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Abstract

Im/politeness research has been a solid and growing research field in sociolinguistics, pragmatics and
discourse analysis during the last four decades. The scientific interest in this topic is not accidental and
may be explained by the general pragmatic turn of modern interdisciplinary linguistic studies which are
not focused on language as an abstract system, but on its functioning in various contexts and types
of interaction. Knowledge of the strategies and politeness mechanisms used in various social and cultural
contexts promotes mutual understanding in communication. In this introduction to the special issue
on im/politeness in global contexts we will briefly position the topic of im/politeness research, and highlight
advancements in im/politeness theory, method and data. We then turn to a brief synopsis of each individual
paper and highlight the theoretical and methodological contributions and innovations proposed by our
authors. We end with a discussion of the results and a brief outlook on future research.
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B TedeHue nmocienHUX YeThIpEX JECATUIETUN UCCIIEJOBAHUE BEKIMBOCTH, a 3aTEM U HEBEXKIIMBOCTH,
COCTaBJISICT 3HAYUMYIO 00JIaCTh MParMaTHKHU, IUCKYpC-aHaIM3a U COLMOIMHIBUCTUKY. HayuHblil HHTEpeC
K 9TOW TeMe He CIy4acH, OH 00YCJIOBICH OOIIeH aHTPOMOIEHTPUICCKON MapaurMoi COBPEMEHHBIX
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MEXIUCIUIUIMHAPHBIX JIMHIBUCTHUECKUX MCCIIECOBAHUN, KOTOPBIC COCPEIOTOUCHBI HE HA S3BIKE KaK
a0CTpaKTHOM cucTeMe, a Ha ero ()YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUH B Pa3JIMUHBIX KOHTEKCTaX W THIAX B3aUMOJICHCTBUSL.
3HaHKE CTpaTeruil © MEXaHU3MOB BEXIIMBOCTH, UCIIONIB3YEMBIX B Pa3JIMYHBIX COIIMAIBHBIX M KYJIBTYPHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX, CIIOCOOCTBYET B3aMMOIIOHUMAHHIO B OOIIcHUU. B Harieii BBOTHOH CTaThe K CHEHUATBHOMY
BBIMTYCKY O BEXJIMBOCTH M HEBEKJIMBOCTH B TNI00AIbHOM KOHTEKCTE MBI KPATKO OCTAHOBHMCS Ha Pa3BUTHU
TEOPUHU HE/BEXKJIMBOCTH, PACIIMPEHUH METOAOJIOTMH U MaTepHala HccieloBaHuid. 3aremM oOparumMcs
K KQXIOW CTaThe M ONPEJEIUM TEOPETUUESCKUN U METOJOJOTHYECKUHA BKIIAJ, a TAK)KE T€ 3JIEMEHTBI
HOBH3HBI, MPEUIOKEHHBIC HAIIUMU aBTOPAMH, KOTOPBIC PACIIUPSAIOT UMEIOIIMECS MPEICTaBICHUS
0 He/B&XKIMBOCTH. B 3aKiroueHne o0CyIMM NOTyYeHHBIE Pe3yiIbTaThl U HAMETHM MEPCIIEKTHBBI TATTbHEH-
IIUX UCCIICIOBAHU.

KuaroueBble c10Ba: exciu80cmo, HegexHc1u8oCmy, JUYO, MEOPUsL BEHCIUBOCMU U HEBEAHCTIUBOCMU

Juist uuTHpoBanus:
Locher, Miriam A. and Larina, Tatiana V. (2019). Introduction to politeness and impoliteness
research in global contexts. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 23 (4), 873—903. doi: 10.22363/2312-9182-
2019-23-4-873-903.

1. Introduction

In 2014 the Russian Journal of Linguistics dedicated a special issue to Geoffrey
Leech and gave im/politeness studies center stage. The volume brought a large number
of scholars together who added their voices to other research outlets such as the Journal
of Politeness Research, Pragmatics or the Journal of Pragmatics, to name just three
of the prominent journals within pragmatics where politeness scholars find their reader-
ship. Five years later, we again turn to this topic and pursue im/politeness research
in “global contexts”. When we issued the call for the present volume, we thought
of global contexts in two ways. On the one hand, we hoped that our contributors would
continue the trend to work on a variety of different languages and contexts in order
to enhance our understanding beyond languages like English or Japanese, two languages
which have received much attention to date. We have achieved this aim in that our
authors work on a wide variety of languages, here presented in alphabetical order:
Arabic, English, Greek, Korean, Russian, Spanish and Mandarin Chinese, as spoken
in Taiwan. On the other hand, we also encouraged submissions which enhance our
theoretical and methodological understanding of im/politeness phenomena in global
contexts'. The contributions could achieve this either by addressing a cross-cultural
and/or cross-linguistic perspective or by adding their insights to previous research
on comparable discourse contexts as found in different languages and cultures. In what
follows, we will first briefly position the topic of im/politeness research to contextualize
the contributions to the special issue. We then turn to a brief synopsis of each individual
paper and highlight the theoretical and methodological contributions and innovations
proposed by our authors. We end with a discussion of the results and a brief outlook
on future research.

' Note that we are not concerned with the impact of globalisation, as discussed by Sifianou
& Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2018) in their special issue in the Journal of Pragmatics.
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2. Advancements in im/politeness theory, method and data

Ever since the early surge of politeness research epitomized by the work of Lakoff
(1973), Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) and Leech (1983, see also 2014), politeness
research has been a solid and growing research field in pragmatics®, discourse analysis
and sociolinguistics and there is no sign of decline in interest. While the early work
on politeness combined a Gricean understanding of the creation of meaning with speech
act analysis and was thus interested in pragmatic variation on the utterance level,
the field has expanded considerably in the last decades. In earlier overviews, Locher (2014,
2018) reported on several areas of expansion, which can be subsumed in two blocks.
The first cluster is about theoretical and methodological advancements, while the second
cluster concerns the type and scope of data as well as the range of linguistic phenomena
studied. For comprehensive and recent overviews, the reader is referred to the Palgrave
Handbook of Linguistic (Im)politeness (Culpeper et al. 2017). In this brief introduction
to the field, we can only highlight a number of pertinent issues.

Early research was particularly interested in discussing how mitigation achieves
face protection of both the hearer and the speaker. This research typically worked
on particular speech acts on the utterance level. As a consequence, mitigation was
almost used synonymously with politeness. This was the case no matter whether
the interactants themselves were thinking of their mitigation practices as acts of express-
ing politeness. In contrast, a lay understanding of politeness often associates politeness
with prescribed rules in etiquette books, which include linguistic phenomena but also
forms of comportment more generally, and is thus of a multi-modal nature and draws
on different ideologies of proper comportment. This multi-modal aspect of politeness
norms has been acknowledged by many scholars who include facial expression and
gestures in their analysis (typically, qualitative discourse analysis and conversation
analysis) and who are interested in uncovering the interplay between different norms,
but multimodality has featured less in research that works with discourse production
and completion tasks or corpus linguistics.

The difference between emic (lay) and etic (theoretical, scholarly) understanding
of im/politeness has given rise to the discursive approach to im/politeness (see Eelen
2001). In fact, the most important contributions of the discursive turn were to remind
us of the evaluative and situated nature of concepts such as impoliteness or politeness,
the importance that emotions play in assessments and to argue for the link of identity
construction with these processes of judging (e.g. Haugh et al. 2013, Linguistic Politeness
Research Group 2011, Langlotz & Locher 2017, Locher 2004, 2015, Locher and Watts
2005, 2008). It is by now standard practice to combine etic and emic approaches in order
to account for the interplay between the perspectives’. For example, while face-aggra-
vating, face-maintaining and face-enhancing are etic concepts, they can be linked
to particular emic assessments as impolite or rude in the analysis of particular interactions
(see Locher 2015: 8, Haugh & Chang, this volume, and Ferndndez-Amaya, this volume).

2 We adopt a European definition of pragmatics which goes beyond the sentence level and includes
the study of language in use from a social and cultural viewpoint (see Locher and Graham 2010: 1,
Taavitsainen & Jucker 2010).

3 Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou (2019: 94) refer to this as the third wave of politeness
research, which, we believe, was co-occurrent with the second wave rather than following it neatly.
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In general, the type of data that has been systematically researched over the last
decades has been widened in scope. First, research into historical forms of politeness
surface structures as well as the development of historical forms has thrived (e.g. Cul-
peper & Kadar 2010, Jucker & Kopaczyk 2017, Paternoster & Fitzmaurice 2019,
Rathmayr 2009). This research highlights how norms are negotiable and changeable
and that linguistic politeness strategies have developed over time and are embedded
in their cultural context and ideologies of conduct. Second, scholars became interested
in impoliteness and rudeness effects as well and have moved away from focusing
primarily on mitigation of face-threats. The scope of linguistic phenomena studied has
thus been broadened to include face-aggravating behavior (e.g. Bousfield 2008, Bousfield
& Locher 2008, Culpeper 2011, specialized conferences such as LIAR — the linguistic
impoliteness and rudeness conferences). Third, while there is still a strong branch which
looks at individual speech acts on the utterance level, many studies work with longer
stretches of talk and are interested in how relational meaning is negotiated over several
turns in context (see Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019: 94). Finally, the type
of data studied nowadays is varied and includes naturally-occurring face-to-face oral data,
multimodal computer-mediated data, and written data of all shades and forms (e.g.
fictional and non-fictional). Not surprisingly, especially the study of computer-
mediated data has gained particular momentum since the early 2000s in special
issues, monographs, and many research articles (see also Parvaresh, this volume and
below). In addition, scholars work with elicited data in its own right or to complement
findings based on naturally-occurring data (e.g. interviews or discourse production and
completion tasks).

