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Features of literary and historical discourse

The article examines the emergence and study of the concept of discourse in modern science. The authors of
the article propose their own approach to the phenomenon of artistic discourse. The relevance and
significance of the study of literary discourse and historical discourse are aroused. The levels that distinguish
artistic discourse and historical discourse from other humanitarian discourses are considered, and the main
criteria in the artistic text are analyzed. The researcher emphasized that historical discourse is transmitted
through the perception of a historian or writer, the influence of the category of time on events in it, and
studied the specific features of the literary and historical discourse. It is emphasized that historical discourse
is not a whole continuum, but its texts can be divided into several typological groups in the classification. The
article is guided by the works of such scientists as R. Bart, A.V.Lubsky, A.P.Minyar-Belorucheva,
A.S. Adilova. In historical works of art, it is stated that the preservation of historical value is an important
factor and requires careful study.
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Introduction

The history of the world is preserved not only in historical monuments but also in the “text”. If one
looks at the essence of the text, one will find a lot of negative comments. The solution of different points of
view, which have developed over the centuries, is riddled with riddles through discourse. It originates from
ancient Greek philosophy. For the first time, this concept was encountered in the works of Thomas Hobbes
and John Locke. The concept of “discourse analysis” was considered in 1928 by Leo Spitzer in “Stilstudien”
[1], in 1952 by Zellig Harris in “Discourse Analysis” [2], only after M. Foucault’s “Archaeology of
knowledge” began to be comprehensively studied [3]. The emergence of new areas of linguistics in the
second half of the twentieth century (cognitive linguistics, psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, etc.), the rise
of communication to a new level contributed to the development of “discourse”.

When the word “discourse” is accompanied by a “text”, our scientists offer different concepts. The
relationship between text and discourse is complex and still considered an urgent problem in discursology.
For the first time, T.A. Van Dyck and W. Kinch tried to determine the difference between text and discourse
[4; 46].

Text and discourse are not opposite concepts, but their relationship with each other is discussed a lot.
For example, F. De Saussure considers the correlation between text and discourse from the point of view of a
defining position [5; 97, 98]. Scientists constantly justify the fact that it is unacceptable to replace the text
with discourse, where there is no text, no thinking, or research. Thus, the discourse does not unfold without
text. Michel Foucault considers discourse as a separate direction, saying that “discourse created by the
sequence of signs that make up a sentence is a set of words that obey the same system of formation and
depend on the same discursive formation™.

Experimental

The article uses the method of comparing text and discourse. The study aims to identify similarities and
differences between discourse and text. In relation to text and discourse, the British linguist G. Widdowson
defines that “discourse is the sum of text and situation, and text is the subtraction of situation from dis-
course”. V.I. Karasik divides the typology of discourse into three types: sociolinguistic (who speaks?),
pragmalinguistic (as they say?), thematic (about what?) [6; 276, 277].
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In sociolinguistics, discourse focuses on personality and status. Personality-oriented discourse is
divided into daily and everyday discourse, and status-oriented discourse is divided into institutional and non-
institutional discourse [6; 319, 320].

Institutional discourse obliges the narrator to represent a particular social institution. Types of
institutional discourse — political, military, medical, pedagogical, etc.

From the above, we can see that discourse is one of the most complex, multi-faceted and visible
communities in various areas of human activity. J.R. Tolkien argues that the community itself is a discourse,
and the discourse consists of a community (‘community involved discourse and discussion involved
community’) [7; 21, 22].

Many Kazakh scientists are engaged in new research on the problem of discourse. For example, the
scientist A.S. Adilova identifies the common features and differences between text and discourse [8; 16].

Doctor of philology, professor B.l. Nurdauletova and A.S. Nurzhanova in the article “Concepts of
discourse and discursive analysis” emphasized the relationship of discourse with text, the concepts of
addressant/message/addressee. Young researcher Meruert Bazarbayeva in her article “Artistic discourse in
the works of bilingual writers” focuses on the history and cognition of discourse, discursology, categories of
discourse of fiction: artistic text, author, reader, hyperbole.

