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This article offers an exploration of different types of discourse, emphasizing its complex nature and the various theo-
retical approaches that address it. Discourse is examined as a multifaceted phenomenon that integrates linguistic, psycho-
logical, social, and cultural dimensions, illustrating the intricate relationship between language and its broader context. The 
study highlights various types of discourse –literary, institutional, and conversational – and provides a detailed analysis of 
institutional discourse, with a particular focus on academic discourse within scientific research and education. Academic 
discourse is explored in terms of its specific features, such as formal structure, precision, and specialized terminology, 
revealing how it plays a crucial role in shaping and communicating knowledge. Discourse is also analyzed as a com-
municative activity that involves interactive processes and cognitive functions, impacting how information is exchanged 
and understood. This type of discourse extends beyond educational contexts to encompass the entire scientific research 
process, underscoring the significance of precise language and structured argumentation in conveying complex ideas. 
The article also discusses computational methods, including corpus analysis, which support the analysis and encoding of 
discourse structures, such as discourse markers and structural divisions, within academic texts. By examining these fea-
tures, the article provides insights into how academic arguments are formulated, presented, and disseminated, thus con-
tributing to a deeper understanding of discourse in both scientific and interdisciplinary contexts. Computational approaches 
offer valuable tools for examining and comparing academic discourse’ encoding structures and discourse markers.
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Дискурс є складним і багатогранним явищем, яке інтегрує різноманітні аспекти, такі як лінгвістичні, соціальні 
та культурні виміри, і саме через цей різнобічний характер його дослідження потребує застосування різних тео-
ретичних підходів. У цій статті розглядаються різні типи дискурсу, підкреслюючи його складну природу та різнома-
нітні теоретичні підходи до його вивчення. Дискурс досліджується як багатогранне явище, яке інтегрує лінгвістичні, 
психологічні, соціальні та культурні виміри, що ілюструє складні взаємозв'язки між мовою та її ширшим контек-
стом. У дослідженні висвітлюються різні типи дискурсу – літературний, інституційний та розмовний – і надається 
детальний аналіз інституційного дискурсу, зокрема академічного дискурсу в межах наукових досліджень і освіти. 
Академічний дискурс розглядається з точки зору його специфічних рис, таких як формальна структура, точність 
і спеціалізована термінологія, що показує його важливу роль у формуванні та передачі знань. Дискурс також ана-
лізується як комунікативна діяльність, яка включає інтерактивні процеси та когнітивні функції, впливаючи на те, 
як обмінюється та сприймається інформація. Цей тип дискурсу виходить за межі освітніх контекстів і охоплює 
весь процес наукових досліджень, підкреслюючи значущість точної мови та структурованої аргументації у передачі 
складних ідей. У статті також обговорюються комп'ютерні методи, включаючи корпусний аналіз, які підтримують 
аналіз і кодування структур дискурсу, таких як дискурсивні маркери та структурні поділи в академічних текстах. 
Розглядаючи ці характеристики, стаття надає уявлення про те, як формулюються, представляються та поширю-
ються академічні аргументи, що сприяє глибшому розумінню дискурсу як у науковому, так і в міждисциплінарному 
контекстах. Комп'ютерні підходи пропонують цінні інструменти для дослідження та порівняння структур кодування 
академічного дискурсу і дискурсивних маркерів.

Ключові слова: дискурс, дослідження дискурсу, різновиди дискурсів, інституційний дискурс, академічний дис-
курс.

Introduction. The study of discourse poses sig-
nificant challenges due to the variety of theories 
and the lack of a single, universally accepted defi-
nition. This complexity makes the study of theoreti-
cal notions of discourse both a vital and demanding 
field of inquiry, as it bridges multiple disciplines and 
offers insights into how language functions across 
different social contexts. Discourse analysis not only 

focuses on language structure but also delves into the 
underlying social and cognitive processes that shape 
and are shaped by language use.

