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USE OF CULTURAL KEYWORDS IN ARGUMENTATION

This research examines culture-specific linguistic units known
as cultural keywords, exploring their role in explaining one culture to
another, conveying cultural norms, and shaping a culture’s image. These
keywords often carry connotative meanings that go beyond dictionary
definitions and reflect a nation’s history, values, and evolving identity. As
expressions of widely accepted beliefs, cultural keywords influence how
audiences perceive and accept ideas. In argumentation theory, they serve
as key tools for constructing arguments, frequently functioning as the
terminus medius — the middle term in a syllogism that conveys an unstated
but commonly accepted belief, or endoxon. This study reviews existing
scholarship on the argumentative use of cultural keywords, employing the
pragma-dialectical approach and the Argumentum Model of Topics. The
findings show that such keywords strengthen standpoints and enhance
persuasive communication. These insights can inform strategies for using
cultural references effectively in argumentation, leading to more culturally
resonant and persuasive discourse.

Keywords: cultural linguistics, cultural keyword, intercultural
communication, argumentation, argumentative analysis.

Introduction

The modern global landscape is shaped by intense cultural, political, and
economic interconnections between nations. As communication and cross-
cultural exchanges intensify, individuals and communities increasingly adopt
foreign cultural values while simultaneously exporting their own. This dynamic
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necessitates not only linguistic proficiency but also deep cultural awareness to
facilitate successful intercultural and business communication. In this context, the
ability to recognize and deploy culture-specific keywords in persuasive discourse
becomes critically important.

This study examines the use of cultural keywords as persuasive tools in
argumentation. Cultural keywords are understood as linguistically marked concepts
that hold significant cultural and ideological value within a given community. These
units go beyond their denotative meanings, often acquiring complex connotative
associations that reflect historical memory, worldview, social norms, and value
systems. Their strategic use in argumentation can influence perception, establish
rapport, and shape audience response by appealing to shared cultural assumptions.

The research aims to analyze how cultural keywords function in argumentative
discourse, particularly in business and intercultural communication. It draws
on the pragma-dialectical theory of argumentation, the Argumentum Model of
Topics (AMT), and congruence theory to examine how such keywords can serve
as terminus medius — a bridging premise that connects commonly accepted beliefs
(endoxa) to the conclusion. This makes cultural keywords crucial elements in the
construction of persuasive and culturally resonant arguments.

The study builds upon the theoretical foundations laid by scholars such as
Ch. Perelman, S. Toulmin, F. van Eemeren, R. Grootendorst, A. F. Snoeck
Henkemans, and others, whose contributions have shaped modern argumentation
theory. In addition, the paper acknowledges significant work in cultural semantics
and intercultural communication by A. Wierzbicka, R. Williams, E. Rigotti,
A. Rocci, and Russian and Kazakh scholars including E. A. Zemskaya,
T. V. Shmeleva, A. D. Shmelev, G. Klyueva, N. Uali, and A. M. Baigutova.

Recent research in intercultural communication and discourse studies
increasingly highlights the relevance of culturally loaded language units
in mediating meaning across linguistic and cultural boundaries. This paper
contributes to that discourse by exploring how cultural keywords operate in
argumentative interactions, particularly in contexts of negotiation, persuasion,
and identity positioning.

In sum, the study addresses a key gap in argumentation theory by integrating
cultural linguistics and rhetorical pragmatics. It explores how culturally significant
terms shape reasoning and persuasion, offering insights into the interplay between
language, culture, and logic in argumentative discourse. The findings aim to support
the development of intercultural competence and improve the effectiveness of
communication in globalized professional settings.

Methods and Materials

This research is grounded in the interdisciplinary study of language, culture,
and communication, focusing on how language units perform communicative and
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cultural functions. In recent decades, the anthropocentric approach in linguistics
has emphasized the close relationship between language, thought, and culture,
particularly within the framework of intercultural communication.

