — the emeegesfc
international corporations, joint ventures, intéior@al tourism,
and others — led to the redirection of diplomacyvéads
economic expansion. In recent decades, trade, gforei
investment, and everything that "improves prospgerithe
standard of living, and the quality of life" havaeken first place
in diplomacy, after the security and territoriateigrity of the
country. This is precisely why a new branch of dliphcy has
emerged, it was directly involved in coordinatimgations within
and between various economic unions and blocs, &b as
economic relations in the area of intersection rerests of
various countries outside of unions and blocs.

This situation also cannot but affect the contdrdiplomatic
discourse. In general, negotiations in the fieldirgérnational
trade are undoubtedly diplomatic in nature, buytharsue not
only political, but also economic interests of tlstates
participating in them. Such negotiations shouldude not only
negotiations between any two states, but also ieiguts on the
creation of concepts for the development of economiations
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within the framework of projects to create a matgkal
mechanism of free trade zones, customs and payoreahs,
uniform foreign trade systems, customs and taslation.

In this case, a unique process of "mixing" of difa types
of discourse — diplomatic, political, commerciaafigres — takes
place in one text. In this sense, diplomatic dissewppears in
the mass media to a lesser degree than politicsdodise.
However, speeches by diplomats at meetings of theur8y
Council, the UN General Assembly, and its many oizgtions,
public radio and television appearances by ambassaditlining
the local and foreign policies of the state thepresent, and
interviews with representatives of the diplomaticps published
in the media, Information-analytical articles basesh
confidential materials of embassies and othersctijreelate to
the field of diplomatic discourse, in this casewimg its close
connection with political communication.

It can be said that the unity of the informatiormichel about
the political and diplomatic activities of the staed to the
formation of another kind of system of discursivegtices -
theatricality.

The specificity of the theatricality of politicaistourse has
been studied a lot, and as researchers have pomigdthis
feature of political communication is based on save
interrelated factors:

1. The perception of politics as a type of socahg;

2. The form of describing fragments of politicakets;

3. The ritual of political actions, which leadstt® perception
of any political event as a theatrical action tgkjplace on
the "stage of life";

4. The widespread use of theatrical metaphors ie th
interpretation of political dialogue; [9, 48]

In general, the theatricality of the mass form dblamatic
discourse, like its counterpart, the theatricalif political
discourse, is determined primarily by the speaifiaracteristics
of the addressee, that is, the mass audience. Coization with
them is carried out only at the level of the ingtdn or its
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representative — the "citizens". This feature isifested in its
plot-role layer, as well as in the tendency of pblic mind to
understand diplomacy through the theatrical stage.

All of the above features of the public form of Idimatic
discourse also determine its specific speech genpesss
conferences, speeches, interviews, statementsersaiions with
representatives of the press, and many of thenegpond almost
entirely to genres that belong to political discmur

On the other hand, there are several factors thetenit
impossible to distinguish between diplomatic andiitipal
communications.

The difference between diplomatic communication and
political communication is, first of all, the spicicharacteristics
of the social institution and its representativeisst of all, these
are specially trained personnel, that is, membefs the
diplomatic corps. The "upper echelon" consists ightranking
state officials with the most complete knowledgel anithority,
who are given the opportunity to carry out bothitpal and
diplomatic actions at the same time. The addresde¢his
component of diplomatic discourse is also uniquigldnacy's
modern demand for transparency provides an oppgbrtaa
expand the boundaries of the client sphere of diplc
communication. On the one hand, this type of comoation is
aimed at a mass addressee, in this case, the daslglomatic
discourse, like political discourse, are to "see amderstand
reality” using linguistic means (translation andentation), to
manage (control) the consciousness of the massesaih, to
integrate and differentiate, to agonistic and hanizing, as well
as to disseminate information, create an agendd, asualyze
future and past events. On the other hand, thisvaarication is
aimed at partners with equal status, and in the & it
becomes information and motivation to action asrttaén task.
So, the task of providing information in diplomatitscourse has
its own characteristics.

According to many experts, the main criterion for
information content is the novelty, relevance, aadquacy of
the content in presenting information [10, 118-135]
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As researchers of political discourse have noteditiqal
communication is a ritual, and therefore the latkaovelty is
often compensated for by affectation. As a rulegrefore,
affectation and evaluation prevail over evidence.

The requirements for the professional skills of iplanat
include, in particular, the requirement for perf@obwledge of
the professional language, the main characte$tiehich is the
character of restraint and caution. Therefore, eél@ments of
false candidacy in the political component of dipédic
discourse represent a kind of "Aesopian” language is easily
read by professionals and are intended to perfdmost the
same tasks in the mind of the public addresseea gmlitical
communication: to create an atmosphere of calmoiiety, to
provoke the desired reaction of the recipient,itle unnecessary
information, etc. Semantic ambiguity is also impattto allow
the participants of the communication to "savertiheputation”
and not aggravate the situation.

In general, in our opinion, the political form oifptbmatic
discourse primarily reflects the various connedidretween
diplomatic communication and society. Its analydlews us to
understand how the goals and objectives of statdgio policy,
which stem from the social norms of people's caltualues, are
transmitted to the public consciousness througb thipe of
communication and forms, along with political laage and the
"global worldview." The success of this form of idimatic
discourse is determined by the ability of the comioation
participants to use the most effective and appabgri
communicative (verbal and nonverbal) means of comication
in this type of dialogue. In other words, the lesEtevelopment
of a person's communicative competence plays dapete in
the functioning of this aspect of diplomatic dists® as the main
indicators of which are:

1. His level of knowledge of different speech genre

2. Dominant communicative attitude based on thepaditility
of speech and moral norms;

3. Belonging to a certain type of speech culture;
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However, the political form of diplomatic discourge only a
visible and smaller part of this type of institutad
communication. Most diplomatic communications al@sed in
nature, not intended for public discussion. Thejuaness of this
form of diplomatic discourse comes from the underding of
diplomacy as a science of negotiation. In our apinthis makes
it possible to separate diplomatic discourse asra bf scientific
communication in the general field of diplomatic
communication, in addition to the public aspect.

In this study, we adopt a broad understanding df E.
Sheigal's term "political discourse" and considéplammatic
discourse to be an institutional type of discouvdeich is a type
of political discourse. Orientation of diplomatisscourse to the
foreign policy of the state, as well as stylistitdanstitutional-
role differences in the characteristics of politiaad diplomatic
discourses do not exclude diplomatic discourse ftbensphere
of political communication, because foreign andalgmolicy are
different aspects of the concept of "state policy".

Meanwhile, diplomatic discourse is an institutiomgbe of
discourse with a number of specific features (higitture of
communication, specific characteristics of the albaistitution
and its representatives, adherence to diplomadipol). On the
other hand, the presence of common features witlticad
discourse allows us to consider diplomatic disceues its
foreign policy-oriented variety.
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