Contemporary research examines discourse 
through the lens of social and mental processes, 
influenced by both linguistic and extralinguistic fac-
tors [36; 348]. Extralinguistic factors include the 
characteristics of discourse types, genres, subgenres, 
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and the demands specific to each. These demands dif-
fer based on the context: formal academic discourses 
require high levels of accuracy, logic, and evidence, 
whereas informal conversational discourses prioritize 
a natural tone and the use of commonly understood 
expressions. Additionally, the nature of discourse is 
shaped by power dynamics, ideologies, and cultural 
norms that dictate what is considered appropriate or 
effective communication in different settings.

Discourse is thus defined as a complex phenom-
enon with interconnected linguistic, psychological, 
social, and cultural dimensions. The linguistic aspect 
focuses on the structure and function of language 
within communication, including syntax, seman-
tics, and pragmatics. The psychological dimension 
explores how discourse affects human thought, per-
ception, and memory, influencing both the speaker's 
intent and the listener's interpretation. The social fac-
tor examines the influence of sociocultural norms, 
stereotypes, and identities on discourse formation 
and interpretation, highlighting how language both 
reflects and constructs social realities. The cultural 
aspect reveals how language embodies and transmits 
the values, traditions, and ideologies of a commu-
nity, functioning as a key tool in the preservation and 
transformation of cultural heritage.

Due to its multifaceted nature, discourse studies 
demand an interdisciplinary approach that transcends 
traditional linguistic boundaries. This field integrates 
perspectives from linguistics, sociology, psychology, 
ethnography, mass communication theory, literary 
studies, stylistics, philosophy, and more [46]. This inte-
gration aims to provide a comprehensive understand-
ing of how discourse operates across various contexts 
and societies, offering insights into the ways in which 
language shapes, and is shaped by, human experience.

Historical Development of the Discourse. 
Discourse studies encompass various approaches to 
analyzing written, spoken, and visual communica-
tion, emphasizing the dynamic and context-depen-
dent nature of discourse [23]. Grounded in linguistic, 
social, and cultural theories, discourse analysis seeks 
to uncover the underlying structures, power dynam-
ics, and meanings embedded in texts.

Beyond established approaches, discourse analy-
sis has continued to evolve, broadening its scope 
and incorporating insights from various disciplines 
such as anthropology, sociology, and even cogni-
tive science [28]. This interdisciplinary expansion 
has enriched the field, allowing for more nuanced 
and contextually grounded analyses of language use. 
Anthropological contributions have been particu-
larly significant, with early ethnographic studies by 
pioneering figures like Bronislaw Malinowski [43] 

and Claude Lévi-Strauss [41] laying the groundwork 
for understanding the intricate relationship between 
language and culture. Malinowski's emphasis on the 
context of situation and the functional aspects of 
language within specific cultural settings was instru-
mental in shaping the way discourse is analyzed. His 
concept of "phatic communion" [43] for instance, 
highlighted how seemingly trivial exchanges serve 
important social functions in maintaining relation-
ships and social cohesion.

Similarly, Lévi-Strauss's structuralist approach 
[41] to understanding myths and cultural narratives 
provided valuable insights into the underlying struc-
tures that shape discourse across different societies. 
His work demonstrated how language and discourse 
are not merely tools for communication but are deeply 
embedded in the symbolic systems that govern human 
thought and social organization. By examining the 
patterns and structures within cultural narratives, 
Lévi-Strauss revealed how discourse reflects and 
perpetuates broader social and cultural frameworks.

These anthropological perspectives have been 
further enriched by sociological approaches that 
examine the power dynamics, social institutions, and 
identity formations embedded in discourse

The study of discourse has evolved through multi-
ple phases, with early influences stemming from struc-
turalist linguistics, particularly the work of Ferdinand 
de Saussure. Structuralism's focus on language as a 
system of signs laid the groundwork for understand-
ing discourse as a structured, rule-governed process. 
However, discourse analysis goes beyond structur-
alism by considering the social and cultural con-
texts that shape and are shaped by discourse [29].

Post-structuralist theories, especially those of 
Michel Foucault [33], have further advanced dis-
course studies by introducing the concept of power 
relations within discourse. Foucault [33] argued that 
discourse is not merely a reflection of reality but a 
means of constructing and controlling it. Discourse, 
in this view, is both a product of and a tool for social 
power, influencing what can be said, who can speak, 
and how ideas are communicated and understood.