As globalization accelerates, understanding cultural context becomes essential
for effective intercultural communication. Cultural keywords — terms that reflect
culturally specific values and conceptual frameworks —are key to successful cross-
cultural dialogue, especially in the domain of business discourse. These keywords
encapsulate societal norms and beliefs and often serve as tools of persuasion,
influencing how arguments are constructed and interpreted.

The study analyzes both universal and culture-specific keywords in business
communication. Keywords are examined as linguistic markers that convey cultural
identity and as functional elements of argumentation. For the first time, these units
are investigated through the combined lens of communicative, intercultural, and
argumentative dimensions.

A qualitative research methodology is employed to explore the persuasive
potential of cultural keywords in cross-cultural contexts. The theoretical framework
integrates three main approaches: the Pragma-Dialectical model, the Argumentum
Model of Topics (AMT), and Congruity Theory. The Pragma-Dialectical method
(van Eemeren & Grootendorst) treats argumentation as a critical discussion and
helps identify strategic speech acts. The AMT (Rigotti & Greco Morasso) enables
detailed analysis of argumentative structure by identifying key components such as
topics, loci, and culturally shared premises (endoxa). Congruity Theory is used to
evaluate the coherence and persuasive alignment between the speaker’s intention
and the audience’s cultural expectations.

The research procedure involves identifying cultural keywords within selected
business texts and analyzing their argumentative roles — specifically, how they
activate endoxa, structure reasoning, and enhance persuasive effect. By combining
tools from argumentation theory, cultural linguistics, and discourse analysis,
the study contributes to a deeper understanding of how language functions as a
mediator between culture and persuasion.

Results and Discussion

Keywords are terms that convey essential ideas in a text. In cultural contexts,
they carry deeper meanings tied to collective values, beliefs, and worldviews.
Cultural keywords shape audience perception and function as rhetorical tools in
argumentation by invoking commonly accepted premises (endoxa).

In argumentation theory, such keywords often serve as the terminus medius
in syllogisms, linking premises and reinforcing persuasive strategies. Their
role goes beyond semantics — they structure discourse, trigger associations,
and reflect cultural narratives. For example, in literary texts, keywords unify
themes, contribute to symbolic layers, and relate to social or ethical issues. In
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digital environments, they guide search engine optimization and user navigation,
demonstrating their broad applicability.

Cultural keywords have also been explored in linguistic and anthropological
studies. Raymond Williams first introduced the idea of culturally significant words
that reflect societal transformations (e.g., class, culture, art). Anna Wierzbicka
further expanded this by identifying untranslatable terms deeply rooted in cultural
consciousness, such as Russian dusha (soul) or foska (melancholy). These words
encapsulate emotional and philosophical concepts specific to cultural experiences.

Nevertheless, the true importance of cultural keywords extends beyond their
basic dictionary meanings. Their value emerges from their intricate connections
with other equally nuanced terms within the ever-evolving cultural framework,
where they play a central role in shaping discourse [ 1, p. 4]. Cultural keywords are
words around which whole discourses are organised. They are culturally revealing,
difficult to translate and semantically diverse. They capture how speakers have
paid attention to the worlds they live in and embody socially recognised ways of
thinking and feeling [2].

Despite increasing scholarly interest, the specific role of cultural keywords
in argumentative texts remains underexplored. Most existing research focuses
either on general rhetorical strategies or on lexical semantics without addressing
the cultural function of key terms within arguments.

This study seeks to fill that gap. By using a multidisciplinary framework
— Pragma-Dialectical Theory, the Argumentum Model of Topics (AMT), and
Congruity Theory — we examine how cultural keywords influence the construction,
coherence, and reception of arguments. The Pragma-Dialectical model structures
argumentation into four stages: confrontation, opening, argumentation, and closing.
Cultural keywords often emerge during the confrontation and argumentation
stages, where they function as culturally loaded premises that strengthen the
persuasiveness of the standpoint.