From a theoretical point of view, this broadening in scope has important reper-
cussions for theorizing im/politeness. The changeability and negotiability in expressing
face concern reported from historical research means that we also have to revisit our
understanding of what exactly is universal in politeness research. If it is not the surface
realization, then it likely to be the capacity of human beings (model person in Brown
and Levinson’s 1987 framework) to recognize one’s own and the addressee’s face needs
and to use language strategically for effect. In fact, much research effort has been
invested into identifying culture specific features of understanding, perception and ex-
pression of politeness and the results also show changeability, negotiability and variability.
As numerous cross-cultural studies have shown, while expressing politeness seems
to be universal, how this is being done is in essence a culture specific phenomenon
(e.g. Leech 2005, 2014). Ideas about what is polite and what is not might differ cross-
culturally (see Larina 2003, 2004, 2009, 2013, Rathmayr 2003, Sifianou 1992, Watts
2003 among others). The same act of communication (verbal or non-verbal) perceived
as polite in one culture may be considered as inappropriate, impolite and even rude
in another (Larina 2015: 197, see also Haugh and Chang, this volume)*. As a conse-
quence, much research effort is invested in teasing apart how large scale ideologies as

4 Watts (2003: 14) rightly claims that the lexemes polite and politeness and the terms matching
them in other languages may vary in meaning and connotations associated with them (Watts 2003: 14).
Depending on one’s research question, this insight has methodological implications (see, for example,
Locher 2012: 50 for the problematic idea of making an etic distinction between impoliteness and
rudeness based on the English lexeme connotations, when studying other languages than English).
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well as norms developed in different contexts and on different levels (e.g. personal,
cultural, situational and co-textual norms; Culpeper 2008: 30) inform and shape polite-
ness. Knowing what effect a particular phrasing might have means that interlocutors
are aware of the norms of a lingua-culture in its different levels and can exploit this
knowledge to maintain, challenge/aggravate or enhance their own or their addressee’s
face. They do this in situ, i.e. they exploit the indexical force of their linguistic choices
at the time and in their context. In doing so, there is an intricate interplay between societal
ideologies, the norms of a particular community of practice and the activity types they
activate and the actual indexicalities evoked by the interactants’.

In addition, the broadening of scope also sheds more light on the study of pragmatic
variability in expressing different speech acts and in negotiating meaning in longer
stretches of data in different contexts more generally. This is because this field has not
just been a concern of im/politeness scholars (see Locher 2015 for elaboration on this
point). The im/politeness research community has reached out to other fields and there
are by now a number of theories and approaches that can cross-fertilize each other.
Among them are Arundale’s face-constituting theory (e.g. Arundale 2010, 2013),
Spencer-Oatey’s rapport management (Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2009), relational work
in interpersonal pragmatics (Locher & Watts 2005, 2008; Locher & Graham 2010),
Faircloughian genre and discourse inspired studies (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010,
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019), the impact of politeness on communicative
styles (House 2006, Larina 2003, 2009, 2015), and research on identity construction
(e.g. Bucholtz & Hall 2005, 2008; Hall & Bucholtz 2013).The latter is an especially
promising research avenue since politeness judgements always also have repercussions
on identity construction, which in its turn guides the way people interact (see Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich 2009, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2017, Larina et al. 2017a,
Locher 2008).

In Parvaresh’s (this volume) report on the 2019 meeting of the International Sym-
posium of Politeness, these general trends are confirmed. Scholars convened to report
on research about both politeness as well as impoliteness and they demonstrate an en-
riching mix of methodologies and theories. He reports that the study of im/politeness
in historical data is going strong, that researching online data is still a hot issue, that
the study of aggressive language helps to tease out the indexicality of relational messages,
that conceptualising morality in addition to personal, cultural, situational and co-textual
norms (Culpeper 2008: 30) has gained in importance, that research which takes
the evaluative notion of im/politeness into account (Locher 2004) is continued, that
notions of impoliteness and conflict are being elaborated on, that individual speech acts
continue to be studied comparatively across lingua-cultures and on their own and, finally,
that ethical considerations and risks involved in data collection was discussed numerous
times. Overall, the research field is thus striving. In what follows, we will introduce
the papers in this special issue which add their voices to this discussion.

> Garcés-Conejos Blitvich and Sifianou (2019: 97) refer to this complex interplay as micro (style),
meso (genre) and macro (discourse) and base their argumentation on Fairclough’s (2003) insights.
While they argue that concepts of community of practice and activity type cannot do the work
of combining the meso with the macro level, we see no reason to discard these concepts and believe
that the important work of linking these levels can be achieved through them.
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3. Issues covered in the collection

The collection presents nine original research papers. The first paper by Haugh
and Chang focuses on the speech act of criticism from a cross-linguistic and cross-cul-
tural perspective. Since the authors highlight the methodological challenges of an analysis
of this kind, they set the scene for later papers concerning an approach to im/politeness
in global contexts. This paper is followed by a theoretical paper presenting a meta-
analysis of the changing role of indirectness in im/politeness studies by Terkourafi.
The following three papers focus on different languages and explore these with different
methodologies: Rhee employs a historical approach on Korean; Bragina and Sharonov
use corpus linguistics and discourse analysis on Russian, and Vlasyan and Kozhukhova
work with discourse production tasks on Russian. The papers thus demonstrate how
we can gain insights about different languages, contexts and cultures with the help of
a wide variety of different methodologies. This trajectory is continued in the remaining
papers as well. However, the papers in the last group all introduce research on naturally-
occurring data derived from computer-mediated communication. Im/politeness in online
contexts has intensively been worked on in the last two decades (for overviews see, e.g.,
Graham & Hardaker 2017, Locher 2006, Locher et al. 2015). The papers in this volume
continue the discussion of methodological and theoretical approaches and add insights
into different languages and cultures in online practices. We will position these contri-
butions one by one.

The starting point for this collection is a paper by Michael Haugh and Wei-Lin
Melody Chang. They work with elicited data where informants meet for the first time.
Their data sets consist of dyads in English recorded in Australia and dyads in Mandarin
Chinese recorded in Taiwan. The focus of analysis are acts of criticism of the conver-
sational partner. While much research in the past focused on comparing the linguistic
realization of speech acts, the authors argue that an integrated sequential and indexical
analysis will help us better understand not only cross-linguistic differences but also
the different status of the content of the speech act and the indexical value of the speech
act in the different cultures. They address the methodological challenge of approaching
data as researchers who are part or are not part of the studied community, the implications
of this presence/absence of membership for analysis and the consequences on theorizing
im/politeness. Their paper works as an important reminder that the label “criticism”
per se might have different connotations in different cultures and that only comparing
linguistic form might fall short of a comprehensive analysis since the members them-
selves might have different interpretations of the speech act. This important insight is
further elaborated on in Fernandez-Amaya’s (this volume) contribution on disagreement
(see below).

Marina Terkourafi turns our attention to the role of linguistic indirectness
in im/politeness studies in the light of processes of urbanization and globalization.
While the use of indirectness has been associated with face-saving and has been
described as a universally safe strategy (Brown & Levinson 1987), Terkourafi offers
an alternative interpretation. In doing so she combines im/politeness studies with network
theory (Milroy 1987). She explains that ingroup knowledge is needed to interpret
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indirectness and therefore what Terkourafi terms accidental indirectness is only accessible
to this ingroup. As a consequence, indirectness might become disfavored as a strategy.
By presenting a meta-analysis of three studies in different linguistic and cultural contexts
which offer a diachronic perspective on the use of indirectness (Morgan 1991 on the use
of indirectness in a community of African-American women; He 2012 and others
on complimenting in Chinese; Jucker 2012 on the development of English politeness),
Terkourafi draws our attention to the hypothesis that the overall weakening of networks
might be the reason for a potential increase in direct rather than indirect linguistic
strategies. To explore this hypothesis further is of interest for im/politeness studies
as it questions one of the pillars of im/politeness studies.

Seongha Rhee turns our attention to Korean, one of the most grammatically
indexical languages with respect to politeness phenomena. In fact, “in Korean the speaker-
addressee relationship is reflected in mandatory sentence-final verbal morphology”
(Rhee & Koo 2017: 101). In addition, there is a diverse pronoun system and a complex
address term system, which comprises both kinship as well as terms derived from work
hierarchies and seniority. Positioning his research in an understanding of ‘emergent
grammar’ (Hopper 1987) and grammaticalization processes, Rhee explores in particular
the development of the first and second person pronouns and their link to address terms
from a historical perspective. In doing so, he is able to show how politeness considera-
tions of defining one’s place in society by expressing respect to others (+honorific)
and displaying one’s lower position with respect to others (+humiliative) is achieved
through linguistic indexicals. This pronoun and address term system is highly dynamic
and continuously develops in order to fulfil the expressive needs of the interactants. This
development is steered by the pressure and challenge to choose adequate markers since
choosing the wrong level or omitting the use of proper address terms might result
in undesired pragmatic effects. Rhee argues that, just like words and phrases employed
to avoid taboo lose their mitigating power over time, the pronouns change their power
of indexing politeness and positioning through frequent use. As a consequence,
“[+Honorific] terms are constantly innovated to upgrade the diminishing honorification
effect and the first-person reference terms are constantly innovated to strengthen the
[+Humiliative] meaning” (Rhee, this volume). This study demonstrates that the research
community can gain much from broadening the scope of data to include a diachronic
perspective. In showing that the pronoun politeness indexicals are dynamic over time,
we are reminded of the dynamic nature of linguistic realisations of acts of positioning
that express politeness concerns per se’. However, what seems to be stable is the need
to express these differences in positioning and politeness.

Natalia Bragina and Igor Sharonov present a corpus linguistic analysis of over
200 naturally-occurring Russian dialogues from the Russian National Corpus that involve
face-threatening and face-aggravating behavior. They focus in particular on instances

5 Note that we do not wish to imply that “anything goes” and that everything is re-invented
constantly from scratch (as some critics of the discursive approach have misunderstood). (Im)politeness
indexicals take their power from norms that are shared by individuals. However, these very norms
can change over time, as Rhee’s paper has so convincingly demonstrated. For more elaboration
on this point, see Locher (2012: 52).
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where a conversational partner reprimands an interlocutor for the perceived, inappro-
priate nature of a previous statement. The context of these interactions is everyday
informal communication. The authors label these reprimands “pedagogical aggression”
because of their corrective nature and their negative stance towards the addressee.
Due to these features, the authors argue that these reprimands become impolite in turn
and are set in contrast to responses which aim at neutralizing a previously perceived
inappropriate contribution (which the authors call empathy strategy). The form that
the contributions containing pedagogical aggression take are “1) a pseudo-question
(rhetorical question or a question to the assumptions of an interlocutor), 2) mocking
citations from the interlocutor’s speech, [and] 3) rhymed pseudo-answers” (Bragina
& Sharonov, this volume). In this article the authors focus on the third type. They
show that this strategy is assessed by native speakers as impolite, but possible, since
there is an unspoken presumption according to which aggressive-educational speech
behavior is allowed against an interlocutor who made a communicative mistake in infor-
mal communication. There is a set of speech formulas in the Russian language for the
realization of this strategy. In intimate contexts the use of rhymed pseudo-answers can
sound humorous and not lead to conflict. However, the authors show that, in further
communication, the interlocutors take care to explain and make amends for his or her
attack against the addressee. In a conflictual dialogue, stereotypical pseudo-answer
phrases are used to break off the contact with the interlocutor or to switch to another
mode of communication. The authors’ study convincingly shows that the strategy
of pedagogical aggression becomes particularly noteworthy because it is contrasted
with the empathy strategy. This finding highlights that the indexical power of politeness
or impoliteness in situ is derived by processes of contrasting behavior with each other.
This theoretical point links to insights on the discursive nature of im/politeness judge-
ments, as proposed and developed by a number of scholars (e.g. Haugh et al. 2013,
Linguistic Politeness Research Group 2011, Locher & Watts 2005, 2008, 2015), and
as further developed in this volume by Tzanne and Sifianou (see below).