Critical discourse analysis (CDA), influenced 
by Foucault and others, emphasizes the role of dis-
course in maintaining or challenging social inequali-
ties. Scholars like Norman Fairclough (and Ruth 
Wodak) [30; 31; 32] have developed frameworks for 
analyzing how language reflects, perpetuates, and 
sometimes subverts power relations in society. CDA 
is particularly concerned with issues of ideology, 
identity, and power, examining how discourses serve 
to naturalize particular worldviews and marginalize 
alternative perspectives.
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Another important strand in discourse studies is 
the sociocultural approach, which focuses on how dis-
course is used in specific social contexts. This perspec-
tive, influenced by the work of Mikhail Bakhtin [22] 
and others, highlights the dialogic nature of discourse, 
where meaning is co-constructed through interac-
tion between speakers and listeners. It considers the 
ways in which discourse both shapes and is shaped 
by social practices, institutions, and cultural norms.

The interactional sociolinguistics approach, 
developed by scholars like John Gumperz [35], 
emphasizes the importance of context in discourse 
analysis. This approach focuses on how individu-
als use language in social interactions, paying par-
ticular attention to conversational strategies, code-
switching, and the role of context in interpreting 
meaning. It suggests that understanding discourse 
requires not only an analysis of linguistic structures 
but also an awareness of the social and cultural con-
texts in which communication occurs.

Furthermore, the genre-based approach to discourse 
analysis, as explored by scholars like John Swales [44], 
examines how different types of texts, or genres, fol-
low specific conventions and serve particular commu-
nicative purposes. This approach is particularly useful 
in analyzing academic, legal, and professional dis-
courses, where genre conventions play a crucial role 
in shaping the content and form of communication.

Understanding Discourse in 21st-Century 
Linguistic Studies. Critical Discourse Studies 
(CDS) is a research movement that integrates per-
spectives from linguistics, socio-psychology, politi-
cal science, and other disciplines [25]. Influenced by 
poststructuralist theories from Foucault [33], Wodak 
[49; 50], Pêcheux [42] and  Gramsci [27] CDS exam-
ines how power dynamics and ideologies are embed-
ded in language. Despite the significant influence of 
early discourse models, such as Laclau and Mouffe's 
Discourse Theory (DT) [39], these models are not 
always explicitly acknowledged within CDS, though 
their impact is evident [29].

In the 21st century, the term discourse is used 
in  several key ways within linguistic studies [16]: 
1) as a text or utterance situated within a specific 
socio-cultural context; 2) as a communicative event 
that encompasses both the text and its context, known 
as the "situation of utterance"; 3) as a form of speech, 
aligning with the French semiotic tradition, prima- 
rily focusing on oral communication; 4) as a type of 
discursive practice.

Critical Discourse Studies (CDS) has established 
itself firmly within the humanities and social sciences,  
gaining recognition as a distinctive and influential 
approach to language analysis across a range of dis-

ciplines [25]. This approach is characterized by  its 
emphasis on understanding the intricate ways in 
which language functions to construct, maintain, and 
challenge power structures and ideologies. As Hart 
and Cap [37] describe, CDS operates as a "transdis-
ciplinary, text-analytical approach to critical social 
research," which integrates methods and theories from 
various fields to explore the relationships between lan-
guage, power, and society.

The core of CDS lies in its systematic, text-based 
analysis, which seeks to uncover how language not 
only reflects but actively shapes social realities. This 
focus is particularly evident in the study of how 
language perpetuates and reinforces ideologies and 
power dynamics within different contexts. According 
to Wodak [50], CDS provides a robust framework for 
analyzing how discourse operates as a mechanism for 
the reproduction of power and the legitimization of 
social inequalities. By examining the ways in which 
language constructs and sustains power relations, 
CDS reveals the often subtle and complex ways in 
which discourse influences societal structures and 
individual perceptions.