According to Rocci, argumentation strategies and the cultural values
embedded in them vary significantly across societies. Cultural keywords, therefore,
differ in meaning, use, and rhetorical impact depending on the communicative
context. Their persuasive power lies in their ability to resonate with shared cultural
experiences and norms [3, p. 409].

The first research papers addressed at the study of keywords of a culture go
back to R. Williams. The researcher defined the keywords as follows: «[...] they
are significant, binding words in certain activities and their interpretation; they are
significant, indicative words in certain forms of thought» [4, p. 13].

Cultural keywords are words or expressions that carry significant meaning
within a specific cultural or social context. Unlike general vocabulary, they reflect
core values, beliefs, and worldviews, serving as linguistic markers of cultural
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identity. Polish linguist Anna Wierzbicka conducted a semantic study of cultural
keywords across Polish, English, German, Russian, and Japanese, illustrating how
words like dusha (‘soul’), sud’ba (‘fate’), and toska (‘melancholy-cum-yearning”)
are deeply embedded in Russian culture and «offer invaluable insight into this
culture» [5, p. 15]. Such keywords help reveal a culture’s distinct features and
shared elements with others [6]. Every nation possesses its own set of cultural
keywords that encapsulate its identity. However, as Wierzbicka notes, there is
neither a finite list nor an objective procedure to determine these terms. Their
identification relies on contextual and interpretive analysis, making them essential
yet elusive tools for understanding cultural and communicative practices.

Controversy is a powerful tool in various fields, including science and
philosophy, where it is used to present facts, research, evidence, and logic to
others. It appears to denote the act of providing the interlocutor with the required
justification in order to ‘help’ them recognize something. This brings us back to the
word argumentum, which possesses the essential meaning of «reason, evidence,
and proofy» [7, p. 10]. They do not, however, disprove the alternative meanings or
qualities that the word ‘argumentation’ (argumentum) may possess.

Liebert describes keywords as «linguistic points of reference», serving to
orient participants in a discourse and facilitate understanding. In argumentation,
they act as anchors around which ideas are structured. This aligns with the goal
of the pragma-dialectical model: to reach rational consensus through coherent,
socially situated dialogue [8, p. 129].

The results of the study highlight three major functions of cultural keywords
in argumentation:

1 Anchoring Endoxa: Cultural keywords embody widely accepted cultural
beliefs, allowing arguments to rest on seemingly self-evident truths.

2 Framing Values: These terms signal core values, such as freedom, respect,
or honor, shaping the moral framework of the argument.

3 Enhancing Identification: Keywords foster identification with the audience
by drawing upon shared experiences, thus increasing persuasive effect.

The pragma-dialectical approach to argumentation, developed by Frans
van Eemeren and Rob Grootendorst [9], is a structured method for analyzing
argumentative discourse. It remains rooted in its normative foundations and seeks to
establish dialectics as a theoretical framework for structured debate. This approach
examines the full spectrum of speech acts involved in resolving disagreements in
dialogue, assessing them through the lens of the critical discussion model.

From a pragma-dialectical perspective, argumentative discourse is
fundamentally a means of resolving differences of opinion [9, p. 6]. In political
debate, its effectiveness lies in its ability to contribute to conflict resolution. The
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ideal model of critical discussion, as formulated in pragma-dialectics, consists of
four key stages designed to navigate disagreement (see Fig. 1):

- Confrontation stage — One participant presents a standpoint, while the other
either questions its validity or offers a counter-position.

- Opening stage — Often implicit, this phase establishes the roles of protagonist
(defending the standpoint) and antagonist (challenging it), setting the groundwork
for the discussion.

- Argumentation stage — The protagonist supports their position
with arguments, refining or expanding them as needed in response to
the antagonist’s objections.

- Closing stage — A resolution is reached when the antagonist
accepts the protagonist’s argument or when the protagonist concedes
to the antagonist’s criticism.