Gayane Vlasyan and Irina Kozhukhova work on im/politeness in Russian by means
of elicited data obtained through a discourse production test with 101 participants of three
age groups: schoolchildren, university students and adults. The task was to issue an invi-
tation in scenarios which differed according to age and social status of the interactants
considering both symmetrical (informal context) and asymmetrical (formal context)
relations. The respondents were supposed to invite (a) a friend/colleague and (b) a teacher/
boss to an event or a birthday party. The authors wanted to establish whether a difference
is made in formal and informal contexts and how this reflects on a particular Russian
understanding of the speech act invitation. They report that there are indeed differences
in politeness strategies and linguistic means of expression in formal and informal contexts.
Overall, however, there is a preference for issuing direct invitations, which correlates
with the Russian style of communication in general (see Larina 2003, 2008, 2009, 2015).
The results show that in symmetrical contexts in the groups of schoolchildren and stu-
dents the most typical form of invitation is the imperative (literal translation: Girls,
come to my place on Saturday to celebrate my birthday). In the group of adults as well as
in all the three groups in formal (asymmetrical) context, it is the performative (I invite
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you to my birthday party). However, indirect invitations are not uncommon but they
are less frequent and are not favored by any of the groups under the study. This finding
is consistent with the idea that in Russian giving options while inviting “could be
interpreted as evidence of the Speaker’s insincerity, rather than a demonstration of respect
for the Hearer’s wants” (Leech & Larina 2014: 15) and could be perceived negatively.
Rather than hedging, the respondents of all three groups used many intensifiers both
in informal and formal contexts (literal translation: You must come / Your presence is
mandatory / Rejection is not accepted / I (we) really want to see you /I (we) will be very
glad to see you). Thus the authors demonstrate that Russian inviters place high value
on signaling the speaker’s interests. The paper adds to our knowledge of the speech act
of invitation since it analyses new data and argues that in Russian culture invitation
appears not to be a face-threatening act. The authors support the idea that in Russian
culture, which is of a collectivist type (Larina et al. 2017a,b), directness does not always
violate principles of politeness and in many speech acts and contexts is expected and
perceived positively. The findings also show that culture-specific differences in com-
munication are not random but systematic and regular use of typical strategies leads
to the formation of communicative features, the totality of which forms a communica-
tive ethno-style (Larina 2015: 197).

As mentioned in the previous section, the research community has long recognized
that politeness judgements are linked to norms of different types. Culpeper (2008: 30)
speaks of personal, cultural, situational and co-textual norms that shape interaction.
Kédar and Haugh (2013: 95), in turn, mention localised norms, “community of prac-
tice/organisational or other group-based norms,” and societal/cultural norms. To gain
access to and tease these norms apart is one of the challenges of im/politeness research.
Angeliki Tzanne and Maria Sifianou take up this challenge and ask where and how
researchers can gain an entry point into establishing what a community’s particular
lay conceptualizations of politeness and impoliteness are. In their research, they thus
tackle the tricky question of how to discover norms, i.e. how to know what is perceived
as (im)polite in a particular context as an analyst. Rather than studying interactions
between participants or turning to etiquette books (both valid sources, of course), they
argue that scholars can also gain much insight from looking at media coverage
of im/politeness issues. They are therefore interested in meta-discussions in the public
space, which point to a societal rather than individual understanding of impoliteness.
Their data consists of two online articles on impoliteness in Greece written by one
journalist, which were shared in the media and received reader comments. Analyzing
the articles and the comments with the help of the concepts of discursive identity
construction and van Dijk’s (1998, 2006a, b) insights into ideological positive self-pre-
sentation and negative other-presentation, the authors show that impoliteness is not
only perceived as a linguistic phenomenon but encompassed all kinds of behaviour
in the public and private space, and that, crucially, the ““polite’ and ‘impolite citizen’”
are “co-constructed as binary opposites by the journalist and posters” (Tzanne and
Sifianou, this volume). While such views are stereotypical to a certain extent, they reveal
recurrent and pervasive lay understandings of im/politeness norms. The authors
reveal that the ingroup of polite citizens are constructed as superior to the impolite
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outgroup and are differentiated along lines of power, knowledge, education, civilization
and intelligence. The contribution thus demonstrates how insights from online meta-
discussions can further our understanding of lay conceptualizations of im/politeness.
Once more, the process of acts of contrasting is brought home. That the parameters
of contrasting can easily shift, however, was shown in a comparable analysis by Locher
and Luginbiihl (2019). As in Tzanne and Sifianou’s contribution, online newspaper
articles and reader comments were analyzed. In this case, the triggering texts contrasted
German politeness with Swiss (German) politeness norms. Interestingly, the Swiss
speakers of German dialects were observed to construct a unified Swiss versus German
politeness understanding, but have been observed to uphold a difference in dialectal
norms when talking only about the Swiss. This is because there are many dialects
in Switzerland but, apparently, for the process of comparison with an outgroup, this
fact 1s simplified, and as a consequence different norms were constructed as well.

Najma Al Zidjaly’s contribution adds yet another perspective to the im/politeness
discussion. Her paper is entitled “Divine impoliteness: How Arabs negotiate Islamic
moral order on Twitter” and is the result of engaging in a long-term online ethnography
which observes Arab identity construction on social media. Al Zidjaly has demonstrated
in numerous publications how the religious moral order imbues Arab identity construc-
tion and understanding of self (e.g. Al Zidjaly 2014, 2017, 2019). For this paper,
the author chose to analyse one particular tweet which triggered many comments and
kept the media spot light for a considerable time. This post discussed a well-known
prayer that includes Muslims but excludes non-Muslims by omission from getting well
(i.e. by not mentioning them). The tweet author questions the morality of this exclu-
sivity/omission and invites discussion. Since questioning the Quran and the hadiths
(“the reported sayings of the prophet of Islam documented in the authoritative books
of Sahih Al-Bukhari and Sahih Al-Muslim”, Al Zidjaly, this volume) is not allowed,
the discussion is controversial from the beginning. As it turns out in the discussion
of the participants, the prayer’s wording is neither taken from the Quran nor the hadiths
so that voicing different opinions and engaging in discussions of these opinions becomes
possible. A recurrent strategy is what Al Zidjaly terms “divine impoliteness”, i.e. com-
mentators turn to and quote religious authoritative texts, which are aggressive towards
others, in order to legitimize the face-loss of the omitted parties who are being excluded
from prayers of getting well. In Al Zidjaly’s view, these online discussions are evidence
of a “shift in Islamic moral order”, the discussion of which has become increasingly
possible in online contexts. Since work on im/politeness in Arabic is only slowly increas-
ing in number (e.g. Badarneh 2019, Farhat 2013, Labben 2018), this paper is particularly
welcome as it highlights the complexity of different types of norms that intertwine
in im/politeness considerations and particularly spotlights the religious moral order
as an aspect that secular Western scholars might be less aware of.

Lucia Fernindez-Amaya’s contribution presents a case study of a naturally-
occurring WhatsApp conversation among family members, which took place during
14 hours in Spain and comprises over 9900 words. This close-knit group discusses
the demonstration held in the context of International Women’s Day, which took place
on the same day. As it turns out, the family members hold diametrically opposed views
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on feminism and express these views in the WhatsApp chat. This results in prolonged
arguments where people position and defend their own point of view as well as react
to others’ contributions. The linguistic focus of the study is thus the expression of dis-
agreement and alignment and disaffiliation with each other. In a qualitative analysis
of 427 instances of disagreement, Fernandez-Amaya first establishes a typology of dis-
agreements and then codes the established strategies systematically in order to arrive
at the overall distribution of the strategies (giving opposite opinions and emotional
or personal reasons are most frequent) and the distribution among the members of the
family. In doing so, she is able to show how the family members differ in their pre-
ferences. In a second step, the contributors to the WhatsApp discussion were sent
an electronic questionnaire and relevant passages to establish whether the directness
of the disagreement and the often diametrically opposed positions expressed resulted
in impoliteness judgements. Adding to research on disagreement and relational work,
which reported that the expression of disagreement is often expected and not necessarily
negatively marked (for an overview, see e.g., Angouri and Locher 2012), the author
found that the family members did not consider the uttered face-threats to be severe
or impolite. Instead, their close bond and family ties allowed them to express themselves
without fear of damaging their relationships and some even evaluated the encountered
disagreement in positive terms. Just as Haugh and Chang (in this volume) reminded us
in their study of criticism in first encounters, the indexical value of a speech act as well
as its realization have to be analyzed in context in order to make statements about their
evaluative status with respect to im/politeness norms.

