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S. |. Potapenko, K. I. Andriishyna. Linguistic Means of Authorization in Modern English Magazine
Discourse:  Constructionist Rhetorical Approach. The article discusses the linguistic means of
authorization in English magazine discourse. It proposes a definition of authorization and its discursive
realization with the implementation of rhetorical canons and ways of persuasion. The linguistic means of
authorization is represented by constructions which due to the fusion of form and meaning or form and
function reflect the authorship — individual, institutional or collective. The paper distinguishes two types of
constructions: deictic indicating individual authorization and impersona pointing to the institutional
authorship. With respect to the referential meaning of its congtituents, deictic congructions fal into
orientationa fixing the author’s place in the environment: somatic relating to the author’s body; perceptual
rendering visual, auditory or tactile modalities; locational referring to the author’s whereabouts.
Constructions denoting an author’s activity refer to different spheres: cognitive; communicative;
professional. Constructions referring to social relations reveal the addressor’s roles in two domains:
immediate surroundings, covering family, friends, household as well as the wide public life encompassing
politics and economics. Constructions appealing to pathos evoke evaluation, emotions or human needs
uniting the author and readers. Constructions rendering institutional authorization represent the authors’
distance from the contents by four subtypes of subjective constructions: nominal, pronominal, predicative
referring to event participants as well as discursive. Moreover, the functioning of deictic and impersonal
constructions as authorization devices is subordinated to disposition with differing frequency. The collective
authorship, which can be bi- and multiple, results from the interaction of constructions rendering individual
and institutional authorization.
K ey words: authorization, construction, disposition, magazine discourse, pathos, rhetoric.

C. L. Iloranenko, K. I. Auapiimmna. JlinrsajabHi 3aco0u aBTOpH3allii B Cy4acHOMY AHIJIOMOBHOMY
JKYPHAJBLHOMY JUCKYpCi: KOHCTpPYKUiliHO-puTopuuyHMi minxin. CrarTa m[OpUCBSYEHA BHUBYEHHIO
THTBaJbHUX 3ac00iB aBTOpH3allii B aHTJIOMOBHOMY JKypHAJbHOMY JUCKYpCi. 3allpONOHOBAHO BHU3HAYCHHS
aBTOpH3allii, YCTaHOBIEHO MiAMOPAJKOBAHICT, I JAMCKYPCHUBHOI peamizalii pUTOPUYHUM KaHOHAM
i cnocobam BIUIMBY, OudepeHLiioBaHO 11 1HAWBIAyaJbHUI Ta IHCTUTYLIHHMHA PI3HOBHIM, CGKCIUIIKOBaHI
JMHTBAIGHAMHA 3aco0aMH, MO0 TPEJCTABICHI NEHKTHYHHUMH W 0€30C000BMMH KOHCTPYKIISIMH, PO3KPUTO
MOCTIIOBHICTD 1 YaCTOTHICTD Y>KMBaHHS JCHKTHYHUX 1 0€30C000BMX KOHCTPYKLIN y Pi3HUX OJIOKax craTei
CY4aCHOTO AaHIJIOMOBHOTO >KYPHAJBHOTO IHUCKYpCy. 3 ypaxyBaHHSM CEMAaHTHUKU CKJIQJHUKIB JEHKTHYHI
KOHCTPYKIIii TOJIJIIEMO Ha MiJrPYIH, IO MMO3HAYAIOTh OPIEHTYBAHHS aBTOpPa, WOTO MisIIBHICTH, CYCIiNbHI
BIIHOCMHH a0o0 ameniooTh g0 mnadocy. OpieHTyBalbHI KOHCTPYKIi (DIKCYIOTH B3a€EMOJII0 aBTOpa
3 HABKOJIMIIHIM cepenoBuiieM. KoHcTpykuii Ha mo3HaYeHHs JisSUTbHOCTI PO3IIAPOBYIOTHCS Ha TPH MiATPYIIH,
AKi BiIOMBAIOTH Pi3Hi aCMEKTH aKTUBHOCTI aBTOpa: KOTHITHBHI, KOMYHiKaTUBHi, mpodeciiini. Konctpykii Ha
MO3HAYEHHS CYCHUIBHUX CTOCYHKIB PO3KPMBAIOTh COLIajbHI PO aBTOpa y ABOX cdepax: 6e3mocepesHboro
OTOYEHHSI, 1110 BMILIY€E POJMHY, APY3iB 1 BIacHUI MOOYT, Ta MUPOKOro CYCIUIBHOIO MIPOCTOPY, IO OXOILIIOE
MOJNITUKY W ekoHOoMiKy. KoHcTpykiii, mjo amemoroTs 10 madocy, 3BepHEHi JI0 OILIHOK, e€MOIiH, MoTped
aBTopa abo uurauiB. KoHcTpykIlii Ha O3HAYCHHST 1HCTUTYIIIHOT aBTOpU3allii BiIOMBAIOTH BiJICTOPOHEHICTH
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aBTopa BiJl TOBIJOMIIIOBAHOTO TPhOMa pIi3HOBHIAMH CyO’€KTHHX KOHCTPYKIIH — iMEHHHKOBHMH,
3aliMEHHUKOBUMH, TMPEAUKATUBHUMHU 3 pedepeHIlicl0 [0 YYaCHUKIB MOMAIA, a TaKoXK AMCKYPCHBHUMH
KOHCTpyKIisiMu. KONEeKTHBHA aBTOpH3AIlisl peani3yeThCs B3a€EMOMIEI0 BHOKPEMIICHHX KOHCTPYKIIiM Ha
MO3HAYCHHSA 1HAMBILYaJbHOI 1 1HCTUTYLIHHOI aBTOpM3alii y CTaTTAX 3 JABOMa Ta OUIbIIE 3a3HAYECHUMH
aBTOpaMH.