The confrontation stage reveals the disagreement, as one party presents a
standpoint and the other challenges or opposes it. This phase is crucial — it justifies
the need for argumentation. In political and legal discourse, it appears as debates,
disputes, or policy clashes.

The opening stage sets roles and ground rules. Participants become the
protagonist and antagonist, outlining how the argument will proceed. Though
often implicit, this stage may include defining terms or agreeing on assumptions
to ensure fairness and clarity.

The argumentation stage is the core of the discussion. The protagonist
supports their position with arguments, while the antagonist critiques them through
counterarguments and reasoning. This interactive phase may involve revising
arguments and using evidence, rhetoric, or logic to persuade.

The closing stage resolves the dispute. Resolution occurs when one side
accepts the other’s argument. Ideally, this happens through rational consensus,
ensuring a justified conclusion. In real-life settings, this might result in official
decisions, rulings, or policy outcomes.
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Diagram 1. The ideal model of critical discussion

ea difference of opinion emerges between two or more participants.
#One party (the protagonist) expresses a standpoint or an assertion, while the other
party (the antagonist) either questions its validity or directly disagrees by presenting a
5 . counter-argument.
Confrontation oit defines the nature of the disagreement—whether it is about facts, values, policies,
Stage or interpretations.

+ the participants agree on the rules of engagement for the discussion \
s Although often implicit, this phase involves determining:
oThe roles of the arguers (who is defending the claim, who is challenging it).
oThe starting points, such as shared knowledge, common ground, and agreed-upon
principles.
oThe discussion framework, including logical principles and acceptable sources of
evidence.
oIn formal settings (e.g., legal or academic debates), this stage may involve setting
ground rules for reasoning, such as agreeing on reliable sources of data.

Opening Stage

s core of the discussion, where arguments and counterarguments are exchanged. ™
oThe protagonist provides justifications for their standpoint, using evidence, logical
reasoning, and rhetorical techniques.
oThe antagonist challenges these arguments by 1aising objections, presenting counter-
Argumentation evidence, or questioning the reasoning behind the claims.
Stage oThe debate may continue in multiple cycles, with both sides refining their arguments
and responding to each other’s critiques. J

oThe discussion reaches its conclusion when:
oOne party concedes, either accepting the standpoint or withdrawing their argument.
oA compromise or resolution is reached based on a balanced evaluation of
arguments.
oThe difference of opinion is clarified or narrowed down, even if full agreement is
not achieved.
oThis stage determines whether the argumentation has successfully resolved the
disagreement according to the standards of rational debate.

The pragma-dialectical approach combines pragmatics (language in
context) with dialectics (rational debate) to analyze argumentation. It aims to
resolve disagreements through reasoned dialogue governed by specific norms.
Key features:

- It is both descriptive and normative, showing how arguments function and
prescribing how they should be structured.

- Based on the model of critical discussion, it includes four stages:
confrontation, opening, argumentation, and closing.

- Ten rules guide argumentation, such as the freedom rule (participants may
express arguments freely) and the relevance rule (arguments must relate to the
issue).

- Fallacies are seen as rule violations rather than mere logical errors, as they
hinder rational discourse.
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- Widely applied in law, politics, media, and education, it helps assess
arguments in various cultural and linguistic settings.

As a result, we can observe that the pragma-dialectical approach has
significantly influenced research in discourse analysis, rhetoric, and communication
studies. It provides a systematic way to analyze argumentation across cultures
and languages, offering insights into how people reason and persuade in
different contexts. Moreover, it has practical applications in education, debate
training, and conflict resolution, helping individuals engage in more structured
and rational discussions.