Discourse in CDS is understood not merely as a 
collection of texts but as a dynamic process that plays 
a crucial role in the social construction of reality. 
Through discourse, power is exercised and contested, 
and ideologies are communicated and challenged. 
This perspective highlights the importance of analyz-
ing how different forms of discourse contribute to the 
maintenance of power hierarchies and the propaga-
tion of specific worldviews.

The diversity within CDS means it is not confined 
to a single methodology or research area. It draws 
from a broad spectrum of theories across the humani-
ties, social, and cognitive sciences, resulting in var-
ied interpretations of "discourse" and "studies" [37]. 
Discourse in CDS is understood as multidimensional 
and multimodal, both shaping and being shaped by 
socio-cultural and political contexts.

The "critical" aspect of CDS signifies its commit-
ment to challenging how language perpetuates social 
inequalities. This criticality is interpreted broadly, 
with some scholars focusing on linguistic coercion 
and mystification rather than solely on political cri-
tique. This broad interpretation sets CDS apart from 
classical discourse theories, highlighting its unique 
research agenda and methodological focus.

Classification of Discourses. Traditionally, dis-
courses are divided into three broad types [6; 7; 10]: 
1) literary; 2) institutional (including political, diplo-
matic, legal, academic, media, etc.); 3) conversational. 

Norman Fairclough [31] characterizes a genre 
or type as "a socially ratified way of using language 
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in connection with a particular type of social activity". 
Scientometric articles, for instance, belong to insti-
tutional discourse and are regulated in both content 
and form.

T. A. van Dijk [47: 51–52] associates discourse 
types with different genres, asserting that "in the 
news, we expect reports on political events..., but not 
on trivial... actions or events" He limits the types of 
discourse to a thematic repertoire, whose bounda- 
ries are not clearly defined and depend on interests,  
values, and socio-cultural norms.

Defining Discourse through Sociolinguistic 
Perspectives. K. S. Serazhim [17: 392] describes 
discourse as a sociolinguistic phenomenon, char-
acterized by several features: 1) it is determined 
(directly or indirectly) by socio-cultural, political, 
pragmatic-situational, psychological, and other fac-
tors; 2) it has both a 'visible' linguistic structure 
(a  coherent text or its semantically significant and 
syntactically complete fragment) and an 'invisible' 
extralinguistic structure (knowledge about the world, 
thoughts, attitudes, and the sender's goals necessary 
for understanding the text); 3) it is characterized by a 
shared world 'constructed' during the unfolding of the 
discourse by its reproducer (author) and interpreted 
by its recipient (listener, reader, etc.).

T. van Dijk [47; 48] expands on this by defin-
ing discourse as a communicative event, a complex 
unity of linguistic form, meaning, and action, repro-
duced by participants in communication. This event 
involves not only language in its actual use but also 
the mental processes that inevitably accompany the 
communication process.

O. Gryshchenko [34] offers an understanding of 
discourse that includes the following characteristics: 
discourse is communication, dialogue, interaction 
between communicants; it is a process, structure, 
system, a unique way of representing and perceiv-
ing the world, and an expression and manifestation 
of national identity. Discourse presupposes knowl-
edge, as it encompasses different types of knowl-
edge. Knowledge and news are closely linked and 
are processed through discourse. Any explicit or 
implicit knowledge and news influence the creation 
and understanding of discourse. True and fake infor-
mation can alter existing types of knowledge, create 
new ones, affect mental processes, and form new 
mental models. Fake news, for instance, is a genre of 
news information and news discourse, an integrative 
type of media text. Its primary goal is to manipulate 
the consciousness of a broad audience using false 
information. Fake news can be studied within various 
types of discourse: news discourse, media, television, 
manipulative, political, fake discourse, and others. 

Thus, knowledge, news, and fake information, pre-
sented in and through discourse, allow for the creation 
of 'new knowledge,' shape the audience's understand-
ing of discourse, generate mental models, control 
and restrict access to certain information, manipulate 
the audience's consciousness, and transform tradi-
tional mental attitudes related to the pursuit of truth.