Kiro4uoBi ciioBa: aBTOpH3allis, IUCMO3HINIS, )KYPHATBHUIN TUCKYPC, KOHCTPYKIIis, Tadoc, puUTopurKa.

C. !. lloranenxo, K.HWU. Auppuumuna. JIMHrBajgbHBIE CpeACTBA aBTOPM3alMM B COBPEMEHHOM
AHTJIOA3BIYHOM KYPHAJBHOM JUCKYpPCe: KOHCTPYKIIMOHHO-PUTOPHYEeCKUH moaxoa. CTaTes MOCBSIIEHA
U3YyYEHHUIO S3BIKOBBIX CPEICTB aBTOPU3ALMM B AaHMIOSN3BIYHOM JKypHaJIbHOM AucKypce. IIpemnoxeno
OlpenesieHue aBTOPHU3alMi, YCTAaHOBJICHA MOMYMHEHHOCTh €€ AMCKYPCHUBHOW peanu3alid PUTOPUYECKUM
KaHOHAMH W Ccroco0aM BIHMAHUS, TU(QPEpeHINPOBAHB WHIWBUIYaTbHBIA W WHCTUTYIMOHHBIA BUJBI,
OKCIUTMIUPOBAHHBIC A3BIKOBBIMH CPEACTBAMMU, BKIIFOYAIOHNIUMU IICI\/'IKTI/I‘IGCKI/IC A Oe3JINYHbIE KOHCTPYKIIHNU
COOTBETCTBEHHO, pPAaCKpbITa I10CJIEAOBAaTEIbHOCTh U YaCTOTHOCTb HCIOJIB30BAaHUS JEHKTHUECKUX U
0e3MMYHBIX KOHCTPYKUMI B pa3IUYHBIX TEKCTOBBIX OJIOKax cTaTeil COBPEMEHHOTO aHTJIOA3BIYHOTO
JKypHaiIbHOro auckypca. C y4éTOM CEMaHTHUKH COCTABISAIOLIUX JJIEMEHTOB NEHKTUYECKUE KOHCTPYKIHMH
KJaccu(pUIMpPOBaHBI Ha YETHIPE MOATPYIIIbI, YKa3bIBAIOIINE HA OPUEHTUPOBAHKUE aBTOPA, €0 AEATEILHOCTS,
o0IIIeCTBEHHbBIE OTHOLICHUS U anesuupyonme K nadocy. Koncrpykunu, ykassiBaromuye Ha OpUeHTHPOBAHNE
aBTopa, (UKCUPYIOT €ro B3aWMOJICHCTBHE C OKpyXkarmmei cpenoi. KoHcTpykinmu, o003Havaronme
JIeATENbHOCTh, PAcClauBalOTCS Ha TPHU MOATPYIIBL, KOTOPBIE OTPAKalOT Pa3NUYHbIE acCHeKThl aKTUBHOCTH
aBTOpa: KOTHUTHBHBIE, KOMMYHHKAaTHBHbIC, TpodeccuoHanbubie. KOHCTpYKIMH, TpeaCTaBISIONIE
o0IIecTBEHHbIE OTHOIIICHUS, PACKPBIBAIOT COIMATbHBIE POJHM aBTOpa B JIByX cdepax: HEMmocpelCTBEHHOTO
OKPY)KEHHSI, T. €. CEeMbH, ApPYy3ed u ObITa, U LIMPOKOrO OOLIECTBEHHOI'O MPOCTPAHCTBA, OXBATHIBAIOLIETO
MOJUTHKY U 3KOHOMHUKY. K madocy KOHCTPYKUIMHM anesupyloT 4Yepe3 OLEHKH, AMOLHUH M HOTPEOHOCTH
aBTopa wiau uyurarened. KoHcTpykmmm it 00O3HA4YeHUs WHCTUTYIMOHHOW aBTOPU3AIMU OTPAXKAIOT
OTCTPAaHEHHOCTh aBTOpa OT COOOIaeMoil WH(pOPMAIMH TpeMs BUAAMH CYOBEKTHBIX KOHCTPYKIHH —
UMEHHBIX, MECTOMMEHHBIX, NPEAUKATHBIX C pedepeHnreld K ydJaCTHHKaM COOBITHH, a TakKxke
JUCKYPCUBHBIMH  KOHCTpyKIMAMH. KoJulekTuBHash  aBTopu3alMsl  peaju3yercss  B3auMOJEHCTBHEM
KOHCTPYKIHH, YKa3bIBAIOUMX HAa HHAUBUAYAIbHYIO U HHCTUTYLIMOHHYIO aBTOPU3aIIUIO, B CTAThAX C IBYMS U
0oJblIe aBTOpaMHu.

