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CHUIKAIOT JIOJII0 POJHOTO SI3BIKA, TAK KaK MOTPeOHOCTH B HEM IIPHU
o PeKTUBHOM 00yUEeHHHN I1aA€eT.

Takum o00pas3oM, HaAyYHO OOOCHOBAHA U OIIPABAHA MEMKIY-
HAPOIHBIM TMEJAaTOTHYECKUM COOOIIECTBOM Ha COBPEMEHHOM JTalle
pasyMHasi J0JIs POJHOTO A3bIKA IIPU WCIOJIb30BAHUN METOIUYIECKOTO
npuema «sandwiching», JBYS3BIUHBIX WHCTPYKIIMM, B IpoIlecce
pelleHnss KOMMYHHUKATHBHEBIX 32029 — HA CTAIUU O0CY KIeHU B ITapax
U IPYIIAax, IPY IIPeIbABICHUN JUAJIOTa — IPpaMaTU3AINsd Ha POJHOM
sI3BIKE, 3aTeM HA WHOCTPAHHOM, BO BPeMs UIPHI B IIEPEBOIYHKOB, IIPHU
AHHOTHPOBAHUU U IIeprpase, HAIMCAHNUY IBYS3bIYHbBIX CyOTUTPOB U JIp.

CATEGORY OF OFFENSIVENESS IN THE ASPECT
OF INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION

JlaBunkui A. A.

Pecuy6imra Benapycs, r. Burebexk
Mesxayuaponusrit yausepcutet «MUTCO»,
3aBedyIOIINH Kadeapoil HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB
¥ MEKKYJIBTYPHBIX KOMMYHUKAIIIH,
KaHAUIAT (PUIIOJIOTMUYECKIX HAYK, JOILICHT

Legislation regulating speech acts is an integral part of legal
culture of a nation in general and of an individual in particular.
In their broadest sense its restrictions are defined by two kinds
of taboo: for the type of the context of the discource and for the content
of the speech product. In the former case legislation defines certain
restrictions concerning the interaction environment or the addressant/
addressee (for example, government employees are not advised to take
action on anonymous messages or the personnel of state security
bodies cannot use open communication channels, etc.). The latter kind
of restrictions concerns the content of products of speech, i.e. the text
(presence of obscenities, disclosure of certified information, etc.).
Restrictions are evident on all institutional levels of verbal
interactions and vary in social, gender, age and other parameters.
Moreover, there are a number of restrictions which, though not legally
mandatory, are firmly established in the mentality of people as part
of their cultural code, making them, for example, use the polite «You»
when addressing their seniors, or avoid referring to someone who
1s present using «he» or «she», etc.

To determine the kind of restriction and its qualitative
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characteristics in recognizing an act of speech as abusive we should
refer to legal interpretations of the concept. The Belarusian and
Russian legislation systems define verbal abuse as «intentional
humiliation or degradation of the dignity of another person expressed
in an abusive way” (the Code of Administrative Offences
of the Republic of Belarus, art. 9.3) the Code of Administrative
Offences of the Republic of Belarus, 2019)) and “humiliation or degradation
of the dignity of another person expressed in an abusive way» (the Code
of Administrative Offences of the Russian Federation, art. 5.61)
(the Code of Administrative Offences of the Russian Federation,
2019)). Thus, to define a speech act as an abuse both legislation
systems use the parameters of attributiveness and non-normativity.
These parameters are clearly explained by modern linguistic
expertology (attributiveness — an act of denouncing another person by
diminishing their status with regard to the abuser, non-normativity —
words labeled in dictionaries as «vulgar», «offensive», «slang» or
included in dictionaries of vulgar and obscene languag [1, c. 98].
The Belarusian concept of verbal abuse also includes the parameter
of intent, which lawyers describe as «a person’s awareness
of the possibility or inevitability and desire for the negative
consequences of their illegal actions» [2, c. 58], though in modern
linguistic expertology it does not have a generally accepted definition and
1s, therefore, often interpreted similarly to factuality, 1.e. to performance
of an utterance as a statement of fact (facts). We believe that this
situation occurs due to the pragmatic nature of speech, when
the locutionary power of a statement can be treated as «an intent, desire
or suggestion to do or to commit something» [3, c. 128].