The final research contribution of the special issue and of the block on computer-
mediated communication is written by Maria de la O Hernandez-Ldépez, who works
on naturally-occurring consumer reviews in English on the peer-to-peer business platform
Airbnb. Similar to the work by Dayter and Riidiger (2014), who worked on comments
on Couchsurfing, Hernandez-Lopez also highlights how the reviewers engage in a deli-
cate act when writing reviews. This is because both the host’s as well as guest’s public
faces on the platform are at stake since both parties are being rated and their earning
possibilities in case of the host and their acceptance rate as guest will be affected
by the ratings. By analyzing 120 reviews, Hernandez-Lopez establishes three different
emotional orientations: delighted/satisfied, ambivalent/neutral, and dissatisfied/dis-
appointed. The established forms and distribution are then linked to a discussion of what
norms prevail (following Locher and Watts 2005, 2008). The results point to a clear
preference of being polite, while avoiding overtly being rude or offensive. Due to this
positivity norm, however, what is not being said is also informative and implies dis-
satisfaction on this peer-to-peer business platform. Linguistically, messages leaning
toward the negative pole of the cline are characterized through “a process of deper-
sonalisation, with a tone based on formality and distancing from the host”, while
messages leaning towards the positive end of the cline are characterized through the use
of enthusiastic and friendly vocabulary and content. Furthermore, with respect to this
peer-to-peer business platform, Hernandez-Lopez shows how sociability is constructed
as key for both the host’s and the guest’s behavior. Methodologically, the paper adds
to our understanding of how the norms of a particular community can be studied. She
established patterns of stance and content distribution and was then able to compare
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her results to similar (but not identical) reviewer platforms such as Couchsurfing or
TripAdvisor (Dayter and Riidiger 2014, Rosen et al. 2011, Vasquez 2011, 2014).

The special issue is wrapped up with two reviews of books that belong to the im/po-
liteness research field: Daria Dayter reviews Mills’ (2017) book English Politeness
and Class, while Zs6fia Demjen discusses Locher’s (2017) book on Reflective Writing
in Medical Contexts, which is written from an interpersonal pragmatics perspective.
Vahid Parvaresh, finally, reports on the recent research trends observed during
The 12th International Conference on (Im)Politeness, which was held in Cambridge,
UK, in 2019.

4. Discussion and outlook

The papers in this special issue reflect the enriching cross-fertilization of theories,
methods and approaches which is typical of present-day im/politeness research. It is
noteworthy that rather than focusing on politeness, several papers are on conflict and
disagreement and thus reflect on politeness by studying how face-aggravation surfaces
and is contrasted with expectations about politeness. They cover criticism in first
encounter (Haugh & Chang), discussions of the religious moral order and prayers that
are face-aggravating (Al Zidjaly), and disagreement in a family about feminism (Fernan-
dez-Amaya). In the case of the practice of reviewing in Airbnb studied by Hernandez-
Lopez, overt face-aggravation is avoided but the omission of face-enhancing relational
work is interpreted as negative. This finding was only possible by establishing the virtual
community of practice norms rather than only counting on the linguistic surface structure
to index face-maintenance. The two papers on reprimands and invitations in Russian
reveal cultural indexicals of im/politeness in the speech acts involved (Bragina &
Sharonov, Vlasyan & Kozhukhova). In Tzanne and Sifianou’s contribution we learn
about the ingroup and outgroup creation of impolite and polite identities. Rhee’s paper
demonstrates how norms established to index respect and hierarchies in address terms
changes over time as these very forms become weaker in their expressive power.
Terkourafi’s contribution questions the classic understanding of the connection between
indirectness and im/politeness and posits a hypothesis of increasing directness in connec-
tion with urbanization and globalization.

The papers have in common that they add insights about im/politeness discourses
in different cultures. They use and combine different methods to uncover the norms
based on which interactants arrive at im/politeness (and more generally relational)
judgements. The data used reflects a wide scope from semi-authentic data (first
encounters), discourse production tests, examples from large and custom-made corpora,
online ethnography, and historical texts. These papers can be taken to reflect develop-
ments in im/politeness research. Rather than deploring that there is no single, unified
im/politeness theory, we consider this variety enriching and wish to endorse the call
for mixed methodologies and openness towards studying both culture specifics as well
as universals in relational practices. While clearly much more needs to be done to under-
stand the complexity of how different norms interact, how they give rise to im/politeness
judgements and effects, and how we can uncover these processes of relational indexicali-
ties, we are confident that the articles presented in this issue can be of use to the research
community and become an impulse for further reflection, research and discoveries.
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RU

1. BBegeHue

B 2014 romy Ham yKypHaJ MOCBSITHI CTICIUAIBHBIN BbITycK namstH Jxeddpu Jlnya,
LIEHTPAJIbHOE MECTO B KOTOPOM OBLIIO OTBEJICHO M3Y4YEHHIO BEXIMBOCTHU U HEBEXKIIUBO-
ctu. OH 00BEUHUI yYEHBIX, YbHM HCCIECAO0BAHUS AOMOJHWIN MyOJUKAUN TaKuX
W3BECTHBIX JKyPHAJIOB B 00JIaCTH IparMaTuku, kak Journal of Politeness Research,
Pragmatics, Journal of Pragmatics n apyTux, TJie UCCIIeJIOBaTeIN HE/BEXKIUBOCTU
HaXoAsT cBoUX uuTaTenel. [IATh JieT ciycTs Mbl CHOBa oOpalaeMcs K JaHHOH TeMe.
Korna mMbl 00BSIBHIIN O MOATOTOBKE IAHHOT'O BBINTyCKa M MPUTIACUIM aBTOPOB ydacT-
BOBAaTh B HEM, Mbl paCCMaTPUBAIIN «IJI00AJIbHBIE KOHTEKCTBD) B ABYX acnekTax. C omgHOM
CTOPOHBI, MbI HAJIESIUCh, YTO HAIIM aBTOPHI MIPEJICTABAT UCCIIEOBAHUS U3 001acTH
Pa3IMYHBIX S3BIKOB M KOHTEKCTOB, YTO PACHIMPUT HOHUMaHHUE HE/BEXIIMBOCTH, Yallle
BCEro MccielyeMoi Ha MaTepHase aHITIMICKOrO U STOHCKOTO SI3bIKOB. MBI IOCTUTIIH
3TOH 1enu Gr1aroapsi TOMy, YTO HAIM aBTOPBI PA0OTAIOT HAjl CAMBIMU Pa3HBIMU SA3bIKAMU:
aHIIMHACKUM, apaObCKUM, I'PEUECKUM, UCIIAHCKUM, KUTAaHCKUM, KOPEHCKHUM U PYCCKUM
(mepeunciiens! B aindaBuTHOM nopsake). C qpyroil CTOPOHbI, MbI TAKKE XOTEJIHU, YTOOBI
B 9TOM CIIELBBIITYCKE HAILIA OTPAKEHUE TEOPETUYECKHE U METOJI0TIOTMYECKUE BOIIPOCHI
M3YYeHHUsl HE/BEXKIMBOCTH B ITIOOATBLHOM KOHTEKCTE Yepe3 OOpAIEHUE K KyJIbTyPHBIM
U SI3BIKOBBIM aCIIEKTaM B Pa3JIMYHBIX JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPAaX U Pa3BUTHE NMPEABIIYIIUX
CONOCTAaBUTEIbHBIX AUCKYPCUBHBIX UCCIICOBAHHM.

B naHHOI cTaTbe MBI CHayajla KOPOTKO OCTAaHOBHMMCS Ha MpOOJeMe H3ydeHHs
HE/BEXJIMBOCTHU. 3aTeM J1aIuM KpaTKUi 0030p Kax10M OT/AENbHON CTaThU HAIIMX aBTO-
POB, OTMETHM HOBU3HY IIPOBEJICHHBIX MU UCCIIECOBaHUH, a TAK)KE UX TEOPETUYECKUI
U METOJIOJIOTHYECKHUM BKJIAJl B M3y4CHHE He/BEXJIMBOCTH. B 3aBepuieHne obcyaum
pe3yJIbTaThl U HAMETUM NEPCIEKTUBbI JaIbHEHIIINX HCCIeJOBAHUI.

2. Pa3Butue Teopum He/BEXANBOCTY,
pacwupeHue metoaonorum un cbopa AaHHbIX

Haunnast ¢ panHero BcIuiecka MHTEpeca K BeKIMBOCTH, BBI3BAHHOTO paboTamu
P. Jlakodd (Lakoff 1973), I1. bpayn u C. JleBuncona (Brown & Levinson 1978, 1987),
a taxke J[x. Jlmaa (Leech 1983, cm. Takke 2014), n3ydeHne BEXKIUBOCTHU SIBISICTCS
CTaOMJIbHO Pa3BUBAIOIIMMCS HAIIPABICHUEM HCCIIEAOBAaHUM B 00JaCTH COLMOIMHIBH-
CTHIKM, TIparMaTiKK® ¥ JMCKYpC-aHAJIM3a, U HAYTO HE YKa3hIBACT Ha CHIDKCHUE MHTEpeca
K JaHHo# Teme. Eciu B panHux pabortax mo BeXIMBOCTH, re B3y I1. ['paiica Ha dop-
MHUPOBaHUE 3HAYEHHUS COUETAJICS C aHAJIU30M PEUYEBbIX AKTOB, HHTEPEC MPOSBIISIICS
K [IParMaTHYeCKOMY BapbHPOBAHHIO HA YPOBHE BBICKA3bIBAHUSL, TO B IIOCJIEIHUE JECATH-
jetusi 001acTh U3yUeHHs BEKIMBOCTU 3HAYMTENBHO paciidpuiack. B mpenblaynmx
o630pax (Locher 2014, 2018) BbIeIsII0CH HECKOIBKO TAaKMX 00JIACTEH, KOTOPBIE MOTYT
OBbITb OTHECEHBI K ABYM Osi0kaM. I1epBblii kacaeTcst pa3BUTUS TEOPETUUECKOM U METO-
JIOJIOTUYECKOM 0a3bl, BTOPOH — THUIIA MCCIEI0BATEILCKOTO MaTepHUaia U ero 0XBara,

7 VTOYHMM, 4TO MBI 37IECh HE KACAEMCS BIMSHHUS TIIO0ATU3AIMH HA BEKIMBOCTD, O YEM IHLIYT
Sifianou & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2018) B cietiansHoM Bbiycke sxypHana Journal of Pragmatics.

¥ MbI Npuep/KUBAEMCs €BPOTIEHCKOTO ONPEJIENIEHHs] PAarMaTHKH, KOTOPOE BBIXOIUT 33 PAMKH
NPEIUIOKEHHUS M BKIIOYACT M3yYCHHE HCIOJIB30BaHMUS SA3bIKA C COLMATBHON M KYJBTYPHOH TOYEK
3penns (cm. Locher & Graham 2010: 1, Taavitsainen & Jucker 2010 u mp.).
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a TaKoKe MaIa30Ha U3y4aeMbIX sI3bIKOBBIX SIBICHUM. [ ITyOoKue n BcecTopoHHHE 0030pbI
TI0 WICCJICIOBAHUIO HE/BEXIIMBOCTH MOXKHO HalTh B KHure Palgrave Handbook of Lin-
guistic (Im)politeness (Culpeper et al. 2017). B naHHOM KpaTKOM BBEIECHHH MBI BBIICTHM
JIMIIb HECKOJIBKO aKTyaJIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB.