KuaroueBble cjioBa: aBTOpH3alMs, IUCIO3ULUS, >KypPHAIbHBIH JAHUCKYpC, KOHCTPYKUHs, madoc,
puTOpHKA.

1. Introduction
Authorization as a category of the author’s manifestation in Modern English
magazine discourse is represented by constructions which due to fusion of form and
meaning or form and function create an effect of authorship — individual, institutiona or
collective— in terms of ethos as an author’s self-representation and pathos associated with the
audience’s evaluations, emotions or needs. Individual authorization is represented by a single
author. Institutional one is manifested by a group of anonymous writers. Collective authorization is
based on cooperation of a group of authors.

Authorization as a degree of manifestation of authorship of magazine text was formed as a
result of transformation of the category of author under the influence of genre specificity of texts. In
this research paper the author is distinguished as a creator of texts (Barthes, 1993) and the
authorship as the addressee status in relation to the work (Schonert, 2009).

The gradual stratification of the author’s characteristics made it necessary to highlight the
category, which would cover al the characteristics of the manifestation of the authorship of the text:
the performer (Antiquity), the anonymous, the pseudo-author, the collective authorship (Middle
Ages), the creator (Renaissance), the author’s image, his legitimization (18" century), the immanent
author (Classical Realism), the displacement of the author, the narrator (20" century). All
mentioned types of authors are reflected in the following classification of authorization — individual,
institutional and collective.
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Modern understanding of individual authorization is most closely connected with the
concepts of the performer, the creator, the author’s image, narrator with his own worldview,
principles, judgments, biography and creativity (Bohnenkamp, 2002; Scholz, 1999; Schoénert,
2009). Author’s anonymity and pseudo-authorship are early manifestations of institutional
authorization. Their spread was as a result of replacement of form “I”” with “he”. To be accepted
by the public, the writer did not have to show his individuality, the most important thing was the
information itself not its presenter. The formation of the collective authorship marked by the
coexistence of several authors who work on one text together, forming a corporate letter (Haynes,
2005; Selbmann, 1994; Woodmansee, 1994), began in medieval manuscripts with much more
difficult dynamics than in individually written texts (Minnis, 1993).

The development of mass media has led to the formation of a category of media
authorization, which reflects the extent of the lingual reveal of authors of media texts, exercising
a certain influence on the audience. Most noticeable media authorization as the integration
category is represented in English magazines that publish informative articles with different types
of authorization depending on how many people participate in the creation of the media texts as
well as the way the authorship at the end of the information product is indicated.