Discourse as a Communicative Activity. 
Discourse is increasingly understood as a complex 
and interactive phenomenon that encompasses a 
range of communicative forms, including oral, writ-
ten, and paralingual expressions [40]. According to 
F. S. Batsevich [3; 4], discourse is a type of com-
municative activity characterized by its dynamic and 
interactive nature. It involves a continuous flow of 
speech regulated by the strategies and tactics of the 
participants, who influence and are influenced by cog-
nitive, linguistic, and extralinguistic factors such as 
social, mental, and psychological contexts. This syn-
thesis of various elements leads to the formation of 
diverse speech genres and communicative practices.

In Batsevich's view [2: 147–148], discourse is 
both a text and a live communication event. Texts, in 
this framework, are seen as static representations of 
discourse, stripped of their original participants and 
live contexts. Unlike discourse, which includes para-
linguistic elements and reflects the full spectrum of 
communication, texts are units of linguistic analysis 
that do not capture the interactive dynamics of the 
original discourse. This distinction highlights the 
evolving nature of discourse, which transitions from 
a live, interactive process into a more fixed text upon 
completion of communication.

Recent studies of discourse [24] have increas-
ingly focused on its role in reflecting and perpetu-
ating power structures and social inequalities. These 
studies advocate for an eclectic approach that inte-
grates ethnographic methods with insights from lin-
guistics, pragmatics, and sociolinguistics. This inter-
disciplinary perspective is crucial for addressing the 
complexities of discourse as a site of social inequal-
ity. Traditional linguistic analysis has been critiqued 
for its narrow focus on textual and linguistic forms, 
prompting the development of frameworks that view 
discourse as embedded within broader societal and 
historical contexts.

This revised approach challenges conventional 
views of discourse and context by emphasizing the 
stratified and layered nature of discourse, a concept 
known as layered simultaneity. This perspective pos-
its that multiple, non-equivalent influences intersect 
within discourse, affecting the construction of mean-
ing in nuanced ways. It offers a more sophisticated 
understanding of ideologies and identities, portraying 
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them as dynamic and multifaceted rather than static. 
By addressing the limitations of traditional discourse 
analysis and engaging with broader social and cul-
tural contexts, these studies contribute to a more com-
prehensive critique of social systems and inequali-
ties, providing valuable insights into the complex 
interplay between discourse and societal structures.

Institutional Discourse. Its Characteristics 
and Varieties.  Institutional discourse is identified 
as a powerful resource, perceived as a phenomenon 
created and implemented within the institutionally 
defined frameworks of certain spheres of social com-
munication, namely social institutions [9]. These 
institutions, as proposed by English sociologist 
H. Spencer, are defined as "a stable form of orga-
nizing joint activities of people, historically formed, 
ensuring the functioning of communities and the 
entire social organism, and the socialization of indi-
viduals, allowing them to enter social life and fulfill 
certain social functions and roles" [20: 22]. These 
institutions collectively ensure the existence of soci-
ety with its branched social structure.

Institutional discourse is characterized by social 
purpose, high predictability of communicative 
actions, clear persuasiveness, and conventional-
ity. It transmits norms and standards of status-role 
behavior, reinforces binary relationships between 
norm and non-norm in moral imperatives, rituals, 
traditions, and codes of conduct of social institu-
tions. Emphasizing the symbolic nature of discourse, 
N.I. Andreychuk  [1] defines institutional discourse 
as a "repetitive functional-semantic unity of system-
atically organized signs, modeling the life world of 
a person in a specific era's society and serving as a 
macro-sign of the universal information mecha-
nism – communication". The broad definition of insti-
tutional discourse that we adhere to was proposed by 
R.E. Pylypenko [15: 5]: institutional discourse is "a 
hierarchically organized environment of communi-
cants and information-communicative interaction of 
speakers, united by a common institutional territory, 
status-role rules of behavior, related models of social 
and professional knowledge, as well as a specific 
selection of communicative strategies and tactics". 
The social institution as a component feature of insti-
tutional discourse determines the use of language, 
"roots" certain knowledge and perceptions in each 
participant in the communication process, dictates 
strategies and tactics of interaction between commu-
nicants within a social group [21].