B paHHEX HCCIe0BaHHUSAX MUHTEPEC MPOSBISICS MPEXIIE BCETO K TOMY, KaK CTpare-
I'MU ¥ TAKTHKH CMATYEHHS BO3AEHCTBHS CIIOCOOCTBYIOT COXPAHEHHIO JIMIA CIIyILAOIIEro
u roBopsmero (3aece u ganee moxa tepMuHoM 3. ['opdMana «IuI0» NOHUMAETCS
COIIMAJIbHBIN UMHJIXK 4esloBeka). B HuX 0ObIYHO paccMaTpUBAIUCh OINPE/EICHHbIE
pedeBbIe aKThl HA YPOBHE OT/JEIBHOTO BhICKa3bIBaHUA. Kak ciencteue, cMsIryeHue
BO3JICHCTBHS CTAJIO MOYTH CHHOHMMOM BEXJIMBOCTH, HE3aBUCUMO OT TOTO, BOCIIPHHU-
MaJTi JI CaMH YYaCTHUKU CBOM JICUCTBHUS KaK aKThl BRIPAKCHHUS BEKITMBOCTH WM HET.
Ha GpITOBOM ypOBHE, HAIIPOTHUB, BEXIIUBOCTD YaCTO CBSI3BIBAIOT C MIPABUIIAMH, TIPEIIITH-
CaHHBIMHM B KHUTI'aX I10 3TUKETY, KOTOPbIE BKJIIOYAIOT Kak BepOaibHbIe, TaK U Oojee
obmue Gopmbl moBeneHust. TakuM 00pa3oM, BEKIUBOCTh UMEET MYJIbTHMOATBHYIO
NPUPOJTY U OIHMPAETCs HA PAa3IMYHbIE UAEOJIOIUH I0JDKHOIO NOBEIEHH. DTOT MYJIbTH-
MOJIaJIbHBIN B3IVIS/T HA HOPMBI B&XKJIMBOCTH Pa3ACIsAIOT MHOTHE YUEHBIE, BKIFOUAIOIINE
B CBOM aHayn3 (KaK MPaBUIIO, KAYECTBEHHbIN aHAIN3 TUCKYpCca U KOHBEPCAIIMOHHBIN
aHaJU3) BBIPAKCHHE JIMIIA, )KEeCTHI U Ap. VX uHTEepecyeT B3auMoIeiiCTBUE Pa3THUHBIX
HOpM. OJIHAaKO B UCCJIEAOBAHMSX, KOTOPBIE MIPOBOAATCS HAa OCHOBE AUCKYPCHBHBIX
tectoB (DCT, DPT) n kopmycHO# JIMHTBUCTUKY, Ha MYJIbTUMOAAIBHOCTh OOpaIaeTcs
MEHbIIIC BHUMAHHUSL.

Paznmune mexy sMudeckum (ObITOBBIM) M STUYECKUM (TEOPETUUECKUM, HAYIHBIM)
MOHMMAaHHEM HE/BEXITUBOCTH MPUBEJIO K TUCKYPCUBHOMY MOAXOAY K W3YYEHHIO JaHHBIX
asinennii (cM. Eelen 2001). HauGomnee cymniecTBeHHBIM BKJIAIOM B HET'O CTAJIO yKa3a-
HUE Ha OI[CHOYHBIN U KOHTEKCTYAIbHBIN XapaKTep TaKuX MOHATHH, KaK BEXKIUBOCTb
Y HEBEKJIMBOCTh, Ha BaXKHOCTh SMOIIMN B UX OIEHKE U YTBEP)KIACHUE O CBSA3H ITHUX
TPOIIECCOB ¢ KOHCTPYMPOBaHUEM HICHTHIHOCTH (Harpumep, Haugh et al. 2013, Linguistic
Politeness Research Group 2011, Langlotz & Locher 2017, Locher 2004, 2015, Locher
& Watts 2005, 2008). B HacTosiiiee BpeMsi OOIIEIPUHATO COYETaTh SMUUYECKUN U ITHU-
YeCKMiT OIXOBI U1 yUeTa MX B3aUMOCBs3u . Hanmpumep, B aHaIM3€ KOHKPETHBIX
B3aUMOJICHCTBUI ITUUECKHE MOHATHS «IIOHIKEHUE JIML@» (T.€. MOHKEHUE COLAIBLHOIO
UMHIDKA), «TIOAJepIKaHKe JIMIay (TIOAIepKaHue COIMAIBHOTO UMHIIKA) U «yTyqlIeHUE
7M@)y (TIOBBIICHUE COIMAIBHOTO MMHIDKA) MOTYT OBITh CBSI3aHBI C TAKUMH SMHYCCKIMHU
OLICHKaMH, KaK HEeBSXKIMBBIA Wi rpyOsiid (cM. Locher 2015: 8, Haugh & Chang u Fer-
nandez-Amaya B 3TOM BBIIIYCKe).

B 1em1oM B TeyeHHe MOCIeAHNX JECATUIICTHH CYIIECTBEHHO PACIIMPSETCS MaTepHa
UCCleIoBaHUN. Bo-niepBhIX, yUeHbIe 3aMHTEPECOBAINCH JAUAXPOHUYECKUM aCIIEKTOM
U3yUYCHHS BEKIIMBOCTH, €€ UCTOPUYCCKUMH (POpMaMU M MX pa3BUTHEM (HAIpuMep,
Culpeper & Kadar 2010, Jucker & Kopaczyk 2017, Paternoster & Fitzmaurice 2019,
Parmaiip 2009 u np.). B aTux uccienqoBaHusx MOKa3aHO U3MEHEHNUE HOPM U TO, KaK
CTpaTernuy BEXXJIMBOCTU CO BPEMEHEM Pa3BHBAIOTCA M BCTPAUBAIOTCA B KYJIBTYPHBIH
KOHTEKCT U UJIC0JIOTHIO MOBe/IeHUs. BO-BTOPBIX, yUeHbIE TaKKe 3aMHTEPECOBAIMCH
HEBE)KJIMBOCTBIO M TPYOOCTHIO M TIEPECTAIN KOHLICHTPUPOBATh CBOE BHUMAHHE B MIEPBYIO

? Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou (2019: 94) Ha3bIBaIOT 3TO TPEThEil BONHOM HCCIEN0BAHU

BCIKJIMBOCTH, KOTOpaAs, KaK MbI I10JIaracM, COIMyTCTBOBAJIa BTOpOP’I BOJIHC, a HC CJICA0BAJia 3a HEH.

886 HccnenoBanre BEXIMBOCTH U HEBEKIIMBOCTH B III00AJIBHOM KOHTEKCTE



Miriam A. Locher and Tatiana V. Larina. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2019, 23 (4), 873—903

ouepeb Ha CMATYeHUH yrpo3sl uny. OHU paclupuin cepy CBOUX UCCIIEeIOBaHUM
Y BKJIIOYWJIM B HEE IMOBEICHHE, MOHWXKatomee o (Hanpumep, Bousfield 2008,
Bousfield & Locher 2008, Culpeper 2011, XensBuc 2001/1997, 2014; Jlapuna, Xapnosa
2014, Xapnosa 2015, cnenuanu3upoBaHHble KOHPEPEHLIUH 10 HEBEXJIMBOCTH U TPYy-
6octu, Takue kak LIAR, xondpepenmus «Bex1MBOCTh U aHTUBEKIMBOCTD B SI3bIKE
u kommyHukanun» [[1laponos 2018]). B-TpeTsux, XoTs Mo-npekHEMY CYHIECTBYET
Cepbe3HOe HaNpaBJIeHHE, KOTOPOE PACCMATPHUBAET OTACIBHBIC peUeBbIe aKThl HA YPOBHE
BBICKA3bIBaHUI, MHOTHE HCCIIEIOBATENN padoTaoT ¢ OoJiee JITMHHBIMU (PparMeHTaMu
peUM U UCCIEIYIOT, KaK PEJIIMOHHOE 3HAYCHHE PACKPHIBACTCS B KOHTEKCTE B TCUCHHE
HecKobkuX x070B (cM. Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019: 94). Hakownen,
MaTepuall, UCCIIelyeMbli B HACTOSIIIEE BpeMsl, OTIIMYAETCs Pa3HOOOPa3UeM U BKIIFOYAET
MEXIMYHOCTHOE OOIIEHHE, MMPOXOIAIIEe B €CTECTBEHHBIX YCIOBUSIX, HHTEPHET-00111e-
HUE, MTUCbMEHHBIE TEKCTHI Pa3IMYHbIX CTHJICH U KaHPOB U Jp. HeyauBuTensHO, 4TO
¢ Hayana 2000-X ToA0B U3y4yeHUE WHTEPHET-O0IICHHUS MMOIYYHIIO 0COOBII UMITYJIBC,
0 YEeM CBUJICTEIILCTBYIOT CIIEUANIbHBIC BBIITYCKH KYPHAJIOB, MOHOTpadUH U MHOTOYHC-
JICHHBIE Hay4yHbIE cTaThu (cM. Takxke 0030p IlapBapemia B aToM BbITycke). OTMETUM
IIPU 3TOM, YTO UCCIIEA0BATEIN pabOTAI0T ¢ MAaTEPHAJIOM 10 CBOEMY BBIOOPY, HCIIOJIb-
3yIOT KOMOMHHUPOBaHHbBIE METO/IbI, IOTIOJIHSS, HAIPUMED, TAHHBIE €CTECTBEHHON KOM-
MYHUKAIUHU JaHHBIMH, TIOJIyY€HHBIMH B X0/I€ MHTEPBBIO HIIH JUCKYPC-TECTOB.