Authorization in magazine discourse forms a continuum, which covers three main kinds of
authorship: individual, represented by a single author in the American news magazine Time;
institutional, which transmits the position to the publication as a whole, and therefore the editorial
office deliberately does not indicate the authors of the published materials: this is accepted, for
example, in the famous British magazine The Economist; collective, when multiple authors work
and cooperate in a certain social group (Fairclough 1995; Renkema, 2004). Articles with
collective authorization, which can have two to eight authors working in collaboration with one
responsible author, are widely spread in American news magazine Time.

In Section 1 of this paper, we address different kinds of authorization — individual,
institutional and collective. Section 2 presents the constructionist and rhetorical facet of
authorization. Section 3 gives the classification of the English magazine discourse linguistic
means of authorization, that are represented by constructions entrenched in speakers’ memory as
unities of form and meaning or form and function. The paper distinguishes two types of
constructions, namely deictic indicating individual authorization and impersonal pointing to the
institutional authorship. Section 4 provides the distinctive features of dispositional arrangement
of English magazine articles and functioning of individual and institutional constructions in
different sections of the articles. In Conclusions, we summarize the results obtained and give
some tentative perspectives for further studiesin thisfield.

2. Method
Studies of the ways of verbalizing different types of authorization in magazine discourse rely on
the ideas of construction grammar (Goldberg, 2003; Thomasello, 2000) claiming that language
IS a repertoire of constructions, i. e. more or less complex patterns that integrate form and
meaning in conventionalized or non-compositional ways (Goldberg, 2005; Potapenko, 2017;
Thomasello, 2000) and canons of rhetoric (Aristotle, 1991, 2010; Burke, 2014).

In the authorization aspect, the construction has authorship indication values wider than
the meaning of the words that form it. The rhetorical aspect of the research provides an account
of canons of text structure, which covers invention, the point which the author establishes bona
fides, grabs the audience’s attention hoping to keep it; elocution, verbalization of ideas with the
help of linguistic means, represented by constructions; disposition, linear arrangement of
selected linguistic means (Burke, 2016; Enos, 2006, 2011; Leith, 2012).

Thus, the constructionist and rhetorical facet of authorization is represented at two textua
planes: In particular, an inventive-elocutionary, or nominative, plane with the contents named by
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constructions as unities of two or more elements functioning as a whole and a dispositional plane
providing for the constructions’ linear patterning in texts.

On the first, inventive-elocutionary plane we reveal the main idea and topic of the articles
supported by the key words in headings and texts. Thus, the topic of the murder of the main Russian
opposition figure in the article under the title “Boris Nemtsov's murder reveals Russian weakness —
not strength” (Time 16.03.2015) is revealed, based on such key words of the article: famous person
Boris Nemtsov and a common noun murder, which indicates bloodshed; toponym Russia, which
names a specific country.

Dispositiona plane of the study is aimed at identifying the properties of the arrangement and
functioning of deictic and impersonal constructions in the sections of the articles (Dijk, 1985; 1986,
1991) with individual, institutional, or collective authorization.

On the dispositional plane of research, we differentiate formal sections of headline,
introduction and conclusion and four semantic sections, namely informative, background,
argumentative and commentary. The difference between the dispositions of individua and ingtitutional
articles is manifested in the following sections: argumentative one in the articles with individua
authorization and background section in the texts with institutional authorship.

The application of a cognitive rhetorical technique has made it possible to identify and
classify constructions indicating individual and institutional authorization and establish peculiarities
of their usage in the sections of the articles with different types of authorization.

3. Linguistic means of authorization
In the English magazine discourse linguistic means of authorization are represented by
constructions entrenched in speakers’ memory as unities of form and meaning or form and function.

The paper distinguishes two types of constructions, namely deictic indicating individual
authorization and impersonal pointing to the institutional authorship. Individual authorization is
represented by deictic constructions implementing three types of author’s self-identification:
personal, indicated by combination of the first person singular pronoun with verbs or the
corresponding possessive pronoun with a noun; inclusive, reflected by interaction of the first person
plural pronoun with verbs or of the corresponding possessive pronoun with nouns, empathic,
transmitted by the interaction of the second person pronouns with verbs or corresponding
possessive pronouns with nouns.

