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ABSTRACT

The importance of the study is determined by the need for a comprehensive analysis
of the conducted sociolinguistic experiment in order to identify the forms and means
of impoliteness and to clarify the linguistic status of the latter. The objective of the
article is, by means of a survey, to find out the forms, types and means of impoliteness
among the student youth. The investigation of social awareness of the anti-etiquette
space based on the analysis of the SE participants’ answers has never before been
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in the focus of linguists. The object of the study is the sociolinguistic experiment, the
subject being the characteristics of forms and means of impoliteness. The following
scientific methods are employed: the method of observation — to fix linguistic and
non-linguistic expressions of anti-etiquette forms; the descriptive method — to identify
the characteristic features of forms and means of impoliteness; analysis and synthesis
of factual material in order to systematize and classify the factual material; the field
research method with a questionnaire as its most common technique — to collect
the corpus; the quantitative method and the method of sociolinguistic analysis of
the collected corpus — to process the revealed facts about the subject of the study;
the psycholinguistic method — to process and analyze the speech data received from
informants as a result of questioning, which helped to establish the forms, types and
methods of impoliteness among students. Findings. The authors claim that a high
degree of impoliteness in the speech of young people is a means of self-expression
and self-establishment, a striving for violation of social taboo, a way to set up one’s
own communicative rules. The use of the anti-etiquette forms of communication is
influenced by a variety of factors such as age, sex, social status, area of residence,
education, and profession. The survey has revealed certain differences in the regional
use of the anti-etiquette forms in Ukraine. Being accurate and emotionally colored,
those forms express a negative phenomenon which sometimes exists in the process of
communication.

Key words: sociolinguistic experiment, survey, questioning, impoliteness, anti-etiquette,
invective, non-codified lexis.

Introduction

As early as in the 1930s the famous Russian philologist Lev
Scherba pointed at the significance of the linguistic experiment (LE). In
his article, the title of which can be translated as «On the triple aspect
of linguistic phenomena and the experiment in language study» (1931),
L. Scherba emphasized the necessity of the experiment in linguistics.
He wrote the following: «A researcher of living languages must ground
his study on the understandable material. However, having built a
certain abstract system from the facts of that material, one should verify
it according to new facts, that is, to see if the facts coming from it
correspond to reality. Thus, the principle of experimentation is introduced
into linguistics. Having made some assumption about the meaning of
this or that word, one form or another, about one or another rule of
word formation, etc., one may try to say one or another phrase (which
can be infinitely multiplied by using this rule)» (Scherba, 1965: 368).
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Then, L. Scherba (1965) states that the experiment can have not only
a positive, but also a negative result. In this case, we can talk about
the incorrectly postulated rule or the need for some corrections of the
latter, or even that the rule does not work any longer, leaving traces
in the form of the dictionary facts (ibidem). L. Scherba (1965) insisted
on the significance of the experiment because it allows much deeper
penetration into the understanding of man’s speech activity. The theory
of L. Scherba (1965) was further developed by M. Panov (Russia) and
V. Labov (the USA), who in the early 1960s, independently of each
other, paid attention to the experiment as a necessary stage to confirm
the evidence of theoretical positions in sociolinguistic studies. Since
then, experimental sociolinguistics has been developing and improving
(Belyanin, 2003; Chemla, 2009; Dombrovan, 2018; Formanova, 2012,
2013a, 2013b; Martinek, 2007; Noveck & Reboul, 2008; Schwarz, 2017).

The objective of the article is, by means of a survey, to find out
the forms, types and means of impoliteness and rudeness among the
student youth. The study of social awareness of the anti-etiquette space
on the basis of the participants’ replies in the experiment has not yet
been the subject of an independent analysis. Therefore, the tasks of
the present research include: 1) the definition of the theoretical basis
for conducting surveys; 2) a description of the results of the survey,
which highlighted changes in the mindset of respondents in the field of
impoliteness.

Sources, Evidence and Methods

Experimental studies in linguistics allow analyzing the language
facts through tracking their perception by native speakers, who act as
informants during the survey. The need for a sociolinguistic experiment
enables highlighting the specific features of the relationship between
the speaker and the society, to establish the peculiarities of the social
coding of the language and to characterize the linguistic background of
the modern ordinary citizen.