A.S. Adilova clarified and proposed that because discourse is a multi-faceted complex phenomenon,
three main directions of its study are currently found in scientific circulation: Pragmalinguistic, dialogic and
cultural studies. Since the most basic component of discourse is communicants, researchers distinguish
between personal discourse and institutional discourse, based on which personal discourse itself is divided
into artistic discourse (artistic, expressive, figurative expression of a person's perception of his own game,
the world) and simple discourse (compensation for the need for everyday communication). The types of
institutional discourse involve the consideration of the purpose of communication and the main character,
often the place, of the state of communication. For example, if there is a religious discourse, it should be
considered that the conversation, discussion of the imam and the believer often take place in a mosque in as a
sermon. There are several types of institutional discourse: journalistic, religious, pedagogical, administrative,
medical, legal, political, military, advertising, scientific, etc. [8; 16].

Results and Discussion

Parameters of literary discourse

Discourse is a broad concept that covers a wide range of areas. Modern philosophy, not only in
linguistics but also in literary criticism, arouses great interest in “discourse”, “discourse approach”. Scientists
proposed to break down the differences between literary discourse and other discourses into several blocks in
determining and explaining them: Worldview, software, ontological, and methodological/technical blocks
[9].

A worldview block is a socio-cultural state, external factors of discourse. That is, the complexity of
modern culture is focused on the new traditionalism, which seeks to find a postmodern form in the new
classical worldview.

Software block defines the levels of discourse text. In literary studies, discourse refers to two levels of
text: One “object/subject” (depending on the specifics of the object of research-artistic and literary discourse
— can be attributed to the level of “hermeneutic” meta-discourse) and meta-pronunciation — “ob-
ject/subject” statements (the level of logical and methodological meta-discourse). The logical and
methodological meta-discourse is formed in connection with the definition of the relationship between
philosophy, literary studies and fiction. When considering the problems of philosophy, literary studies and
fiction, the following theoretical and methodological orientations are thematically developed to “ideal”
discourses: 1) orientation to philosophical discourse, simultaneous revision of its ontology, i.e. inclusion in
the system of “author—text-reader” (literary sub-discourses of hermeticism and deconstructivism); 2)
orientation to the conceptual and methodological ideal of scientific and natural science and linguistic
discourses, which led to the creation of structuralism and post-structuralism; 3) orientation to the main
(previously established) discursive paradigms of literary criticism, which are clarified by defining the
“author—text—reader” scheme and combinatorics when constructing the methodology of artistic text analysis
(receptive aesthetics and narratology). These orientations contribute to the formation of teleology of
discourse (the general and unifying goal of discourse paradigms — knowledge of the essence of artistic and
literary discourse and clarification of the features of discursive practice of literary studies (the logical and
methodological aspect of literary research) and general characteristics of subject methodology. However,
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these blocks do little to determine the parameters of literary discourse without “ontological and technical”
levels.

The ontological block is a form of discourse. The object of literary discourse is an artistic text. An
artistic text is a rhetorical structure, the meaning of which is not unambiguous and clearly defined, but must
be constantly formulated when interpreting different figurative structures and identifying different (“internal”
and “external”) contexts. Also, the peculiarity of fiction is that it can change its form and context in historical
evolution. The variety of goals and features of fiction discourse is explained by sub-discourses of intertextual
connections with other humanities. Based on this, literary discourse is divided into many conceptual models
of an artistic text at the ontological level. From the proliferation of conceptual models, models can be divided
into two main types: 1) models that fix and explain the “constants” of artistic and literary discourse
(structuralism, receptive aesthetics, narratology); 2) models that fix the specifics of “dynamics” and the
marginal elements of the artistic text (hermeneutics, deconstructivism, poststructuralism). These models
allow us to form a comprehensive understanding of literary discourse.

The methodological/technical block is the cognitive structure of discourse, the value of which is directly
related to the previous parameters. The issues of interpretation of scientific and artistic texts of literature are
considered.

Through the above levels, the main parameters of literary discourse are clarified, and the space becomes
much wider.

Thus, discourse has a close relationship with the text. It has its own characteristics. If the text is formed
at a specific time, the discourse can constantly change at any time. For instance, journalists can say that there
is a movement in the text, and we will not deny it. However, the thoughts and images contained in it are
“discourse”. The range of discourse is wider than the text and the same text may be the cause of the
emergence of a new discourse.