The pragma-dialectical model offers a structured framework for analyzing
political argumentation by specifying which speech acts — based on J. Searle’s
classification — are appropriate at different stages of conflict resolution:
assertives are used to express standpoints and arguments, directives to prompt
justifications, and commissives to accept or reject arguments and set discussion
rules [10, p. 12-16]. Argumentation, from this perspective, requires a clear
standpoint followed by a supporting argument [11, p. 454]. This study builds
on the theoretical foundation of Rigotti and Greco Morasso [7], later developed
by Rocci [12] and Rigotti [13], to examine how cultural keywords function in
argumentative discourse. A strong argument is evidence-based, relevant, and
persuasive, ensuring rational justification and impact.

Argumentation can take two primary forms:

e Evidential argumentation, which focuses on justifying or proving a claim
through logical reasoning and evidence.

e Counter argumentation, which aims to refute an opposing thesis by
challenging its validity and presenting alternative perspectives.

AMT (Argumentum Model of Topics) is a model developed in the field of
argumentation and cognitive science to analyze and structure discussions, debates
and other forms of reasoning. The model is designed to identify and describe the
main topics and arguments discussed in argumentation.

According to Rigotti, «The Argumentum Model of Topics (AMT) is
designed to offer a coherent and well-founded approach to the study of argument
schemes» [13, p. 493]. The Argumentum Model of Topics (AMT) analyzes the
internal structure of arguments by distinguishing between their contextual and
inferential components, emphasizing that inferential reasoning alone is insufficient
without understanding when and how it should be applied. Key components of
AMT include topics (general or specific themes), arguments (based on facts,
logic, or values), and the relationships between them, often illustrated through
argumentation schemes. This model allows for a clearer understanding of how
arguments evolve and how effectively they support a standpoint in discourse.
AMT also introduces concepts such as topos, locus, maxim, endoxon, and datum,
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with endoxa referring to widely accepted community beliefs, as described by
Aristotle [14, p. 100]. The framework has proven valuable in analyzing argument
structures in academic, legal, and political contexts.

Toulmin’s concept of a «field of arguments» is ambiguous and has been
interpreted as rhetorical or discourse communities, disciplines, or collective
mentalities [10, p. 204]. Zarefsky views «field» metaphorically, akin to Aristotle’s
topoi—repositories of arguments used to construct enthymemes [ 15, p. 49]. Aristotle
distinguished general topoi (applicable across contexts) from specific ones tied
to particular subjects, viewing them as community-derived patterns of reasoning
rooted in endoxa — commonly accepted beliefs [16, p. 440]. Though topoi are
widely used, they remain among the most debated concepts in argumentation.
Aristotle described them as methods for forming arguments from accepted
propositions (ex endoxon) [13, p. 43], introducing the notions of standpoint and
locus. A standpoint is a claim aimed at persuasion, while a locus is an argumentative
device that links the claim to shared community beliefs through a maxim [17, p. 81].

Argument construction often involves two components: endoxon and maxim.
In Aristotle’s view, endoxa are statements grounded in beliefs widely accepted
by a society — by everyone, the majority, or the wise [12, p. 78]. They form the
basis of enthymemes, which differ from analytical syllogisms by relying on
shared assumptions rather than formal premises. This explains why one premise
in enthymemes often remains implicit, as in Aristotle’s example of Dorieus,
where the audience fills in the missing assumption based on common knowledge.
Topos (or locus) functions to connect argument to conclusion, but it requires more
than a definition; it must be anchored in argumentative analysis [18]. Rigotti
defines locus as a semantic and analytical relation generating maxims, which in
turn support arguments by establishing meaningful links between argument and
standpoint [17, p. 564]. Thus, endoxa and loci jointly shape the persuasive force
of enthymematic reasoning.

Endoxa refers to widely accepted beliefs, opinions, or premises that serve as
the foundation for reasoning and persuasion. The term originates from Aristotle,
who used it in his Topics to describe ideas that are commonly held by the majority
or by respected authorities.