The history of experimental studies in modern linguistics falls
into three periods: 1) the intensive use of experimental methods in
phonetics; 2) awareness of experimental methods as the most important
way of obtaining data on communication in general, including its
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morphology, syntax, semantics, as well as problems of linguistic
norm, linguistic contacts, pathology of linguistic development, etc.;
3) realization of the mentioned scientific program with the deepening
of methodological reflections on the specifics of experimental studies in
linguistics in comparison with experimental researches in other sciences
(Yartseva, 1990: 590-591). Nowadays, experimental studies come
beyond linguistics proper and tend to acquire an interdisciplinary trait.

In recent sociolinguistic experiments, linguists widely employ the
psycholinguistic method, which involves the processing and analyzing
linguistic facts obtained from informants as a result of their filling in
special questionnaires. The core of the psycholinguistic methodology
is the understanding of language as a system available in the mind of
a person, which makes it possible to turn to the speaker as an expert
capable of evaluating linguistic facts. In our experimental study,
we analyzed the speech reactions and evaluations of the linguistic
phenomena of impolite forms of communication by informants in
modern Ukrainian society and their general attitude to this phenomenon.

In this paper, we used a sociolinguistic experiment (SE) to detect
impolite communication and the use of anti-etiquette forms, including
the invective space, and to investigate specific findings of the continuum
of impoliteness among the respondents. We analyzed motives that
provoked the use of rude, anti-etiquette and invective forms and the
reasons and conditions for their manifestation in communication.

Other methods of the investigation include: the general method
of observation (to note lingual and non-lingual expressions of anti-
etiquette forms), the method of description (to identify and reveal the
characteristic features of forms and means of impoliteness), the methods
of analysis and synthesis of the corpus (in order to systematize and
linguistically qualify the facts), the method of field research with its
most common questionnaire for the collection of research material, the
quantitative method and the method of sociolinguistic analysis of the
collected corpus (to work with the findings of the subject of the study),
the psycholinguistic method (for processing and analyzing linguistic
data obtained from native speakers’ questionnaires; also for the analysis
of assessments of linguistic phenomena by respondents, which enabled
establishing forms, types and methods of impoliteness among students).

Our research lays the foundation stone for socio-psycho-linguistic
studies as a new vector in the field of linguistics. Both sociolinguistic
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and psycholinguistic studies each highlight certain aspects of a lingual
personality. However, the latter exists objectively as a complex
(synergetic) phenomenon whose being and functioning is determined
by the non-linear interaction of various types of socio-psycholinguistic
factors. Hence, there is a growing need for considering language in
its anthropocentric socio-psycho-linguistic dimension (Dombrovan,
2018; Filon & Halunova, 2015; Formanova, 2012). Sociolinguistics
and psycholinguistics focus on related problems and have very much
in common, including the identical object and methods of research,
etc. There are scientific investigations of psycholinguistic problems
of ontogenesis and those of sociolinguistics, which are in line with a
psycholinguistic component. All this justifies the socio-psycho-linguistic
aspect within the framework of our sociolinguistic experiment.

In this paper, we agree with M. Filon and N. Halunova (2015)
about a certain limitedness of one-disciplinary research methodology
(see also: Dombrovan, 2018: 20-32). That explains why we undertake
a complex, interdisciplinary approach to the lingual personality studies,
revealing the age component, the gender component, and the social as
well as cultural components in the formation of respondents’ speech
conduct while using personal invectives.

Results and Discussion

In what follows, we draw attention to the facts established through
a socio-psycho-linguistic survey of students of higher educational
establishments of Vinnytsia, Lviv and Odessa (Ukraine). The experiment
lasted for five months from December 2016 to April 2017 and was
implemented in the form of an anonymous written survey, in which,
besides the questionnaire, respondents were required to indicate the
place of their permanent residence, their age and gender, in order «to
achieve maximum purity of the experiment» (Formanova, 2013a: 69).

Another point was important for our research, namely the
following: psycholinguistics differentiate between the objective and
the subjective semantics of a word. The former is the semantic system
of meanings; the latter represents the system of associations emerging
in a person’s mind (Belyanin, 2003: 129). Recent research on speech
generation and perception show that the problem of the influential
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power of the word is far from being solved. According to V. Belyanin,
‘it is still not known how the words affect people and how the power
of any nature uses their power’ (Belyanin, 2003: 209). He notes that the
statement may not only contain useful information for the addressee, but
also terms of abuse, i.e. insulting words, embodied in the communicative
act (Belyanin, 2003: 210).