The object of literary discourse is an artistic text. The main criteria of artistic discourse: Free-emotional
and aesthetic influence on the reader; Discursive activity of the speaker; Discursive communication of the
author and the reader; Activity between a literary work/artistic text/external factor; Discourse of the speaker
and characters subordinated to aesthetic communication; Formative of the space of word art; Direct influence
on the “spiritual space” of the reader; Connection of the world depicted in the artistic text with reality;
Diversity of genre, thematic and ideological components (sub-discourses), etc.

Literary discourse is one of the most complex concepts in discourse theory. Every literary scholar and
linguist interprets it in their own way. The information in the text created by language has created a discourse
between the real world and the virtual world. This discourse not only destroyed the boundaries of the virtual
world with reality life but also led to the creation of a world of ghosts in consciousness.

Types of historical discourse

Today is the story of tomorrow. Any work has a hint of the past. Therefore, the author interprets the
past situation through an artistic text, linking it with the present. The transmission of history in an artistic text
creates a “historical discourse”.

Historical discourse is a complex concept. Eric Hobsbaum believes that history itself is a discourse. We
agree with his view because the data is transmitted through the perception of the same situations by the
persons transmitting the historical events. Naturally, the originals themselves are subject to such
modifications, as many historical researchers are.

Many historians have adopted the concept of historical discourse only after F. De Sausseur’s statement
that “language works according to its internal laws”. Eric Hobsbaum: “if you understand the language that
people spoke, thought, and made decisions in each particular era, then you can understand history. But only a
certain fact can give the solution to everything, and not a chain of words that constantly replace each other”.
However, historians do not have methods to study history other than interpreting the available data.
Historians are better to consider the language units used in that society rather than interpreting past events in
terms of their era.

Historical discourse was considered in the works of researchers as R. Bart [10], E.M. Musaeva [11],
A.V. Lubsky [12], A.P. Minyar-Belorucheva [13], and others.

The concept of “historical discourse” was first scientifically studied by Roland Bart in his work
“Fashion system”, which comprises articles on the semiotics of culture.

R. Bart in 1966, in the section “Discourse of history” of the above work, analyzed the latest
achievements of the science of linguistics of that period and stated that the emergence of “discourse of
linguistics” is possible. Since it affects literary analysis it is one of the main tasks of semiology. Do we have
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the right to further contrast poetic and novelistic discourses, fictional narratives, and historical narratives
with each other? In the course of the meeting, the participants discussed the main directions of development
of the Kazakh language in the context of historical narratives. It is on this question that the scientist
expresses the following thoughts: Do assumptions about past events in relation to our culture (since the
ancient Greeks) differ in certain originality under the rules of “truth” in historical science, which are
unconditionally subject to “truth” and “effective” justification? Is there any structural system? How is it
given in epic (novel), dramatic works? If there is such a specific or structural system, then where is it located
in the discursive system, at what level of the speech process? To find answers to these questions, several
great classics, such as Herodotus, Machiavelli, Bossuet, and Michel, have touched on the discourse of
historians (note: not fully, but partially).

First of all, under what circumstances the classical historian has the right to say or not to say by action
in his discourse. In this case, R. Bart suggests shifters.

Shifters (“words” in the sense of Jacobson) — a category that provides for the transition from self-
narration to act-based narration or from act-based narration to self-narration at a certain (some) level of non-
linguistic discourse (according to R. Bart's suggestion).

R. Bart: “There seem to be two stable types of shifters in historical discourse. The first type includes
what can be called listening shifter. This category is described by the formula C'Ca'/Ca2, which Jacobson
calls “testimoniala” in the language. The events described (Ce), the speech act of the informant (Cal) and the
word of the subject's statement (Ca2) referring to him are simultaneously mentioned in the discourse” [12].
That is, through such shifters, comments are made on any information heard by a historian who collects and
narrates information sources, testimonies, and other things related to his discourse.

Referring directly to the information heard depends on the choice of the historian. There is no need to
refer directly to the information one has heard. After all, it brings the historian closer to the ethnologist who
informs him; accordingly, these shifters are more common in ethnologists-historians such as Herodotus.