According to scholars of a Swiss University of Lugano E. Rigotti and S. Greco
Morasso maxims are «implications that establish a connection in the form p—q,
which initiate inferential processes. Each inferential process defines, within the
locus, the structure of a subclass of arguments that are formed in relation to
appropriate endoxa. All maxims within the same locus represent implications of
the ontological relationship that constitutes the locus» [7, p. 44].

Rigotti and Rocci define cultural keywords as terms functioning as terminus
medius in enthymematic arguments — that is, the middle term linking the major
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and minor premises without appearing in the conclusion. These keywords often
embody an endoxon or a set of endoxa, providing implicit cultural assumptions
shared by the communicative community [13, p. 905].

Within pragma-dialectical theory, strategic maneuvering describes how
speakers aim to resolve differences of opinion while still advancing their own
position. Rational discourse norms do not eliminate attempts at persuasion;
instead, argumentation balances dialectical reasonableness with rhetorical
effectiveness [19, p. 87-92]. Thus, cultural keywords serve both a logical and
rhetorical function, grounding arguments in culturally shared meanings while
enhancing persuasive appeal.

Scholars use varying terminology to describe these culturally embedded word-
concepts. Wierzbicka calls them «cultural keywords, «while others refer to them as
«cultural concepts» (Stepanov, Arutyunova, Likhachev, Maslova), «culture-specific
vocabulary» (Vereshchagin, Kostomarov), or «realia» (Mullagaliyeva). Further
variations include «words with connotative cultural components» (Belchikov)
and «cultural and connotative vocabulary» (Vorobiev, Sayakhova). In some
cases, these classifications are used interchangeably or organized systematically
(V. V. Vorobiev, V. G. Sayakhova, G. M. Badagulova, etc.)

V. V. Kolesov writes that the concept of culture «within the boundaries of
a verbal sign and language as a whole appears in its meaningful forms as an
image, as a concept and as a symbol. A symbol is a cultural construct based on
the combination of an image and a concept; a symbol is the relation of a sign to
a subject, i.e. the moment of symbolization of an object by means of substitution
for another is the level of knowledge represented by a complete meaning [20].

Keywords, having the ability to encode the original information, convey itin a
generalized form, can serve as a support for further oral or written communication.
This argumentative perspective is evident in the works of various Western scholars,
including Rigotti and Rocci, Bigi, and Filimon, who have contributed significantly
to this field of study.

So, what is a keyword? In a broad sense, Bigi suggests defining cultural
keywords as «words that are necessary for the text to achieve its intended
communicative goal» [8, p. 131]. This intended communicative purpose can be
elucidated through Congruity Theory, as it relates to the objectives outlined by
the connective predicate.

Conclusion

This study examined the role of cultural keywords in argumentation,
emphasizing their function as linguistic and cultural tools that enhance persuasion
and coherence. Drawing on pragma-dialectics, the Argumentum Model of Topics
(AMT), and Congruity Theory, it demonstrated how cultural keywords operate
as key components within argument structures, linking premises to conclusions.
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The paper first explored definitions and theoretical perspectives on keywords,
particularly cultural keywords, presenting them as argumentative tools grounded
in semantics and social cognition. In the second section, foundational concepts
of argumentation were introduced, including a glossary of argument schemes to
support the analytical framework.

A practical analysis of a bank’s proposal letter showed that the persuasive
power of a keyword depends on its association with endoxa — shared beliefs — and
the strength of that connection in supporting a given position. Cultural keywords,
therefore, function not just as lexical units but as carriers of collective meaning
and rhetorical force.

This research contributes to the understanding of how cultural knowledge
shapes argumentation. Future work might examine the use of cultural keywords in
various professional domains, highlighting their potential in enhancing intercultural
communication and persuasive discourse.
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*. M. Axuorcanosa’, V. C. Hypeanuesa?, b. JI. Hoiememosa®
12]1. H. T'ymunes ateinnars! Eypasust

YJITTBIK YHUBEPCHUTETI,

Kazakcran PecnyOnukacel, AcraHa K.;

*Onkeit MaprysiaH aTbIHIAFbI

[TaBnopap nenaroruKaiblk yHUBEPCUTETI,

Kazakcran Pecrryonukacst, [TaBnopap k.