Returning to our research, we should mention that 60 respondents,
aged 17-24 years old, from Lviv, Vinnytsia and Odessa participated in
the sociolinguistic experiment, among them 39 females (65%), 21 males
(35%), 1.e. 20 people from each region. The focus on the specified age
amplitude is due to the fact that this period is marked by the formation
of the conceptual system of a personality’s coordinates, the activity of
the person’s behavioral strategies and tactics.

The respondents were to complete a questionnaire, which is
considered to be the most common method of collecting factual data
both in sociolinguistics and in psycholinguistics. The questionnaire
included three parts: introductory, sociological and linguistic proper. The
introductory part outlined the purpose of the survey; the sociological
part of the questionnaire contained questions related to the socio-
demographic and biographical nature of the informant (his / her sex,
age, nation, mother tongue, professional status, cultural and educational
level, etc.). The linguistic proper part concerned the use of anti-etiquette
forms by the respondents.

The respondents were asked to answer twenty questions which
aimed to establish the scope and limits of the use of impolite forms in
communication as well as the respondents’ attitude to this phenomenon.
The questions also allowed tracing gender distinctions in the use of anti-
etiquette forms of communication, thus revealing the level of activity
of the so-called negative linguistic space. It should be mentioned here
that the problem under consideration represents a kind of anomaly,
for anti-etiquette utterances come into conflict with linguistic intuition,
knowledge of language norms and the culture of communication.

The application of the quantitative and qualitative method of
analysis of the obtained data has revealed that the choice of speech
behaviour patterns is influenced by the speaker’s gender and social
status. Such external factors as the degree of formality of the situation
(i.e. informal, semi-formal, formal), the grade of aggressiveness of
communicants in conflict / conflict-free situations are of paramount
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importance. Noteworthy is the fact that males tend to use less
expressive language means towards females; women, by contrast, widely
employ offensive expressions if their personal qualities or character
traits are affected.

Linguistic studies of impoliteness in the Ukrainian-language
discourse aim: 1) to identify the potential values that are foregrounded
in the communication process; 2) to determine the status of anti-
etiquette forms of communication in the Ukrainian language; and 3) to
explain the perception and evaluation of certain non-codified statements
by Ukrainian speakers.

Impoliteness as a psycho-sociolinguistic phenomenon is one of
the most researched topics in modern linguistics. This is due to the fact
that scholars seek to learn a language from the cognitive-communicative
point of view. Despite the growing interest in this phenomenon, linguists
and lexicographers still do not have a common opinion regarding the
term «impoliteness». Today, the terminology apparatus and the content of
the basic concepts for description of impolite and rude communication,
remain poorly developed both in pragmatics and linguistics.

The linguistic behavior of a modern Ukrainian suffers from the
so-called «anti-etiquette» including vulgarisms, swear-words, curses,
etc., which offend, humiliate, and wish evil. Anti-etiquette also has a
large number of non-verbal signs that accompany speech and/or work
independently. They are not the same in terms of invectiveness, offense
for the addressee or a third person, but they all have a rough and
obscene expressiveness that makes them unacceptable from the point of
view of etiquette and culture of communication. Recently, the dominant
form of achieving the communicative goal is linguistic aggression,
which manifests itself in the excessive use of the invective, jargon,
obscene, negative emotional vocabulary, which degrades and offends
the communicative partner, complicates interaction and often leads to a
serious conflict situation through a demonstration of the position against
the opponent and reflects domination over the latter.

Anti-etiquette forms of communication as a socio-cultural
phenomenon appeared as a result of the need of society in their
presence, in particular due to the desire of man to receive destructive
knowledge about the world, traditions, and etiquette. Anti-etiquette forms
of communication have entered the sphere of mutual relations, as well
as other kinds of human activity and of society’s existence. However,
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they rely on cultural traditions, values, and norms developed in a given
society. In the Ukrainian language, the most commonly used invectives
are associated with the natural functions of the body reflected in the
so-called corporal-rectal vocabulary (i.e. connected with the process and
products of defecation). With the help of such words and expressions
people can demonstrate their emotional state. The state can either be
caused by something definite in the environment or have nothing to do
with it. Often, anti-etiquette behaviour is typical for the young people
since it is precisely the youth who seek self-expression and freedom
(Formanova, 2013b: 235).