It should also be pointed out that the problem of applying
the parameter of non-normativity has not yet been resolved completely.
The fact is that in evaluating non-normativity of speech content it is
not always sufficient to resort to special stylistic markers as entry
labels in various lexicographic publications are often inconsistent and
may vary (which also applies to foreign-language publications), and
emotional-expressive coloring may be illustrated in the form
of the scale elevated / neutral / colloquial [4, c. 164] with rather vague
borderlines between its levels.

Another issue to consider is the problem of defining certain
vocabulary as non-normative since it can include slang, jargon
or colloquial words. Such words are quite rare in the public media,
however, they do not always carry negative meaning and may serve as
a language code within a particular social, age, territorial or gender
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in-group. Sub-neutral words raise disapproval when used in public
places but their use cannot be legally prosecuted as their
communicative purposes are outside the normative regulation.
Consequently, the use of slang, argot, colloquial or jargon words
cannot be regarded as tangible evidence of insulting behaviour and can
be interpreted as «language disguise for the content of a speech act»
[5, c. 38]. Moreover, researchers often disagree on such evaluation
criteria for stylistically colored vocabulary as 1) its boundaries and
volume (opposition of literary ! non-literary, coded ! non-coded);
2) correlation of functional and expressive aspects of stylistic coloring;
3) character and type of stylistic coloring; 4) correlation of positive /
negative evaluation for printed and spoken speech.

Abuse as a kind of speech act liable for legal prosecution has been
included into the areas of concern of the British linguistic expertology,
unlike the USA, the legislation of which does not make provisions for
criminal or civil responsibility for verbal insults. The judicial system
of the United Kingdom, admittedly complicated, has a number of acts
that define the attitude of law to verbal abuse. The Public Order Act,
1987, has at least four articles, violation of which can be interpreted
as abusive verbal behaviour: 4A “Intentional harassment, alarm
or distress”, 5 “Harassment, alarm or distress”, 18 (part 3) “Racial
Hatred”, 29B “Hatred against persons expressed on religious grounds
or grounds of sexual orientation”.

However, these Acts do not give a clear-cut definition of insulting
communicative aggression: “A person is guilty of an offence if he — (a)
uses ....... abusive words or behaviour, ....(b) displays any writing, sign
or other visible representation which is threatening or abusive, within
the hearing or sight of a person likely to be caused harassment ....”.

In Britain, offences of this kind are tried in special tribunals which
often need linguistic expertise on disputable texts. In their current
practice linguistic experts examine two parameters: 1) attributiveness,
1.e. presence of non-normative or negatively-colored words intended to
insult a person and 2) context, which examines extra-linguistic factors
that characterize language behaviour (manner of communication;
pitch and tone of voice; situation in which the disputable words
occurred; emotional content; body language; institutional component;
peculiarities of the personality of the person affected [6, c. 109]. The first
parameter is obligatory. The second is measured quantitatively
(for example, the context in which disputable words were used
is measured as follows: domestic (in a dwelling) — O points, outside
a dwelling — 1point, in a public place — 2points; the score for the body
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language is: no gestures — 0 points, gestures, though present, are not
aggressive — lpoint, aggressive gestures — 2 points, etc.), and its total
can reach 14 points (the parameter of extra-linguistic factors is considered
completed when the total of its points reaches 7).

The visual display of parameterization of abusive speech in
the studied linguo-legal discourses (see Table) shows that approaches
to determining this phenomenon have both cross-cultural and
nationally distinct features.