3.1. Deictic constructions
Among 300 deictic constructions presented in the research according to their lexico-
grammatical status we differentiate: nominal constructions (my girls), for example, Grief
seemed to reshape my girls at a molecular level (Time 25.05.2015, 58); verbal constructions (I
think), for example, | think the initiative to adopt such a resolution should come from Donald
Trump and Vladimir Putin (Time 13.02.2017, 22).

With respect to referential meaning of its constituents, deictic constructions fall into severa
types: orientational (64 constructions), denoting activity (68 constructions), social relations (87
constructions) and appealing to pathos (81 constructions).

Orientational constructions, fixing the author’s place in the environment, include somatic,
perceptual and local.

Somatic constructions are related to the author’s body or its parts:

(1) PaulaPel stopsshort and grabs my shoulder (Time 30.11.2015, 118-119)
In example above (1), the somatic construction my shoulder, correlating with the verb grab,

describes the author’s acquaintance with a famous person (Paula Pell).
Perceptual constructions render visual, auditory or tactile modalities:




66

(2) 1 .saw crosses that the Klan had put up, an announcement about a Klan meeting (Time
15.01.2018, 32)

(3) 1 heard Dr. King speak when | was 15 (Time 15.01.2018, 32)

(4) LG has a new smart refrigerator with a door that turns transparent when | touch it
(Time 10.04.2017, 55)

In examples (2, 3, 4), various kinds of perception are indicated by constructions | saw, | heard,
| touch.
Local constructions refer to the author’s whereabouts:

(55 When | finally sat down to dinner with one Paris resident | had seen almost nothing of
since the Nov. 13 assault on our city (Time 30.11.2015, 136)

In example (5), the construction our city transmits the author’s affiliation with the residents of the
capital of France.

Constructions denoting author’s activity pertain to different spheres, namely cognitive
conveying his / her thinking; communicative reflecting his / her interaction with the characters of
the article; professiona emphasizing the common occupation of the author and readers. Thus,
constructions denoting the author’s enterprise refer to their cognitive, communicative or
professional activities:

(6) 1 knew Borisvery well (Time 16.03.2015, 16)

(7) Without a word, they sum up what we talk about when we talk about love
(Time 23.05.2016, 55)

(8) I’ve been writing about politics longer than | played sports (30.11.2015, 35-36)

In examples (6, 7, 8), various activities of the author are marked by deictic constructions | knew, we
talk, I've been writing, I played sports respectively.

Constructions referring to social relations reveal the addressor’s roles in two domains. They
are immediate surroundings, covering family, friends, household and wide public life encompassing
politics and economics. Thus, social constructions reveal author’s roles of interaction with family,
friends, household, society, politics, and economics:

(9 [I'll eventually end up, just some place where my family will never find me
(Time 10.04.2017, 55)

(20) 1 worry about what thisis doing to my marriage (Time 7.11.2016, 63)

(11) In the meantime, | will continue to explore my relationship with Roomba (Time
10.04.2017, 55)

In examples (9, 10, 11), the author demonstrates his relations with other people. The construction
my family denotes the author’s family, the construction my marriage indicates his marital status, the
construction my relationship demonstrates the use of a household item represented by a robot
named Roomba.

Author’s household activity can be reflected by the construction 7've done vacuuming like in
the next example (12):

(12) I’ve done so much vacuuming in my life (Time 10.04.2017, 55)

In the wide public sphere, the deictic constructions reproduce such varieties of activities: socia (our
private lives), economic (our economy), and political_(our next President):
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(13) Although social media makes our private lives more public, it also makes us more self-
absorbed and isolated from fellow citizens (Time 10.04.2017, 18)

(14) Greenspan, central bankers themselves have become the major player in global
mar kets — something that has introduced huge, unknown risks into our_economy (Time
31.10.2016, 24)

(15) We are about to experience a radical change in American politics: a woman may well be
our next President (Time 7.11.2016, 24)

In example (13), the author comments on the impact of social media on people’s privacy. In
example (14), he points to the economy at the level of the state (USA), and in example (15) the
construction our next President reveals the author’s connection to the US population around a
figure of the following American president.