The results of the sociolinguistic experiment indicated that in
different cities of this country the anti-etiquette forms of communication
have their own peculiarities. Moreover, the spread of anti-etiquette
forms differs from region to region and is closely interconnected with
the history and culture of the area. The survey provided some useful
insight into the gender aspect of the problem: the obtained data has
revealed that the anti-etiquette forms are much more common in the
speech of males rather than in the speech of females. On the whole, the
survey has exposed a high level of impoliteness in modern Ukrainian
society and a tendency to legitimate obscenities.

The empirical data was classified according to the communicative
situations in which the anti-etiquette forms had been wused. The
quantitative method helped us to analyze and interpret the data. Here
are the most vivid examples.

In the respondents’ opinion, the anti-etiquette forms include:

» violation of etiquette norms — 22 situations (36.6%);

* violation of moral norms — 15 cases (25%);

* impoliteness — 12 (20%);

* violation of norms of communication — 8 (13.3 %);

* use of slang — 3 (5%).

The first time the respondents heard the anti-etiquette forms was:

» early childhood — 36 people (60%);

* school years — 24 people (40%).

The anti-etiquette forms were first heard from:

« friends — 25 people (41.6%);

* adults — 23 (38.3%);

« relatives — 4 (6.4%);

* hard to remember — 8 (13.3%).
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The anti-etiquette forms are used:

* to express one’s negative emotions — 27 (45%);

* to communicate — 17 (28.3%);

* to feel more confident — 6 (10%);

» for no definite purpose — 10 (16.6%).

While using the anti-etiquette forms, the respondents feel:

e annoyed — 21 (35%);

« uncomfortable — 18 (30%);

* neutral — 17 (28.3%);

» confident — 4 (6.6%).

The respondents use the anti-etiquette forms:

« very often — 26 (43.3%);

e from time to time — 21 (35%);

* seldom — 13 (21.6%).

The anti-etiquette forms are commonly used:

« among friends — 28 (46.6%);

* in various life spheres — 21 (35%);

* in communication with one’s relatives — 11 (18.3%).

The respondents admitted using the anti-etiquette forms:

* in communication with friends — 41 (68.3%);

* in communication with neighbours — 38 (63.3%).

At the same time, the respondents claimed that they avoid the
anti-etiquette forms in more formal situations, including:

* communication with people higher in rank or post — 56 (93.3%);

e communication with one’s parents — 39 (65%).

In the opinion of the respondents, the anti-etiquette forms are
used in their environment:

« very often — 30 (50%);

* very seldom — 19 (31.6 %);

e from time to time — 11 (18.3%).

When asked about their attitude to the anti-etiquette forms, the
respondents chose the following alternatives:

* negative — 38 (63.3%);

* neutral — 17 (28.3%);

* positive — 5 (8.3%).

The majority of the respondents (52 people, or 86.6%) feel aversion
to those who use the anti-etiquette forms. 37 respondents (or 61.6%)
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reported that the anti-etiquette forms evoke negative emotions, while 23
respondents (38.3%) have a neutral attitude to the anti-etiquette forms.

One of the questions was, What is your attitude toward the use
of the anti-etiquette forms in your own family? 47 respondents (78.3%)
expressed their irreconcilability, and 11 people (21.6%) consider
their use tolerable.

Another question was, Do you think that there exist certain
situations in which the use of the anti-etiquette forms is appropriate?
To it affirmatively answered 34 respondents (56.6%), the rest (26,
or 43.4%) gave a negative answer.

The respondents also mentioned the anti-etiquette forms which
they usually used, namely:

* insults — 23 (38.3%);

» abuse — 18 (30%);

* swear-words — 13 (21.6%);

* curses — 6 (5%).

To the question, Do you think one should avoid any impolite
words? only 28 participants answered ‘Yes’ (46.6%), while 32 people
(53.4%) chose ‘No’.

The results of the survey show that anti-etiquette forms of
communication have their regional peculiarities. For example, residents
of Lviv region are characterized by the use of curses in their speech,
while respondents from Vinnytsia and Odesa regions did not specify
this form. In general, Lviv residents do not take anti-etiquette positively
and try to avoid any possible forms of impoliteness.