It is clear that listening shifters are not shifters that fully reveal the concept of “historical discourse™. It
is often found in ordinary stories and in some elements of novel narratives (stories derived from fictional
words found in the text of storytellers).

The type of second shifter proposed by the scientist includes all openly declared signs, with the help of
which the subject of the statement (in this case, the historian) organizes his discourse, corrects and changes
it, makes a clear mark on it. These shifters are important for the organizer of the discourse. This is because
the historian can get different narratives related to his subject, differ in that he can temporarily and locatively
adapt the data to the speech related to his subject.

The organizational charts put forward an important problem. It is the simultaneous transfer of two
times, namely, the time in which events are told and the time in which information is told according to the
act.

Such a connection gives rise to a number of important facts of discourse, R. Bart touched on three of
them:

1.All the facts that make history easier. The fact that the number of pages on both sides is the same, but
(the unit in which the time of the information reported by the act is measured) corresponds to different time
intervals (the time in which the events are reported). For example, the text of Machiavelli's work “The
history of Florence” sometimes covers several centuries, sometimes only twenty years. The closer the
historian approaches the time of the narrative, the more the time of the narrative affects the information and
slows down the field (flow) of the historical process.

2. Discourse, in all its possibilities, is obliged to delve deeply into historical time. This can be called an
crooked or chain history.

3. Organizational charts play a significant role in relation to the genealogical time of history [10].

In the “Historical discourse”, R. Bart draws attention to two permanent shifters. One of them is
“listening shifters”, the other is “organizational shifters”. The first is related to the direct listening of the
historian, and the second is related to the narrative of the historian by adapting information to his discourse.
He also did not ignore the question of the timing of the narration.

E.M. Musayeva defines: “Historical discourse — the process of forming meaning, which is aimed at
identifying the patterns of historical development of society in order to form a certain system of values in the
national community of people and is based on the processing, interpretation and analysis of information
obtained from primary sources” [11].
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According to the researcher A.V. Lubsky, in the third quarter of the XX century, the intense influence
of postmodernism on historical science led to the widespread spread of the concept of “historical discourse”,
in postmodernism, historical discourse is interpreted as having no relation to the “truth to the world” as a set
of language experiences, since it tends to “float”, therefore, in historical discourse, objective reality is not
reflected in its integrity, but continues in a temporal articulated and semiotic articulated form.
Postmodernists argue that historical reality is considered not for external recognition of the subject, but as a
“linguistic reality”, emphasizing the following features of historical discourse:

1. Verbal articulatory form of opposition to the content of consciousness, regulated by the dominant
type of rationality in a particular socio-cultural tradition;

2. A complex set of language practices involved in the formation of ideas that have an external impact
on discourse in the form of “power/knowledge”, reflecting how people are trapped in the regulatory
framework of specific discourses;

3. A hypothetical construction that does not correspond to reality, but expresses it [12].

Considering this statement by A.V. Lubsky, we assume that in historical discourse “language” is the main
meaning-forming factor.

A.P. Minyar-Belorucheva is a scientist who conducted some basic research in determining the typology
of historical discourse from the point of view of the present day. The researcher classifies historical discourse
into two types: Primary historical discourse and Secondary historical discourse [13].

All the sources that make up the original historical discourse will be flexible to detail. The second
historical discourse through the components of the primary discourse, texts (scientific-historical and artistic
works) are created, in which the primary data is not only explicit and implicit, but also valuable.

Primary data is a historical discourse characterized by a complex, multifunctional, diverse nature. Each
of them was discursive: oral relics, including chronicles, various documents: registers, acts, codes, rules, as
well as newspaper and magazine articles, pamphlets, leaflets, works of art; circulation graphics: Visual
monuments that include engravings, xylography, motion picture, video chronicle, feature films.

In the second historical discourse, the perception and interpretation of primary data, i.e. past events, is
narrated through the participation of the historical consciousness of the researcher or writer. The second
historical discourse is classified as scientific-historical and artistic-historical, divided into prototype and
individual author.

The division of scientific-historical discourse into narrative and analytical refers to individual
authorship. After all, it reflects the historian's attitude to previous events and thought processes. The second
historical discourse is directly related to the historical knowledge and experience of the historian or writer.

Through the views and positions of historians who interpret the data, the texts of the second historical
discourse are created, and the mental space formed in turn gives rise to the polyphony of the historical
discourse.