Pacimpenune npeaqmeTHol 001acTi MMEET BaKHOE 3HaYEHHE ISl pa3BUTHS TEOPUU
HE/BEXXIMBOCTH. VI3MEHUYMBOCTh U BAPHATUBHOCTH B BBHIPA)KEHUH OTHOIICHUS K JIUILY,
0 KOTOPBIX CBHJETENIBCTBYIOT TUAXPOHUYECKHE UCCIIEI0BAHU, O3HAYAET, YTO HEOOXO-
MO TIEPECMOTPETH Hallle MOHUMAaHUE TOTO, YTO HMEHHO SIBIISIETCS YHUBEPCAIbHBIM
B UCCJIEZIOBAaHUAX BEKIMBOCTU. ECiM 3TO He BHEIIHEee MPOsBIEHUE BEXIUBOCTH, TO,
CKOpee BCEero, 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH JIofel (MaeanbHON JTUYHOCTH, coTiacHo Brown
& Levinson 1987) oco3HaBaTh CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE MOTPEOHOCTH M MOTPEOHOCTH ajpe-
cara U MCTOJIB30BaTh SI3BIK CTPATErHUEeCKH JUIs TOCTHKEHHS TOW W UHOH 1ieni. MHOro
yCUIHiA OBIJIO BIIOYKEHO B M3y4YEHHE BBISBICHUS KYJIbTYPHBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH TOHUMAHUS,
BOCTIPUSATHUS U BBIPAXKEHHS BEKITUBOCTH, PE3YIbTAThl KOTOPBIX TAK)KE IMOKA3hIBAIOT €€
BapuaTUBHOCTH. Kak MpoIeMOHCTPUPOBAIH MHOTOYUCIICHHBIE KPOCC-KYIbTYpPHBIC
HCCJIeI0BaHUsI, XOTS BEXKIMBOCTb 110 CYTH SIBJISICTCS YHUBEPCAIBHOW KaTeropuen, ee
KOHKPETHOE BBIpa)KEHHE KYJIBTYpHO crienduyno. [IpencraBnenue o ToM, 4ToO BEXIUBO,
a 4TO HEeT, B Pa3HBIX KyJIbTypax MOXeT pasnuuaTbes (M. Sifianou 1992, Watts 2003,
Parmaitep 2003, Jlapuna 2003, 2004, 2009 u muorue ap.). ONUH U TOT XK€ aKT (Bep-
OanbHBIN WK HEBEPOATbHBIN), BOCIPUHUMAEMbIH KaK BEKJIMBBIA B OJTHOM KYJbTYpeE,
MOJKET pacCMaTpUBATHCS KaK HEYMECTHBIHM, HEBEXKIIUBBIA U Jake TPYOBId B IpyToit
(Larina 2015: 197, cm. Taxxe Haugh & Chang B 5Tom HOMepe)'’. DTo cripaBeamBo
TaKke U sl CyOKYJIbTYp B paMKaxX OJHOW 3THHYECKOW KyJIbTYphl (CM., HAIIpUMeEp,
bparuna 2018).

10" Kaxk cnipasemymmBo yTBepaxaaer Yorre (Watts 2003: 14), nekceMsl polite u politeness 1 cOOTBET-
CTBYIOIIIE UM TEPMHUHBI B JPYTHUX S3BIKAX MOTYT Pa3JIMUaThCs 110 3HAYCHHUIO U CBSI3aHHBIM C HUMH
KOHHOTAITHSIM, YTO Takke ObLIO MoKa3aHo B uccienoBanmsx M. Cuduany (Sifianou 1992), JlapuHoit
(2003, 2004, 2009), Parmaiip (2003) u ap. B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT HCCIEIOBATENBCKOTO BOIPOCA, ITOT
BBIBOJI IMEET TO WJI MHOE METOAOJIOTHIECKOE IIPUMEHEHHE (CM., Hanpumep, ucciegosadne M. JIoxap
[Locher 2012], B KOTOPOM BBISBITIOTCS pa3iHdrs MEXIY HEBEKIIUBOCTBIO U TPyOOCTHIO HA OCHOBE
KOHHOTAIIMH aHTJIMHCKUX JIEKCEM MPH U3y4YeHUH Apyrux s3bikoB) [Locher 2012: 50]).
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B pesynbTare nccrienoBaTeny NpuiiararoT OOJbIINe YCUIHS TSl U3yYSHHS TOTO,
KaK KyJbTypa B IIEJIOM, a TaK)K€ HOPMBI, pa3paOOTaHHbIC B PAa3IUYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX
Y Ha Pa3HBIX YPOBHSX (HAIpPUMeEp, JTUYHOCTHBIC, CUTyaTHBHBIC, TEKCTOBBIE, cM. [Cul-
peper 2008: 30]), nHGOPMUPYIOT O BEKIUBOCTA U (GOPMUPYIOT €e. 3HaAHHUE TOTO, YTO
BIIMSICT HA KOHKPETHOE BBICKA3bIBAaHHE, 03HAYAET, YTO COOECETHUKH 3HAIOT HOPMBI TOM
WJIM MHOW JIMHI'BOKYJIBTYPBI HA Pa3HBIX €€ YPOBHSIX U MOTYT HUCIIOJIb30BATh 3TH 3HAHUSI
JUIS COXPAHCHUS, TIOHKSHHS WK TIOBBIIICHHSI CBOETO JIMIIA WU JUIa aapecara. OHU
JIETAI0T 3TO B KOHKPETHOM CUTYaIlMH, TO €CTh UCTIONB3YIOT HHACKCATBHYIO CHITY CBOETO
SI3bIKOBOTO BBIOOpA B KOHKPETHOE BPEMsi U B KOHKPETHOM KOHTEKCTe. [Ipu 3TOM Cyiie-
CTBYET CJIOXKHAsi B3aUMOCBSI3b MEXK/Y HJICOJOTUSMHU, HOPMaMH JTAHHOTO COOOIIIe-
CTBa, COBEpUIAEMBIMH KOMMYHHKAHTAMU JEHCTBUSMHU M BBIOOPOM SI3BIKOBBIX
cpencts)''.

Kpome Toro, pacimpenue 061acTy UCCIEA0BaHHS CIOCOOCTBYET TaKkKe N3YUEHHIO
parMaTu4ecKol BapUaTUBHOCTH B BBIPAKEHUU PA3IMYHBIX PEUEBBIX aKTOB M BBISBIIC-
HHIO MX 3Ha4YEeHUs B OoJiee [UIMHHBIX ()parMeHTax Peyd B pa3IMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. ITO
CBSI3aHO C TEM, YTO JaHHasi 00JIACTh SIBJSETCS MPEAMETOM BHUMAHHUS HE TOJBKO
uccieoBaTeNnel, 3aHUMAalOIUXCsl He/BeXKIUBOCThIO (To1po6HO cM. Locher 2015).
Coo0miecTBO HccneaoBareneldl He/BeKIMBOCTH oOpamaeTcst K IpyruM o0IacTsM,
U B HACTOSIIEE BPEMsI CYIIECTBYET IICIBbINA Pl TECOPHIA M MOJIXOJA0B, KOTOPBIE MOTYT
B3aMMHO oOoramath Ipyr apyra. Cpeau HUX — Teopus co3fanus nuna (‘face-con-
stituting theory’) (Arundale 2010, 2013 u np.), ynpaBjieHHe B3aUMOOTHOIICHUSIMH
(‘rapport management’) (Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2009), paboTa 1mo yay4lieHUIO OTHO-
HIEHUH, UK pensuuonHas padora (‘relational work’) B MEXIMYHOCTHOM mparMaTHKe
(Locher & Watts 2005, 2008; Locher & Graham 2010), uccnenoBanus »aHpa 1 Juc-
kypca (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019),
BIIUSIHUE BEXJIMBOCTH Ha CTHJIM KomMMmyHHKanuu (Jlapuna 2003, 2009, House 2006,
Larina 2015), uccinenoBanus 10 MOCTPOCHUIO HJIEHTHYHOCTH (Hampumep, Bucholtz
& Hall 2005, 2008; Hall & Bucholtz 2013). ITocnennee HanpaBieHne TPEICTaBISETCS
0COOCHHO MEPCIIEKTHBHBIM, MOCKOJIbKY OIICHKA BEXKJIMBOCTH BCET/a OKA3bIBACT BIIMSHHUE
Ha KoHCcTpyHnpoBanue uneHtnaHocTH (cM. Locher 2008, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2009,
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2017, Larina et al. 2017a, b), 4to B cBOtO 04epenn
omnpezessier cTuiib kommyHUKauu (cM. Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2009, Garcés-Conejos
Blitvich & Sifianou 2017, Locher 2008, 3emckas 1997, Jlapuna 2003, 2009).

B 0030pe MexayHapoaHoro cumrosnyma 1o He/BexiauBoctu 2019 1. atu oOmue
TEHJICHIIUU B M3YUYCHUU PACCMATPUBACMOIO SIBICHHS TAKXE HAILIW OTPaKCHUE.
Y4acTHUKH CUMIIO3UyMa, KOTOpbIE COOpaiuch, 4TOObI MPEJICTABUTh PE3YyJIbTATHI
CBOMX HCCJIEIOBAaHHN B 00JIACTH BEXKIIMBOCTH U HEBEKIMBOCTH, MTPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAIIH
B3aMMOOOOTaIIAloIIee pa3HO00pazue METOAONIOT A U Teopuit. OHM TIOKa3allv, YTO HaOH-
PAIOT CUITYy MCCIICIOBAaHUS BEXIIMBOCTH B IUAXPOHUYECKOM aCIEKTE; MO-TIPEIKHEMY
OCTaeTcsl aKTyaJIbHBIM HCCIIEIOBAHUE OHJIAH-KOMMYHUKAIINH;, U3YyYECHUE PEUECBOU

""" Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou (2019: 97) Ha3bIBaIOT TO CI0KHOE B3auMOJeiicTBUE
MHKpPO (CTHJIb), Me30 (KaHp) U Makpo (IUCKYpC) U OCHOBBIBAIOT CBOIO apIyMEHTALIMIO Ha B3IUIAAAX
Ooiipkiada (Fairclough 2003).
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arpeccuy IOMOTAET BBISIBUTh MHJEKCATBHOCTH (MApKHUPOBAaHHOCTH) BBICKA3bIBAHMIA;
B JIONIOJTHEHHE K JIMYHBIM, KYJIbTYPHBIM, CHTYaTHBHBIM U TeKCTOBBIM HopMmaMm (Cul-
peper 2008: 30) nmpuobpeTaeT Bce OoJblee 3HaUYCHHE KOHIENTYalIH3alUsl dSTUKU
MOBEJICHHUS; MPOJIOKAIOTCS UCCIIEAOBAHUSA, YUYUTHIBAIOIINE OLICHOUYHBINH XapakTep
He/BexxsmmBocTh (Locher 2004); pa3pabaThiBaroTCs TIOHATHS HEBEXKITUBOCTH M KOH()IUKTA,
MPOJIOJDKAIOT U3y4aThCsl OT/ICIbHBIE PEUeBbIE aKThl KaK B paMKax OJHOW KYyJbTYpHI,
TaK U B CONOCTAaBJICHUU C Pa3IMYHBIMU JHUHTBOKYJIbTypaMHu. B xone cummosuyma
HEOJTHOKPATHO 00CY>KIaIMCh BOMPOCHI, Kacaromyecs: coopa Marepuaina. B nenom, 6bu10
MOKAa3aHO, YTO JaHHAsl UCCIIEJIOBATEIbCKAsI 00JIACTh UMEET HIMPOKUE MEPCIICKTHBHI.
Hwuxe MBI KpaTKO mpencTaBUM HAIIUX aBTOPOB M MX CTAaTbH, KOTOPHIE MPOOJKAT
00CY’K/ICHHE BBIIIETIEPEUNCICHHBIX BOIIPOCOB.