Curses appear from hatred and anger and are a visiting card
for western Ukrainians, who consider them to belong to the most
sophisticated and worst vocabulary, performing a rather suggestive
function, thus producing a sort of magic effect on the addressee. This
is a verbal simulation of a conflict / unpleasant situation, in which the
two people involved in the communication find themselves (Formanova,
2012: 158-159). As defined in the ‘Lexicon of General and Comparative
Literary Studies’ (2001: 449), curses are «a small folk genre conveying
the wishes of misery, unhappiness, punishment, and even the death of
man, animals, or plants». The national-cultural phenomenon forms the
individual’s perception of the world, from which the linguistic picture
of the human world is drawn up, verbalizing the existing experience of
the individual and / or society.
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Among the inhabitants of Vinnytsya, anti-etiquette is expressed,
first of all, in abuse and insults, and sometimes in swearing. But the
Vinnytsia people, in spite of the prevalence of impolite forms of their
communication, generally expressed a strong negative attitude to them.

Odessa seems the most tolerant towards anti-etiquette. The survey
has revealed that the respondents from the southern region of Ukraine
commonly use the means of impoliteness in all spheres of their life.
Thus, Odessa respondents allow themselves to use the anti-etiquette
forms in their communication with their parents, and sometimes
even with people of a higher rank. The choice of impolite forms of
communication is influenced not so much by a social position, as by the
individuality of the communicative partner, his / her personal attitude to
the invective and anti-etiquette forms of communication. Moreover, a
certain awareness and controllability are still observed in the speech of
respondents from Odessa. The data obtained during the sociolinguistic
experiment is clear evidence of a gradual legitimization of the invective.

Regarding the gender aspect (see Fig. 1), invectives are more
used by men (90.4%) than women (56.4%). Among males, the use of
swear words is dominant, while young girls prefer offensive words.

The Use of Anti-etiquette Forms
in Ukraine (the Gender Aspect), %

30

25

20

e Emales

M females

10

parents peergroup TV /mass media other

Fig. 1. The gender aspect of the use of anti-etiquette forms in Ukraine

The results of the survey showed that the speech of men is
characterized by the use of the invective, jargon, emotionally marked
vocabulary, the use of obscene words as linking words or phrases in a
sentence (to some extent, they are used as insertions) when referring to
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relatives, friends, women. The use of an invective referring to actions
and processes often reflects the speaker’s highly emotional state.

Women tend to use neutral words, euphemisms, evaluative
statements, exclamations, amplifying particles, etc. Thus, the speech of
women does not imply the rigidity of the meaning which is inherent in
the language of men.

Conclusion

The results of the socio-psycho-linguistic experiment lead to the
following conclusions:

1. The anti-etiquette forms are widely spread in the communication
of Ukrainian youth. The survey completely confirms the thesis about a
high level of impoliteness in modern society.

2. The use of the anti-etiquette forms of communication is
influenced by a variety of factors such as age, sex, social status, area of
residence, education, profession, etc.

3. The anti-etiquette forms differ in a gender aspect. Namely, in
their speech, 90.4% males commonly use swear-words, while 56.4%
females prefer insult words.

4. The social role of a respondent influences his/her choice of
invectives.

5. The obtained data enabled a creation of the so-called
‘sociolinguistic portrait of a speaker’ to characterize the speaker’s typical
features, habits, peculiarities of his/her personality social space, etc.

6. There exist certain differences in the regional use of the anti-
etiquette forms in Ukraine. There is a tendency to avoid impolite words
in Lviv; in Vinnytsia, they are often used but are disliked; while Odessa
is relatively tolerant to any rude forms of communication.

7. The survey not only revealed the scope of impoliteness, but
also helped to understand the real motives for its use. A high degree of
impoliteness in the speech of young people is a means of self-expression
and self-establishment, a striving for violation of social taboos, a way to
set up one’s own communicative rules.

Our future research is seen in conducting a socio-psycho-
linguistic survey among representatives of middle and older age in order
to obtain fairly representative and objective data on the anti-etiquette
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forms in particular and the invective space in general. This will allow us
to characterize various social groups that create the linguistic community
in this country and to determine the degree of impoliteness among the
age groups of the population.
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AHOTALIA