J. Swales presents the following principles of typology of historical discourse:

1. The specific vocabulary of historical discourse includes discursive formulas specific to this discourse.

2. Discursive and substantive competent representatives of the historical community include certified
specialists: scientists, teachers, history teachers [7].

As a rule, the main elements of historical discourse include:

— main events and participants;

— context;

— circumstances that accompany the events;

— background explaining events;

— evaluation of participants of the event;

— information that connects discourse with events [6].

At the same time, the actual features of historical discourse are the chronological accuracy of events,
the content of the plot and dramatization of events.

Conclusions

In general, none of the discourses is found in its pure form alone, without any impurities. Therefore, for
artistic discourse, the linguistic personality of the author and reader plays a significant role. However, since
the components of discourse are constantly changing it is subject to the laws of synergy, that is, a particular
text can be updated again after a long time, depending on the need [8].
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In postmodernism, the text dominates (the world is within the text), the product of the spoken text.
Well, in discourse, the text is a part of it. The world is comprises endless discourses, and the text wants to
define its horizon and bring it to a certain state. In postmodernism, the space of the text goes beyond the
human consciousness.

Discourse is a much more powerful channel than the semantic thought given by the text. When the text
enters the discourse, it is not the result of a single original thinking system; it becomes social thought in
different languages, in different spheres. The source of all dynamics is the original text.

Therefore, the text forms images, and discourse turns it into a thought. One is linguistic, one is social.
The main feature of literary discourse is the result of a certain culture that dominates the development of
society. Its typology is complicated because science and culture and literature are combined in the historical
discourse. The peculiarity of historical discourse is that several types of conceptual texts related to each other
participate in its formation. These are primary (original) sources and secondary texts based on them, i.e.
scientific, historical or artistic works.

In literary discourse, it is possible to define the original text, and in historical discourse, the source itself
is written through the perception and vision of a historian or writer. Historians give an interpretation of the
recorded data, which is interpreted by the writer in the artistic text. We cannot claim that any historical event
is original. If the world is within the text (in the understanding of postmodernists), if history consists of
discourse, then all discourses are the result of copies (simulacra) without the original.
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A M. XKakynaes, C.Y. Takupos

O/1e0M KOHEe TAPUXH JUCKYPC epeKuIeTiKTepi

Makanaja 3aMaHayH FhUIBIMHBIH O IIEHOEPIH/eT] TUCKYPC YFBIMBIHBIH aiiia 00Iybl MEH 3epTTelyi Typasibl
aifteuianel. JIMCKypC MEH MOTIHHIH aflbIpMaIlbLIbIKTAphl MEH ©3IHIK epeKIIeNKTepi eCKepilin, KepKeM
JMCKYpC KyOBUIBICHIHA aBTOPJIBIK KO3Kapac YCHIHBUIFAH. ©1e0 TUCKYpC IEeH TapUXH JTUCKYPCTHI 3ePTTEYHiH
©3EKTUIITT MEeH MaHBI3JBUIBIFEI KO3FauFaH. KepkeM ANCKypC NMeH TapuXH IUCKYPCTBHI ©3re¢ T'yMaHHUTAPIBIK
camaliarbl UCKYpCTapAaH epeKIIeNeiTiH JeHreinepi KapacTBIPBUIBI, KOPKEM MOTIHIETl Herisri
KpPUTEpHIlIepl capanTairaH. 3epTTeyll aBTOpNAp TapUXH IHUCKYPCTHl TapUXIIBl HEMece >Ka3yIIbIHBIH
KaObUIAaybl apKbUIbl OepijeTiH/iriHe, OHJAaFbl YaKbIT KaTErOPHsCHIHBIH OKHUFalapFa THUTI3eTiH acepiHe
TOKTAJIbII, 971e0M JKoHE TapUXH AUCKYPC TYpPJEPiHiH ©3iHAIK epeKuIeniKTepin 3epaenered. Tapuxu AUCKYpC
TyTac KOHTHHYYM €MeC, OHbIH MATIHIEPIH JKiKTeyae OipHellle THIIOJIOTHSIBIK TONTapra 0ein KapacTeIpyra
OonaThIHBIFBIHA Ha3ap ayAapbUIFaH. Makaiana auckypeka kateicTel P. bapt, A.B. JIyOckuii, A.I1. Munbsp-
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benopyueBa, A.C. AquioBa CbIHIBI FalbIMAAPAbIH €HOEKTepi OacCUIBUIBIKKA allbIHFaH. Tapuxu KepKeMm
HIBIFapMalIapa TApUXU KYHABUIBIKTBIH CaKTalybl MaHbI3bI (hakTOp GONATHIHIBIFBI )KOHE MYKHUSAT 3€pPTTEYi
Ka)KeT eTeTIHAIN alThUIFaH.