18.09.24 x. Gacnara TYCTI.

15.01.25 x. Ty3eTysepiMeH TYCTi.

25.08.25 x. OachIn HIbIFapyFra KaObIIIaH bl

MOJEHM TYWIH CO3EPIIH
JTOMEKTEMEJE KOJJIAHBLTYBI

3epmmey modenuem myiin ce30epi 0oen amaiamolh MOOeHU
HbIUAHObL MINOIK Oipikmepdi 3epmmeyee Oazelmmanzat. 3epmmeyoe
myin co30epoi 6ip MooeHuemmi 632e MoOeHUem eKLI0epiHe myCiHOIPYOiy
Kypaivl, MoOeHUemmi cunammayobly Kypaibl, MOOEHUem «OetiHeCiny
Kanslnmacmaoipyuivl mioiKk Kypaivl peminoe Kapacmuipuliadsl. Mooenuem
mytlin co30epi — beneini 6ip monma Hcaunvl KAObLIOAH2AH JHCOHE MY CIHIKMI
uoesnapovl, KO3Kapacmapobl Hemece CeHiMoepoi Oindipemin mepmunoep.
byn mepmunoep oicail 2ana dencini yaoimoap emec; oaap ayoumopusiHbly
0onien10epoi Hemece UdesIapobl KabblioayblHa dcep ememin mepeHipex
MoOeHnu KoHnomayusza ue. Apeymenmayus (Ooviexmeme) meopusiCblHbiy
bonici peminde myiiin co30ep 0oliekmepoi Kypyoa uleutyuti poj amkapa
anaovl. Onap rebinece terminus medius peminoe opexem emeoi, si2Hu
nocmynammapOobl OAUIAHLICIBIPAMbIH CULTOSUSMOE2] OPMALUa MePMUH
ponin amxapaovl. Byn opmawia mepmun 5HOOKCOH Oen amaiamblH
Makynoanbazan Hezizei aicblulapmmol Hemece JHcaanvl KabvlioaHaau
CeHIMOI dcemKizyee komekmecedi. Maxanada myliin ce30epdi aHbIKmay
YULiH apaymenmamusmi manoayobl KOIOAHY MeH OdUeKmeme meopusiColHd
Kambvlcmbl 3epmmeyiepee wony dtcacanaovt. Ilpaema-ouarekmukaivlx,
MOCLl, apeyMeHmamuemi MmonuKkmep MOOeJL JHCOHe COUKECIIK MeopUusiCol
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ApKbLLIbL 3epmmey apeyMeHmamuemi OUCKypcmazol MooeHuem myuin
CO30epIHIH KblsMemiH 3epmmetioi. 3epmmey HCYyMblCbIHbIH HOMUICeNePL
CeHOIPY, UNAHOBIPY KAPLIM-KAMBIHACHL 6APbLCLIHOA MOOCHU IMATOHOAPObL
cmpamezusiiblK mypablOan KOJLOAHy bl 0amblmyod nauoaivl 601a aiaobl.

Kinmmi cosoep: nunesomooenuemmary, MoOeHu HolUaHObl MYUIH cO3,
MOOEHUEMAPATIbIK, KOMMYHUKAYUSL, OdLleKmeme, apeyMeHmMayust meopuscol,
Ootiexmemenik mauioay.

*. M. Axuorcanosa’, V. C. Hypeanuesa?, b. JI. Hoiememosa®
12 EBpa3uiicKkuii HAIMOHATBHBIN

yHusepcurer umenu JI. H. I'ymunesa,

Pecnyonmuka Kaszaxcran, r. AcraHa;

‘TlaBmogapcKuii mearoruyecKuii

YHUBEPCUTET UMEHHU O. MapryJiaH,

Pecnyonuka Kazaxcraw, 1. [1aBnogap.