AKmyaneHicmb 00CAiOMEHHA 8U3HAYOEMbCA HEOOXIOHICMIO KOMIMAEKCHO20 aHANI3y
posedeH020 COoYi0NiH28ICMUYHO20 EeKCnepuMeHmy 3 MEemot BU3HAYEHHA (HOpM
i 3acobie Hessiunusocmi ma 3’acysaHHA Uoe2o niHegicmuyHo2o cmamycy. Memoto
cmammi € 3a 00MNOMO20t0 ONuUMysaHHA 3’acysamu ¢opmu, eudu U crocobu
Hesgiuynusocmi ceped cmydeHMCcbKoi Mos00i. Bus4eHHA couiasnbHO20 yc8i0OMeHHA
aHMuUemuKemHo20 npocmopy Ha mamepiani eionosioell y4yacHUKi8 eKcriepumeHmy
we He 6yno npedmemom camocmiliHozo aHanizy. 0O6’ekmom cmammi €
coyioniHegicmu4Huli ekcnepumeHm. lpedmemom cmammi € Xapakmepucmuka ¢opm i
3acobis HessiYnusocmi. ONpayO8AHHA MOBHO20 Mamepiasay 3yMOo8UO 30CMOCY8AHHA
MaKux 3020/bHOHAYKO8UX Memodie: criocmepexeHHA — 014 ¢hikcayii mosHUx ma
103AMOBHUX BUPAXEHb GHMUEemMuKemHux ¢opm, onucosuli — 0aa ideHmudikauyii ma
8UABMAEHHA XapakmepHuUx ocobnusocmeli popm | 3acobis Hesiunusocmi, aHanisy ma
CUHMe3y hakmMuyHo20 Mmamepiany, Wo yMOMIUBUAO cucmemamu3ayito U 06’ekmusHy
niHegicmMuyYHy Keanigikayito hakmuyHo20 mamepiasny, Mmemoo Moa608020 00CMIOHEHHA
3 Uoeo HalimowupeHiwum npuliomom — aHKemys8aHHAM 0naa 36opy mamepiany
00cnionceHHa, memood KinbKiCHUX niOpaxyHKie ma memod couyioniHegicmu4yHo20
aHanisy 3ibpaHozo mMamepiany — 019 06pobKU 8usABAeHUX (haKmis npo npeomem
0ocnidmceHHA, ncuxoniHegicmuyHuli memod — 014 06pobKu U aHanizy MOBHUX
0aHux, o0epxaHux 8i0 iHhopmaHmMie y pezynemami aHKemysaHHA U OnA aHanisy
OUiHOK MOBHUX ABUW, PecrnoHOeHMamu, WO YMOMAUBUAO BCMAHOBAEHHA (OPM,
sudie i crnocobis Hessiynusocmi ceped cmydeHmcmed. BucHo8Ku. AHmMuemuKkemHi
opmMu crinKysaHHA € 00HUM i3 3acobis camosupaxeHHA Mono0i ma ii npazHeHHA
3pyliHysamu cycnineHi maby. BusseneHo, W0 HA BUKOPUCMOHHA QGHMUEMUKemMHUX
hopM CninKy8aHHA 8MaAUBAKOMb PI3HOMAHIMHI YUHHUKU: 8iK, cmams, coyianbHull
cmamyc, micue rnpPOXUBAHHA, BUXOBAHHA, ocgima, npogecia mowo. 3’AcosaHo, Wo
Ha cb0200HI iCHyromMb 8iOMIHHOCMI y 8XUBAHHI QHMUEeMUKemMHUX (pOpPM CrifNKYy8AHHA
ceped xumenie pi3Hux pezioHie YKpaiHu. [JocnidxcysaHi ¢opmu € emoyiliHo U
eKcripecusHo 3a06apsaeHUMU, OUiHHUMU U supaxarome He2amusHe Asuuwe, Wo HoOi
00380s15€ HalinosHiwe nepedamu yci HLAHCU CrifKY8AHHS.

Knrouoei cnoea: couyioniHegicmuyHuli exkcriepumeHm, OnMNUMYBAHHS, GHKEMYBAHHS,
Heesi4sugicmb, aHMuUemuKem, iHeekmuea, HeKoOUpIKoBAHA NEKCUKaA.

dopmaHosa CeemnaHa, JAombposaH TamesHa. CoyuonuHaeucmuyeckuli
3KcnepumeHm e onpedesneHuu popm u cnocobos Hesexcausocmu

AHHOTAUUNA

AKMyanbHocmMb  Ucciedo8aHuUa onpedensemca HeobXo0UMOCMb  KOMI/IEeKCHO20
aHaNU3a  NpPoBedeHH020  COUUOAUH2BUCMUYECKO20  IKCMePUMEHMA € Uesbio
onpedesieHUs POPM U CPedCme HEBeXIUBOCMU U BbIACHEHUA €20 /UH28UCMUYeCKO20
cmamyca. LUenblo cmamoeu Aensemca  evlcHeHue Gopm, eudoe U crnocobos
Hegexcaugocmu cpedu cmyoeH4Yeckol Mosn00exu ¢ NoMowbio onpoca. M3yyeHue
COUUAMbHOR0 OCO3HAHUA GHMU3MUKEeMHO20 NpocmpaHcmed Ha Mamepuase omeemos
YYOCMHUKO8 3KcrepumeHma ewe He 06bi10 [peomMemom CamMmocmosamesbHo20