Kinm 06306}73 JUCKYPC, MQTiH, JUCKYPCTBIK Tajlgay, WHCTUTYLHUOHAJIbAbl IUCKYPC, KOPKEM QZLCGI/ICT,
KOMMYHUKaNus, JUHIBUCTHKA, IOCTMOJICPHU3M, QHG6I/I JUCKYPC, TapuXH JUCKYPC.

A.M. Kakynaes, C.Y. TakupoB

Oco0eHHOCTH JTUTEPATYPHOI0 U MCTOPUYECKOI0 JUCKYpca

B craTthe paccMOTpeH BOMPOC O MPOUCXOKACHUU U U3YYCHHH KOHICIIIMU IUCKYpca B COBPEMEHHON HayKe.
TIpennaraercst aBTOPCKHi MOAX0/] K U3y4EHHIO (PEeHOMEHA XyI0KECTBEHHOTO THCKYypCa ¢ yIeTOM pasinyuii u
ocobeHHocTel auckypea u Tekcra. CoxpaHeHHe HCTOPHUYECKON [IEHHOCTH B UCTOPUYECKUX XYI0KECTBEHHBIX
MPOM3BEIICHUAX SBISICTCS BaXHBIM (pakTopoM U TpeOyeT TIHIATeNBbHOTO H3ydcHHs. PaccMaTtpuBaercs
aKTYaJIbHOCTh M 3HAYMMOCTh W3YUYCHHS JIUTEPATYPHOTO JHCKypCa M HCTOPHYECKOTO JUCKypca. M3ydeHbl
YPOBHH, OTJIHYAIONINE XYIOXKECTBEHHBIA IUCKYPC M HCTOPUYCCKHHA JUCKYpPC OT IUCKYPCOB B JIPYTHX
TYMaHUTAPHBIX 00JACTSIX, aHAIM3UPYIOTCS OCHOBHBIC KPUTCPUHU XYIIOKECTBEHHOTO TEKCTa. MccnemoBarenn
obparaer 0ocoboe BHUMAaHUE Ha TO, YTO UCTOPHUYECCKHUI IUCKYPC PEaT3yeTcsl Yepe3 BOCIIPUSITAE HCTOPUKOM
WM TUCaTeleM, Ha HEero BIMSAIOT KAaTerOPUH BPEMEHH W COOBITHS, HCCIEAYIOTCS OCOOSHHOCTH THIOB
JUTEPaTyPHO-UCTOPUUECKOTO AucKypca. OOpamieHo BHUMaHHE HA TO, YTO HCTOPUYECKHH MHUCKYpC He
SIBJISIETCS 1IEJIOCTHBIM KOHTHHYYMOM, B KIaCCH()HUKALUKA €r0 TEKCTOB €r0 MOYKHO pa3[eliTh Ha HECKOIbKO
TUTIOJIOTHYECKUX TPymi. TeopeTHYecKyl0 OCHOBY HCCIEIOBAHUS COCTABISIFOT TPYAbI TaKHX YYCHBIX, Kak
P. Bapr, A.B. JIyockwuii, A.Il. Munbsp-benopyuesa, A.C. Anunosa.

Kniouesvie cnosa: nuckype, TEKCT, JUCKYPCUBHBIA aHaJIN3, HHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHBIN JUCKYPC, XyJ0XKECTBCHHAs
JUTepaTypa, KOMMYHUKAllMs, JIMHTBUCTUKA, IIOCTMOJCPHHU3M, JMUTEPATYpHBIH AUCKYPC, UCTOPUYECKHH
JHCKYpC.
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