Table - Parameterization of abusive speech acts in the Belarusian,
British and Russian national linguo-legal discourses

IC)’oun Belarus Britain Russia
arameter

Attributiveness X X X

Non-normativity X - X

Intent X — —

Context - X _

The shared parameter defining verbal abuse is attributiveness,
which is used as an indicator that a speech act contains words intended
to humiliate a person. The nationally distinct parameter of detecting
verbal abuse is practiced in the British linguo-legal system, which
takes into account extra-linguistic peculiarities of the communication
(pitch and tone of voice of the abuser; emotional content; body language;
institutional component; peculiarities of the personality of the person
affected). Also some of the countries regard as important
the locutionary power of a statement (Belarus) and the use of taboo
words (Belarus, Russia).
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POWER POINT. 3A NJIN ITPOTUB?

JIoGau JI. H.

Pecuny6iura Benapycs, r. Munck
Mesxnynapomusrit yausepcuret «MUATCO»,
IOIEeHT KadeIphl HHOCTPAHHBIX SI3BIKOB

TepMUH «MEXKKYJIHBTYPHAA KOMMYHUKAIIAA» OTHOCUTCSI K OOMEHY
3HAHUSAMH, HOEAMH, MBICISMHA, KOHIIEIITAMUA W OMOIIUSIMHU MEMKIY
JIOOBMM W3 PAa3HbBIX KyJabTyp. CyIecTBYyIOT Opyrue OmpemeIeHus
¥ pas3IuyHbIe MOOXO0OBI K OTAM ompeneieHusaM. OCHOBBIBASACH HA 9TOM,
MOYKHO C[eJIaTh BBIBOJ, YTO MEKKYJILTypPHAS KOMMYHHMKAIIASA — 3TO
ocobass ¢opMa KOMMYHHKAIIMKA JBYX MWMJIKA 0OoJiee IIpeIcTaBUTelIeH
PABIMYHLIX KyJIbTYP, B X0 KOTOPOM IIPOUCXOIAT 00MeH NHMOpMAaIuei
¥ KyJILTYPHBIMH IIEHHOCTAMHA B3aUMOIEHCTBYIOIINX Ky JIBLTYP.

B mameMm cTpeMuUTENIBHO Pa3BUBAIOIIEMCA M M3MEHUYHUBOM MUpPE
HAM 4YacTO IIPUXOAUTCA [OeJaTh MIpe3eHTanuu. [log aThM 0OBIYHO
uMeeTcsa B BUAY IiepBasd OQUIMAILHAA II0JAaya 3aMHTEPEeCOBAHHON
ayIUTOPHUY HEM3BECTHOM WJIM MAaJIOM3BecTHOM nHpopMmanun. Ha cBoem
paboueM MecTe HaM I[IOCTOAHHO IIPUXOJUTCA COCTABJIATH OTUYETHI
0 IpoJeIaHHON paboTe W BBICTYIATH C HUMH IIepes KOJIJIETaMH,
Openararh U 3alllUIIATh CBOE BHIEHNE KAKHX-TO HIOeH, IIPOEKTOB.
Bo Bcem aTOM BaskHO yMeHMe JOCTYIIHO, KPATKO U YOEIUTEIHHO N3JIOKUTh
000CHOBAHHEIE BHEIBOILI U IIPEIJIOMKeHNA. IlpeseHTAllnOHHbIE HABBIKA
SABJIAIOTCS OCHOBHOM YACTBI0 YHUBEPCAJIBLHOIO pabodyero MHCTPYMEHTA
JI000T0 IpodecCroHana, 0COOEHHO eClIHM pedb HIeT O cdepe OOIIeHMU.
A 1I0CKOJIBKY yueOHAas OeATeJIbHOCTh — 9TO IIOCTOSHHOE OOIIeHIe, TO
obyJaroryecss Ha 3aHATUAX BBICTYIIAIOT C COOOIEHUAMU, pedepaTaMu,
IPEICTABIIAIT CBOM IIPOEKTHI C HCIIOJIH30BAHHEM HOIIOJIHUTEJILHOIO
MHTEPECHOI0 MaTepHAaia IPH IIPOX0MKACHUN YIeOHBIX TEM.

IIpeseurammonusie ymennsa. Kaxme oun? Kaxwme cocrasismoime
B cebs BraoouaoT? HeobxomuMbrii HAOOp TAaKHMX HABBIKOB BKJIIOYAET
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