3. ABTOpbI 1 CTaTbU BbiNYCKa

B naHHOM BBIITyCKe TPECTABIIECHBI AEBATH OPUIMHATIBHBIX UCCIIEA0BAHUNA. ABTOPEI
niepBoii crate Matikn Xo u Beii-JIna Menonu YaHr ucciierytor pedeBoi akT «KpUTHUKa»
C MEXbA3BIKOBON U MEKKYJIBTYPHOH TOYEK 3pEHUs. BblaBUras Ha NepBbli IUIaH METO-
JOJIOTMYECKHE MPOOIIEMBI, OHU CO3AI0T OCHOBY JUISl IOCIEIYIOLINX paboT, KacatoIXCsl
TOJIXO/IOB K BEXKJIMBOCTH M HEBEXIIMBOCTH B II00AJIbHOM KOHTeKcTe. Jlasiee uieT TeopeTu-
yeckas crathsi Mapuabl Tepkypadu, B KOTOPOH Mpe/ICTaBIeH MeTa-aHaJIu3 MEHSIOLIeHCs
POJIM KOCBEHHOCTH B MCCIIEJOBaHUSX He/BeXIMBOCTH. Cleayrolye TpH CTaThbU MOCBsI-
LICHBI Pa3iIMYHbIM S13bIKaM, UCCIIEN0BaHNE KOTOPBIX OCYILECTBIIETCS HA Pa3HbIX METOMIO0-
noruueckux npuHuunax: CuHrxa Pu npuMeHser 1uaxpoHU4YECKUM METOJ K aHAIIU3Y
KOpEeNCKoro s3bIKa; uccnegaoatenu pycckoro s3eika H.I'. bparuna u U.A. lllaponos
HCHOJb3YIOT KOPIYCHYIO TMHTBUCTUKY U JTUCKYpc-aHanu3, a I'.P. Biacsn u U.B. Koxy-
XOBa paboTalOT ¢ JUCKYPCUBHBIMU T€CTaMU. TakuM 00pa3oM, CTaThbU MTOKA3bIBAOT,
YTO MBI MOKEM I0JIy4aTh JaHHBIE O PA3JIMYHBIX A3BIKAX, KOHTEKCTAX U KyJIbTypax
C MOMOIIBIO HIMPOKOTO CIIEKTPa METOAOJIOTHM, O YEM CBHUIETEIILCTBYIOT U OCTAJIbHBIC
crathu. IlocieqHue NoCBsAIIEHB! UCCIENOBAHUIO €CTECTBEHHON peueBON KOMMYHHU-
KallM1, OCYLIECTBIISIEMON ¢ IPUMEHEHUEM COBPEMEHHBIX KOMITBIOTEPHBIX TEXHOJIOTHI.
B nocnegnue aBa IecATUIETHS UCCIENOBAHME BEXIIMBOCTU B OHJIAMH-KOHTEKCTE
MHTEHCUBHO pa3BHuBaercs (cM., Hanpumep, Graham & Hardaker 2017, Locher 2006,
Locher et al. 2015). CraTbu Haiero CreuBblTycka MPOJOIDKAIOT 00CYKICHUE METO/I0-
JIOTUYECKUX U TEOPETUYECKUX MOAXOI0B U JAI0T MPEACTABICHHE O PA3JIMUHBIX A3bIKAX
U KYJIbTYpax B OHJaiH-00meHH. OTJeIbHO OCTAHOBUMCSI HA KaXKJJOM U3 CTaTeH.

OtkpsiBaeT BeiyCcK cTarthst Maiikiaa Xo u Beit-J/Iun Meaoaun YaHnr, koropas
MOCBSILEHA aHAIU3Y PEYEBOr0 aKTa «KPUTUKA» B CUTyallUu NEPBOU BCTpedn codecen-
HUKOB. MaTepuanom Juisl UCCIEN0BaHUS MTOCIYKUIN JUabl HA aHITIMICKOM S3BIKE,
3alnucaHHble B ABCTpaJINK, M IMAJIbl HA KUTAHCKOM SI3bIKE (MaHapHH), 3alICAHHbIC
Ha TaiiBaHe. B neHTpe aHam3a HAXOAATCS PEUEBbIE NEHCTBUSA, COACPIKAIINE KPUTUKY
cobeceiHUKa. B TO Bpemsl Kak MHOTHE MCCIIEIOBAHUS COCPEIOTOUCHBI HA CPAaBHEHUH
SI3BIKOBOM pealn3allii PEYEBbIX aKTOB, aBTOPBI YTBEPKIAIOT, YTO KOMILUIEKCHBIN IIOCIIE-
JOBaTENbHBINA U MHACKCAIBHBIN aHAIN3 TOMOTAET JIydllle MOHATh HE TOJIIbKO MEXbS3bI-
KOBBIE Pa3JIN4us, HO U PA3IMYHBINA CTaTyC COAEPKAHUSA TOTO WM MHOTO PEYEBOr0 aKTa
U €ro MHJEKCaJIbHOE 3HaYCHHE B PAa3HBIX KYJIbTypaxX. ABTOPbI 00palaoTcs K METO-
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JOJIOTHUECKUM TMPOOJIeMaM aHallu3a MaTepuaa, KOrjia HCCIe0BATENN SIBISIOTCS HITH
HE SBJIAIOTCS YaCThIO N3y4aeMOro coOoOIIecTBa, OCIEACTBUSM BIMSAHUS ATOTO (akTa
Ha aHaJIM3 M TEOPETHUECKHE BBIBObI, Kacaroluecs He/BexXIMBOCTH. OHU oOpalaroT
BHUMAaHHUE Ha TO, YTO CJIOBO «KPHUTHKA» CaMO MO ceOe MOXKET UMETh Pa3INYHbIE KOH-
HOTAIlMX B Pa3HBIX KYJIbTypax U YTO HEAOCTATOYHO OTPAHMYMBATHCS CPABHEHHEM
OJTHOM JIMIIIb SI3bIKOBOM (POPMBI, IOCKOJIBKY Y COOECEHUKOB MOTYT OBbITh pa3Hble MHTEP-
HpeTalyy JaHHOTO PEUeBOro akTa. JTO Ba)XKHOE 3aKII0UYEHHE HAXOAMT JlajbHelIee
pasButue u B crathe DepHanmec-AMaiis (B 3TOM BBITYCKE), aHATM3UPYIOIIEH peueBon
aKT «HEecoTJiacue» (CM. HUXKE).

Mapuna Tepkypadu oOpaiiaeT BHUMaHHUE Ha pPOJib KOCBEHHOCTH B HCCIIE/I0Ba-
HUSIX HE/BEXJIMBOCTH B CBETE MPOLIECCOB ypOAHMU3AIMHU U TII00AM3aIy. XOTS UCTIONb-
30BaHHE KOCBEHHOCTH TPAIUIIMOHHO CBS3BIBACTCS C COXPAHEHHEM JIMIIA U pacCMaTpH-
BAaeTCs KaK yHUBepcaabHO Oe3omacHas crpaterus (Brown & Levinson 1987), ona mpen-
JaraeT ajJbTepHATHBHYIO TOUKY 3peHus. Coueras TEOPHUIO BEXIIMBOCTH C TaK Ha3bIBa-
eMoii Teopueii cetelt (‘network theory”) (Milroy 1987), Tepkypadu 0OBsACHSET, 4TO A1
MHTEPIPETALMN KOCBEHHOCTH HEOOXOAUMBI BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBBIE 3HAHHS, U TIO3TOMY TO,
YTO OHA Ha3bIBACT CITyyailHON KOCBeHHOCTHIO (‘accidental indirectness’), CBOMCTBEHHO
TOJIBKO JUIsl JaHHOH Tpymmbl. Kak cieacTBue, KOCBEHHOCTh MOXKET CTAaTh U HEXella-
TenbHOM cTparerueil. IlpeacTasisas meTa-aHanu3 Tpex UCCIEAOBAHUN B pa3IMUHBIX
JMHTBUCTUYECKUX U KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, KOTOPBIC PEJIaratoT JUaXPOHUIECKYIO
MIEPCIICKTHBY UCIIOJIb30BaHMs KocBeHHOCTH (Morgan [1991] o kocBeHHOCTH B cO0OIIIe-
cTBe appo-amepukaHckux keHmuH; He et al. [2012] o koMmmuMeHTax B KUTaCKOM
s3bike; Jucker [2012] o pa3BUTHH aHTIIMIICKON BEXIUBOCTH), TepKypadu BbIABUTAET
TUIOTE3Y O TOM, YTO oO1iee 0cinadIeHne MEXINIYHOCTHBIX OTHOLICHHH MOXKET OBITh
NPUYMHON TOTEHIIMAIBHOTO YBEJIMYCHHUS NPSMBIX, @ HE KOCBEHHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX CTpaTe-
ruil. JlanbHeliee n3yuyeHue 3T0i runoTesbl NPeCTaBIsIeT HHTEPEC Ui UCCIeI0OBaHUMA
BEXIIMBOCTH ¥ HEBEXKJIMBOCTH, IMOCKOJIBKY CTABUT IOJ] COMHEHHE OJHO U3 OCHOBHBIX
TEOPETUYECKUX MOJIOKECHUH.