Constructions appealing to pathos evoke evaluation, emotions, and human needs uniting
author and readers. Constructions appealing to evaluation characterize the author’s attitude to the
described events by linguistic means, which reflect reality in the aspect of assessment:

(16) And by imitation, he (my son) became my little dictator (Time 23.05.2016, 22)

In example (16), the construction my little dictator negatively assesses the author’s son.
An appea to emotions, that motivate, organize, and redirect human perception, thinking, and
action, is carried out through emotive constructions, like in the following examples (17, 18):

(17) 1 will just have to guess at the logic behind my devotion to Roomba (Time 10.04.2017,
55)
(18) And Paul, | love you too (Time 25.05.2015, 53)

Magazine texts with individua authorization apped to the basic needs of a person: safety, love, respect,
sdf-redlization (Madow, 1970). In the following example (19), the deictic construction | need to know
conveys the author’s need for self-realization in line with promoting trends in women’s fashion:

(19) When | need to know how to#dresslikeoman, | call my friend Brenda, who is a professor at
the Fashion Ingtitute of Technology in New York City (Time 20.02.2017, 55)

3.2. Impersonal constructions
Constructions rendering institutional authorization represent authors’ distance from the contents
embodied by subtypes of subjective constructions: nominal, pronominal, and predicative subjective
constructions referring to event participants, as well as discursive ones. In the research we
distinguish 154 impersonal constructions. among them there are 62 subjective nomina
constructions, 35 subjective pronominal constructions, 33 subjective predicative constructions, and
24 discursive constructions (14 appealing to evaluation and 10 — emotions).

Subjective nominal constructions fall into collective, plural, and indefinite referring to
anonymous Sources.

Subjective collective noun-verbal constructions combine collective nouns with verbs of
perception (government sees) and physical activity (Economist went to press):

(20) Because the government sees what it calls "web cleansing” as necessary to prevent
access to terrorist information, everyone in Xinjiang is suppressed to have a spy-wear
app on their mobile phone (The Economist 2.06.2018. 19-22)
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In the example above (20), the government’s activity is conveyed by the construction with the
collective noun government and verb of perceptual semantics see.

Subjective plural noun-verbal constructions consist of nouns in the plural referring to sets of
social actors at different levels of ethnic, professional, and universal generalization being combined
with verbs of cognitive (politicians know) and communicative (Germanstell) semantics:

(21) Politicians and users want to know more about how Facebook will adequately safeguard
people’s privacy and offer enough transparency about how it operates (The Economist
14.04.2018, 21-22)

(22) Some experts believe setting the young on a better financial path would also shorten
recessions and help mitigate income inequality (The Economist 30.11.2015, 42)

In examples (21, 22), subjective plural noun-verba constructions name the average degree of unity
of politicians and Internet users (politicians and users) and experts (some experts).
The greatest degree of unity is reflected by ethnonymsin the plural:

(23) Germans tell pollsters they mostly agree with these measures (The Economist
4.04.2015, 47)

In example (23), subjective plura noun-verbal construction Germans tell with ethnonym Germans
and the verb of communicative semanticstell demonstrates unity of the whole nation.

Subjective pronoun-verbal constructions split into impersonal and negative types. Subjective
impersonal pronoun-verbal constructions with indefinite pronouns and nouns or verbs of cognitive,
perceptual, physical semantics expand the circle of participants:

(24) He wraps his power in legal procedure, but everyone knows that the prosecutors and
courts answer to him (The Economist 28.10.2017, 9)

In_example above (24), the subjective pronominal construction everyone knows points out the
genera awareness of people.

Subjective negative pronoun-verbal constructions combining indefinite pronouns with verbs
referring to cognitive and physical activity eliminate an action performer:

(25) While nobody knows what will follow, few people in Russia’s elite expect the succession
to happen constitutionally or peacefully (The Economist 28.10.2017, 19-21)

In example (25), the subjective negative pronoun-verbal construction nobody knows transmits the
general ignorance of people regarding further development of events.