Approaches to Analyzing Institutional 
Discourse. The existence and development of insti-
tutional discourse, the definition of its communica-
tive mechanisms, and the set of means of expressing 

information depend on the communication situation 
and the needs of society. Various approaches are cho-
sen when studying institutional discourse, generally 
consistent with the well-known theories of discourse 
[1: 138], where the common view is the consider-
ation of human behavior as speech activity.

According to N.I. Andreychuk, there are eight 
existing approaches to the analysis of institutional 
discourse: pragmatic, psycholinguistic, lingual-sty-
listic, lingual-cultural, structural-linguistic, cogni-
tive-semantic, sociolinguistic, and linguo-semiotic 
[1: 138–139]. The pragmatic approach allows for the 
consideration of institutional discourse as interac-
tive activity of participants in status-oriented com-
munication, taking into account the time and place 
of the communicative process, the age and social 
characteristics of the communicants, intentions and 
motives of speech acts, etc. Institutional discourse is 
oriented towards establishing and maintaining con-
tacts between communicants, information and emo-
tional exchange, and the use of verbal and non-verbal 
means of expressing communicative strategies, com-
municative moves in the unity of their implicit and 
explicit content.

Encoding discourse structure involves several 
systematic methods to ensure clarity and coherence 
[8; 18]. One method is the use of explicit structural 
markers, which include clear divisions such as chap-
ters, sections, and paragraphs that are often empha-
sized through typographic features. While these 
markers are more commonly seen in written texts, 
spoken language also uses analogous structural cues 
to organize discourse. Another method involves dis-
course markers, which are specific words or phrases, 
known as discourse markers or connectives, used to 
signal relationships between consecutive elements 
within a discourse. Words like "furthermore," "never-
theless," and "in any case" act as linguistic signposts 
that maintain the logical flow and coherence of dis-
course. Finally, attention-focusing mechanisms are 
employed through techniques such as marked word 
orders and specific referring expressions to empha-
size which elements of the discourse are currently the 
focus. These mechanisms play a crucial role in guid-
ing the reader’s or listener’s understanding of the dis-
course’s structure and overall content.

Academic Discourse in the 21st Century. 
The first two decades of the 21st century have seen 
significant advancements in the study of academic 
discourse [14; 19], reflecting a period of rapid deve- 
lopment in both fundamental and applied research. 
Two primary trends have emerged during this period: 
1) establishment of academic discourse as a key com-
ponent and 2) increase in contrastive studies. 
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There is growing recognition of academic dis-
course as a vital aspect of discourse analysis within 
scholarly traditions [5; 11; 13]. This development 
underscores its importance in understanding commu-
nication within education and research settings. 

There has been a notable rise in contrastive studies 
conducted by researchers from various linguistic back-
grounds. These studies focus on comparing academic 
discourse across different languages and cultures, 
reflecting a broader and more inclusive approach to 
understanding discourse.  These trends are intercon-
nected. The key findings from leading scholars have 
solidified the concept of academic discourse, leading 
to a more nuanced exploration of its theoretical posi-
tions and their application in various national language 
cultures. This development opens up new avenues for 
understanding the nature of academic discourse and 
its role in different linguistic and cultural settings.

Academic Discourse and Disciplinary 
Variability. Academic discourse encompasses a 
wide range of social and communicative activities 
related to education and scientific research. Hyland 
[38: 172] describes academic discourse as a cru-
cial framework that shapes our understanding of 
the world and our place within it, emphasizing its 
broad scope. It includes all forms of communication 
within these fields, integrating both general social 
interactions and specific verbal activities. Hyland 
further argues that no scientific text can be consid-
ered an entirely impartial representation of reality. 
The arguments presented in scientific texts are influ-
enced by the author's perspective and interpretation. 
Scientific persuasion involves anticipating and coun-
tering potential objections from readers through the 
use of disciplinary discursive tools. Thus, studying 
academic discourse involves examining the rhetori-
cal practices used in various scientific disciplines 
and their manifestation in academic genres such as 
research articles, scientific reports, and presentations.