336 © ®opmanosa Ceimnana & Jombposan Temana



A Sociolinguistic Experiment in Defining the Forms of Impoliteness

aHanu3a. OB6beKmomM cmamoeu ABAAEMCA COYUOAUH2BUCMUYECKUl 3KcrepumeHm.
Mpedmemom cmamoeu A819emcs xapakmepucmuKa GopM U cpedcma HeseH1usocmul.
ObpabomKka peyeso2o mamepuasna ob6ycno8uUnad MpPUMeHeHuUe Mmakux obuweHay4HbiX
mMmemooos: HabnwodeHue — 0714 (PUKCAUUU A3bIKOBbIX U BHEA3bIKOBbLIX 8blpaxceHull
OHMUSMUKEMHbIX opm, onucamesnsHbili — 014 UOeHMUPUKAUUU U B8blABneHusA
XapakmepHsix ocobeHHocmell ¢hopM U cpedcmes Hesexs1u8oCmu, aHAAU3a U CUHMe3a
hakmuyeckozo mamepuasd, Ymo o3807usn0 CUCMEMaMU3UpPo8amMs U 06bEKMUBHO
AIUH2BUCMUYECKU Kaaccuguyuposams akmu4veckuli mamepuas, memood os1eso2o
uccnedo8aHUA C e20 CaMbIM PACrpPOCMPAHEHHbBIM MPUEMOM —aHKemMuposaHuUem — 04
cbopa mMamepuana uccaedo8aHUA, mMemod KosuvYecmeeHHbiX rnodcyemos U memood

COYUOUH2B8UCMUYECKO20 OHAAU3d COBPaHHO20 mamepuana — 08 obpabomKu
8bIABAEHHbIX (haKmMos o0 npedmMeme  UCCAE008GHUA,  MCUXOaUHe8UCMUYecKul
memod — O0na o06pabomKu U aHAAu3a pe4vesbiX OAHHbLIX, [MOAYYEHHbIX OmM

UHGOPMAHMO8 8 pe3ysnbmame GHKemuposaHus U 075 AHA/AU3A OUEHOK A3bIKOBbIX
fAeneHuUll pecrioHOeHMamu, 4Ymo cnocobcmeosasno ycmMaHosneHUK GopM, 8ud08
u criocobos Hesexusocmu cpedu cmyodeH4yecmsd. Belgodbl. AHMUIMUKeMHble
opmbl 06WEHUA ABAAOMCA O00HUM U3 Cpedcme CaMO8bIPaH(eHUA MOos00exu u ee
cmpemaeHue paspywums obujecmseeHHble maby. BeiseneHo, Ymo HA UCMOsb308aHUE
aGHMU3IMUuUKemHolx GopmMm o0bWeHUs 8auAlm pasau4vHele Gakmopsl: s8ospacm,
fos, coyuanbHelli cmamyc, Mecmo MpPOXUBAHUSA, 60CnNuUMaHue, o06pasosaHue,
npogeccua u m. 0. BelACHEHO, YMO 8 HACMoAWee 8pemMsa Cyuwecmsyiom pasauyus
8 yrnompebaeHuu aHMUIMUKEMHbIX Gopm obweHua cpedu xumesnel pPa3HbIX
peauoHos YKkpauHel. Uccaedyemobie hopMbl ABAAIOMCA IMOYUOHANBHO U SKCIPECCUBHO
OKPAWEHHbIMU, OUEeHOYHbIMU U BbIPOXAM He2amusHyl KOHHOMAyut, uHo20a
HekoouguyupoBAHHAA fIeKCUKa ro38osndem Haubosee osnHO rnepedame  ece
HIOGHCbI 0buweHus.

Knroyesvle cnoea: COqUOﬂUHZBUCfT)U'-lECKUﬁ 3KcrnepumeHm, oripoc, aHKemupoeaHue,
Hesexsiueocms, dHMusmuKem, uHeekmuaea, HeKOdud?UL(UpOGGHHGFI J/IeKCUKa.
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