Subjective predicative constructions with verbs of attitude and comparison (it seems; it looks
asif) reflect an impersonal view of event participants:

(26) The House of Lordsis more effective than it seems (The Economist 2.06.2018, 73 74)
(27) 1t looks as if the creators may now call Greece 's bluff (The Economist 13.06.2015,
50 51)

In the given examples (26, 27), the subjective predicative construction it seems conveys uncertainty
about the activities of the House of Lords of the British Parliament and the subjective predicative
construction it looks as if gives an impersonal evaluation of events described in the article events.
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Discursive constructions structuring texts consist of the pronoun it in the subject position and
the compound nominal predicate with emotive and evaluative units characterizing the information
given in the previous or following utterance, concealing either the subject or object of evaluation:

(28) The danger is that, with inflation falling and India enjoying a boost from cheaper
energy, the country 's leaders duck the tough reforms needed for lasting success. That
would be a huge mistake (The Economist 21.02.2015)

In example above (28), the demonstrative pronoun that guides the reader to the previous text,
informing about the actions of Indian leaders, which are characterized by the language unit huge
mistake with negative meaning.

Thus, in modern English magazine discourse the individual authorization is presented by the
deictic constructions and the institutional authorization — impersonal ones.

4. Dispositional arrangement of linguistic means of authorization
Arrangement and functioning of deictic and impersona constructions as authorization devices is
subordinated to disposition. In English magazine articles with individua and institutional authorization
disposition has both common and distinctive features. Its smilarity is represented by forma sections of
headline, introduction and conclusion, as well as two semantic parts, namely informative one and
commentary (Dijk, 1985). The biggest difference between the dispositions of individua and ingtitutional
articlesis manifested in the following sections:

- an argumentative one in the articles with individual authorization and

- abackground section in the texts with institutional authorship.

With respect to the number of dispositional sections, articles with individual and institutional
authorization follow two models. They are extended, with six sections, and non-extended, with
three, four or five sections. Individual authorization is reflected by constructions with differing
frequency. In the headline, introduction and conclusion sections the dominant constructions are
orientational and social indicating the author’s place in the described events.
The most construction-rich sections are informative and argumentative ones reflecting the place and
activity of the addressor in the described events. The smallest number of constructions occurs in
commentary sections since they are filled with other people’s opinions.

The articles with institutional authorization are characterized by the dominance of subjective
nominal constructions representing author’s views from distance. Subjective collective and plural
noun-verbal constructions referring to groups are common in headlines, introductions, conclusion
sections. Subjective impersonal pronoun-verba constructions expanding the circle of participants
and concealing the information source, as well as subjective predicative constructions, indicating
the position of a magazine as a whole are common in the informative and background sections.
Commentary textual sections widely employ subjective indefinite nomina constructions referring to
anonymous information sources.

Collective authorship, which can be bi- and multiple, results from the interaction of
constructions rendering individual and institutiona authorization.

5. Conclusions
There are three types of authorization in modern English magazine discourse: individual, which
is represented by a single author; the ingtitutional one is manifested by a group of anonymous
writers; the collective one is based on the cooperation of a group of authors.

The cognitive rhetorical aspect of authorization is represented on two textual planes: an
inventive-elocutionary, or nominative, plane with the contents named by constructions as unities of
two or more elements functioning as a whole and a dispositional plane providing for the
constructions’ linear patterning in texts. On the inventive-elocutionary plane of the English
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magazine discourse, linguistic means are represented by constructions entrenched in speakers’
memory as the unities of form and meaning or form and function.

The paper distinguishes two types of constructions: deictic indicating individual authorization
and impersonal pointing to the institutional authorship.

With respect to the referential meaning of its constituents, deictic constructions fal into
orientationa fixing the author’s place in the environment: somatic relating to the author’s body;
perceptual rendering visual, auditory or tactile modalities; local referring to the author’s
whereabouts.

Condgructions rendering ingtitutiona authorization represent the authors’ distance from the
contents by four subtypes of subjective constructions: nominal, pronominal, predicative referring to
event participants as well as discursive.

The functioning of deictic and impersonal constructions as authorization devices
is subordinated to disposition. With respect to the number of dispositional sections, magazine
articles with individua and institutiona authorization follow two models. extended, with six sections,
and non-extended, with three, four or five sections.

Individual authorization is reflected by constructions with differing frequency. The most
construction-rich sections are informative and argumentative reflecting the place and activity of the
addressor in the described events. The articles with the institutional authorization are characterized
by the dominance of subjective nomina constructions representing the author’s views from distance in
the informative and background texual sections.

The collective authorship, which can be bi- and multiple, results from the interaction of
constructions rendering individual and institutional authorization.

Further linguigtic studies in this domain can focus on the cognitive rhetorica andysis of
individual, institutional, collective authorization in other types of media discourse: newspaper,
Internet, radio and television.
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