The analysis of academic genres through dis-
course analysis focuses on regular linguistic fea-
tures and rhetorical strategies. For instance, research 
articles represent a highly refined genre where the 
process of research and thought is transformed into 
discourse that creates scientific facts. Language, in 
this context, becomes a technical means of interpret-
ing new knowledge and positioning the participants 
within the discourse [38: 175].

Analyzing Academic Discourse. The focus 
on academic discourse is driven by contemporary 
researchers' interest in studying human cognitive-
communicative activity across various discourses, 
particularly those associated with socially signifi-
cant institutions. The term "academic" is preferred 

over  "scientific-educational" or "scientific-aca-
demic" because it succinctly encapsulates all pro-
cesses occurring within higher education institutions, 
including scientific research and scholarly exchange.

Academic discourse is not limited to pedagogical 
tasks or pre-existing systems of knowledge. While it 
includes the communication between teachers and 
students, it also encompasses the entire scientific 
research process and discourse related to any scien-
tific field. Pedagogical discourse, in contrast, is more 
narrowly focused on psychology, pedagogy, didac-
tics, and related disciplines.

Numerous studies have explored academic dis-
course's theoretical and practical aspects, including 
its structural characteristics, functional styles, and 
forms of representation. However, questions remain 
regarding the essence of academic discourse and the 
completeness of approaches used to study its linguis-
tic expressions [12]. This ongoing inquiry highlights 
the need for further research into institutional dis-
course, taking into account socio-cultural contexts, 
new scientific communication opportunities, and 
trends in discursive forms and practices.

Computational Approaches to Discourse 
Analysis. Given the complexity of academic dis-
course, computational approaches, such as corpus 
analysis, offer valuable tools for its examination. 
These methods effectively address the encoding 
structures of academic discourse, including explicit 
structural markers, discourse markers, and attention-
focusing mechanisms. Computational techniques 
enable researchers to analyze large volumes of aca-
demic texts, uncovering patterns and structures that 
might otherwise go unnoticed.

Computational analysis is particularly useful for 
understanding how ideas are structured and con-
veyed within scientific texts. By examining the use of 
discourse markers, researchers can gain insights into 
how arguments are constructed, how evidence is pre-
sented, and how conclusions are drawn. Additionally, 
analyzing attention-focusing mechanisms reveals 
how authors guide readers through complex informa-
tion, highlighting key points and emphasizing sig-
nificant findings. CDS has evolved by incorporating 
recent advances in linguistics, such as corpus studies, 
which address critiques of bias in data selection and 
enhance statistical validity [26]. 

Сomputational approaches facilitate the compari-
son of academic discourses across different disci-
plines, identifying unique features and commonali-
ties. This comparative analysis contributes to a deeper 
understanding of knowledge communication across 
various fields, ultimately supporting the advance-
ment of interdisciplinary research and education.
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Conclusions. Discourse as a communicative activ-
ity is a multifaceted phenomenon that extends beyond 
mere text to encompass a dynamic interplay of cogni-
tive, linguistic, and extralinguistic elements. The inter-
active nature of discourse, as highlighted by scholars 
like Batsevich, emphasizes its evolving character as 
it transitions from a live communicative event into a 
static text. This transformation underscores the limita-
tions of traditional linguistic analysis, which often fails 
to capture the layered simultaneity of influences that 
shape meaning within discourse. Moreover, the exam-
ination of institutional discourse reveals its role in rein-
forcing societal norms and power structures, reflecting 

the broader social and cultural contexts within which 
it operates. The study of academic discourse further 
illustrates the complexity of discourse in specialized 
settings, where disciplinary variability and rhetori-
cal strategies shape the communication of scientific 
knowledge. 

Perspectives for further research lie in studying 
the academic discourse of scientific articles devoted 
to online learning with the help of programming tools 
to single out specific patterns, trends, and structures 
within these texts, which will allow for the identifica-
tion of recurring linguistic features that characterize 
scientific writing on online learning.
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