IMoctynuino B pegaxuuto 18.09.24.

IMoctynuno ¢ ucnpasienusmu 15.01.25.

[Ipunsaro B neuars 25.08.25.

HNPUMEHEHHUE KJIIOYEBBIX
CJIOB KYJIBTYPBI B APT'YMEHTAIIUN

Hccredosanue nayeneno na usydenue KyabmypHo-CHeyuduueckux
SA3bIKOBLIX €OUHUY, KOMOPbIE HA3bIGAIOMCS KIIOUEBbIMU CLOBAMU
Kya1bmypbl. B ucciedosanuu kioyegvle cioéa paccmampusaiomcs Kax
cpeocmeo unmepnpemayuu 0OHOU Kyibmypvl npeocmagumensim opyeou
KVIbIMYPbl, KAK CPeOCmE0 ONUCAHUSL KYIbMYPbl, KAK A36IK080E CPEOCHEO,
dopmupyrowee «obpaszy Kynomypol. AHanuzupys KyismypHvle KOHYenmol,
MbL MOJICEM ONpedeums Kaouesble Clo8d KyIbmypbl, KOMopble, 8 CEOI0
ouepeds, NO3BOJAION ONPEOETUMb UCOPUIO PA3GUINUSL KVIbIMYDbL HAYUU,
ee cospemennblll Xapakxmep, xapaxkmepmvie O0Jisi Hee UCTNOpUYECKUe
usmenenusi. Ciedo8amenbHo, KIo4esble Clo8d KYIbIMYypbl — MO MEPMUHbL,
KOMOpble 8bIpAdiCalom 00uenpuHsmole U NOHAMHblEe UOel, MOYKU 3PEHUs]
unu yoexcoeHuss 6 OnpedeseHHol epynne. dmu mepMuHbl — He NPOCmo
obweusgecmmuvle NOHAMUsL, OHU umelom bosee 2nyOOKuil KyibmypHblil
noomexkcm, KOMopblil 61usem Ha mo, KaK ayoumopusi 60CHPUHUMAaem
U npuHuUMaem apeymenmsl uiu uoeu. B apeymenmayuu KyJibmypHble
KtOuesble Cl06A UZPAiom GAdICHYI0 POIb. OHU YACMO GbICIYNAIOM KaK
terminus medius — cpeOHUll MEPMUH CUIO2U3MA, GbIpadcarowull odujee
unu uesignoe ybedxcoenue, uzgecmnoe Kaxk endoxon. Imo noseonsiem
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apeymeHmy BOCNPUHUMAMbBCS KAK eCMeCmeeHHblll U yoeoumenvHulil. B
cmamve paccmMampusaromes: meopemudeckue nooxXoobl K Uccie008aHuio
apeymenmayuu, 6 yacmuocmu pragma-dialectical nooxoo u Argumentum
Model of Topics, pazpabomannsie eeponeiickumu yuénvimu. Pezyromamor
AHANU3A NOKA3LIBAION, YIMO KYIbMYPHbLIE KII0Yegble CL08A YCUNUBAIOM
YbeoumenbHoOCms apeyMeHmos u cnocoocmeayiom 0oiee 3ppekmuernomy
6030eticmauio Ha ayoumopuro. Taxue oannvle mocym Ovbimb noe3HbL sl
paszpabomxu cmpamezutl, HaANPABIEHHbIX HA KYIbIMYPHO A0ANMUPOBAHHOe
aAp2yMEHMUPOBaAHUe 8 MENUCKYILIMYPHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU.

Knrouesvie cnosa: nune6oKyI6myponoaus, Kiouegoe Closo Kyabmypbl,
MEIICKYILIMYPHASL KOMMYHUKAYUSL, APSYMEHMAYUS], APESYMEHMAMUGHBLL AHAIU3.
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