Cunrxa Pu nuier o KOpeckoM si3bIKe, IJI€ BEKIUBOCTh IPaMMAaTHKAIN30BaHa,
TO €CTh MapKUPOBKA BEXKJIMBOCTH IOJIyyaeT HE TOJIBKO MParMaTHuecKoe, HO U rpaMma-
THYeckoe oopmiieHrne. B KopeiickoM si3bIKe OTHOIIEHUE TOBOPSIIETO K aJpecaTry
BBIpaXXeHO 00s13aTeNIbHOM YacTulleil B koHie npeanoxenus (Rhee & Koo 2017: 101),
KpOME TOTro, CYLIECTBYET pa3HOOOpa3Hasl M CJIOXKHAsi CUCTeMa MECTOMMEHHUH U TepMu-
HOB 00pamieHust, KOTOpasi BKIFOYACT KaK TEPMHUHBI POZCTBA, TaK U TEPMHUHBI, BHIpaXka-
IOIIHE UePAPXUI0 U CTApIIMHCTBO. ONMpasich Ha UAEH «IMEPIKEHTHON TpaMMaTUKHI
‘emergent grammar’ (Hopper 1987), Pu uccnenyer pazBurue MECTOMMEHUI TIEPBOTO
¥ BTOPOTO JIMIIA ¥ UX CBSA3b C TEPMUHAMH 0OpalieHus U peepeHIy B THaXpOHUIECKOMI
nepcriektiBe. OH MOKa3bIBACT, KaK C MIOMOIIBIO S3BIKOBBIX yKa3aTelel (MeCTOMMEHH
U MapKepoB MOYTEHHs/YHUUMKEHUs) BbIpaxkaeTcsd HeoOXoaumas sl KOpeHCKo Bex-
JMBOCTH OOJIee BBICOKAsI O3UIIMS a/ipecara U OoJiee HU3Kasi MO3UIus afpecanTa. JlaHHas
CHCTeMa MECTOMMEHHUI U TePMHHOB OOpallleHHii BECbMa JAWHAMUYHA, OHA TIOCTOSIHHO
pa3BHUBaeTCs, JIsi TOTO YTOOBI YIOBIETBOPUTh KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIE TIOTPEOHOCTH y4acT-
HHUKOB OOIIEHHS. ITO pa3BUTHE 0OYCIIOBIEHO CIOKHOCTBIO BHIOOpA aJIeKBATHBIX MapKe-
POB BEXIJIMBOCTH, TOCKOJIbKY BBHIOOpP HEMPABUIBHOTO YPOBHS BEKIMBOCTH WU HEHC-
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MO0JIb30BaHUE JOKHOTO TePMUHA OOPAIIEHUS MOKET IPUBECTU K HEXKETATEIbHOMY
nparmMatuueckomy pesyibrary. C. PH yTBepikaaeT, 4To TOUHO Tak ke, Kak TabynpoBaH-
HBIE CJIOBA CO BPEMEHEM TEPSIOT CBOIO CHIIy, MECTOMMEHUS B pe3yibTaTe 4acTOro
ynoTpeOaeHHs! TEPSIOT CBOK CIIOCOOHOCTh MH/IEKCHPOBATH OIPEEIIEHHBIH YPOBEHb
BexkuBocTu. Kak crnencrBue, TepMuHsl nourenus [+Honorific] nocrosHHo 0O6HOBISA-
F0TCsI, YTOOBI OBBICUTH CHWXKAIOIIUICS 3 GEKT MOUNTaHUs, 2 TEPMUHBI 0003HAUYEHUS
nepsoro ymna [+Humiliative] oOHOBIIsFOTCS A71s1 yerieHust 3(hekTa caMOyHUUIDKEHHUS.
JlaHHOE HCCIIe0BaHUE MTOKA3bIBACT, YTO OOpAIlleHNe K AUaXPOHUUECKON MepCIeKTHBE
oboraiaer TeOpHIO0 BEKIMBOCTH HOBBIMH JaHHBIMH. TOT (hakT, 4TO MECTOMMEHHBIE
MapKephl BEXKJINBOCTH U3MEHSIIOTCS BO BPEMEHHU, CBUIETEIbCTBYET O JTHHAMUYHOM
XapakTepe A3bIKOBBIX PeaTM3ali aKTOB NMO3ULIMOHUPOBAHUS, KOTOPbIE HEOOXOANMBI
JUISL BBIP@KEHUS. BEKIMBOCTH' >, [Tpr 5TOM cama HEOOXOIMMOCTh BBIPAKAThL STH Pa3iH-
YU yepe3 MO3UIMOHUPOBAHUE MTPEICTABIACTCS CTAOMIBHOM.

H.I'. Bparuna u U.A. IllapoHoB paccMaTpuBaroT OBCEAHEBHOE HE(OPMAIbHOE
o01eHNe B pyccKoil KybType. B crathe npeactasineH aHanus 6onee 200 nuanoros,
B3ATHIX U3 HarroHanpHOro KopIyca pyccKoro si3blka, B KOTOPBIX COJIEPKHUTCS yrpo3a
JMIly coOeceIHNKa B BUJIE BHITOBOPA 3@ HEYMECTHBIH XapaKkTep MpeIblayIero BpICKa-
3bIBaHMsI. ABTOPBI Ha3bIBAIOT TAKON BBITOBOP «II€arOTMYECKOM arpeccuein» B CBA3HU
C €ro KOPPEeKTUPYIOLIMM XapaKTEPOM M HETaTHBHBIM OTHOLIEHUEM. M3-3a 3TUX 0co0eH-
HOCTEH OHH OMpPEENSOT 0I00HBIE BHITOBOPHI KAK HEBEXKJIMBBIE M IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISIOT
UX OTBETaM, HAIPaBJICHHBIM HAa HEHTpAIM3alUI0 paHEee BOCIIPUHATOIO HEYMECTHOI'O
BBICKA3bIBaHUs (IMIATUHHON cTpaTeruu). B xome cBoero mccieqoBaHUsl aBTOPHI
BBIJIEIISIOT TPH TAKTUKH «arpecCUBHO-IIEArOrMYECKO» CTpaTeruy, Mpernolararlimue
ucrnoip3oBanue: (1) OTBETHBIX MCEBIOBONPOCOB (PUTOPHUECKUX BOIPOCOB U BOIIPO-
COB, OOpAILICHHBIX K MPE3yMIIHUAM COOECEeIHUKA, €r0 UCXOAHBIM MPEAIOI0KEHHUAM);
(2) nepeapaznuBaromuyx murTammii; (3) prudMOBaHHBIX TICEBIOOTBETOB. B 1ieHTpe BHU-
MaHHUsl JAHHOU CTaThbU — TPETUH THII BBICKAa3bIBAaHMUI. ABTOPBI IOKA3bIBAOT, YTO pac-
CMaTpuBaeMasi CTpaTerus OLIEHUBAETCSI HOCUTEIISIMU PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa Kak HEBEXXJIMBA,
HO BO3MOJKHasl, TOCKOJIBKY, KaK OHH OTMEUAIOT, CYLIECTBYET HEIIaCHAs IIPe3yMITLus,
COTJIACHO KOTOpPOi B He(popMaabHOM OOIIEHHH 1O OTHOLIEHUIO K COBEPIIMBIIEMY
KOMMYHHKATHBHYIO OLIMOKY COOECeTHUKY MO3BOIUTENBHO arpeCCHBHO-BOCIIUTATEILHOE
peueBoe noseneHue. [ peanusanun 3TOH CTpaTeruy B pPyCCKOM SI3bIKE CYIIECTBYET
Ha0op MabJIOHHBIX peueBbIX GopMys. B cTaThe mokazaHo, 4TO B CUTYyalMH OJIM3KHX
OTHOILIEHUH MCIIOIb30BaHNEe PU(PMOBAHHBIX IICEBI0-OTBETOB MOXKET HOCUTH LIy TIIMBbIH
XapakTep U He MPUBOIUTH K KOHGIIUKTY, OJHAKO B JAJIbHEHIIEH KOMMYHHUKAIIUU TOBO-
PALLIMIA BCe paBHO JIOJKEH OOBSACHUTH M KOMIIEHCHPOBATh CBOH BBINaj MPOTUB cOOe-
ceIHHMKA. B KOH(IMKTHOM JHaore CTEpeOTUITHbIE NICEB/I0-OTBETHBIE (hpa3bl UCTIONb-
3YIOTCSI, UTOOBI pa3opBaTh KOHTAKT ¢ COOECETHUKOM HJIM MEPEKIIUNUThCS Ha APYroi

'2 MBI HE TOBOPHM 3/1ECh O TOM, YTO «BCE MJET» U 9TO BCE TIOCTOSHHO H300PETAETCS 3aHOBO
¢ HyJisl (KaK 9TO HEBEPHO MCTOJKOBAaHO HEKOTOPBIMH KPUTHKAMH JTUCKYPCHBHOTO MOAX0/a). MapKkepsbl
HE/BEXIIMBOCTH ONUPAIOTCSI HA MPUHSATHIE B OOILIECTBE HOPMBI, KOTOPBIE, OJTHAKO, CO BPDEMEHEM MOT'YT
MEHSTBCS, YTO YOeIUTEIbHO MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAHO B cTaThe Pu (Oosee moapoOHO 06 3TOM CM.
Locher 2012: 52).
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PEKUM KOMMYHHKALMH. ABTOPBI UCCIIEIOBaHMS YOEIUTENIFHO MTOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO CTpa-
TETUs IEAArornYeCKOr arpeccuy 3aciayXKHUBaeT 0COOOr0 BHUMaHMs, MOCKOJIBKY OHA
KOHTPACTUPYET € AMIIATUHHON CTPATETUEN. JTOT BBIBOJ IIOAYEPKUBAET, YTO B PEAIbHOMN
CHUTYaIlIl HETMOCPEICTBEHHOTO OOIICHUSI MAPKHUPOBAHHOCTH BEXKIMBOCTH M HEBEXKIIU-
BOCTH OIpeJieNsieTcsl yepe3 NPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeHUE. [laHHOE TeOpeTHYECKOe MOJIOKEHUE
CBSI3aHO C JAUCKYPCHBHBIM TIOJIXOJIOM K M3yYEHHIO HE/BEXIIMBOCTH, KOTOPBIA ObLI Mpe-
JIO’KEH U pa3paboTaH psanoM yuyeHsix (Harnpumep, Haugh et al. 2013, Linguistic Politeness
Research Group 2011, Locher & Watts 2005, 2008, 2015) u pa3BuBaercsi aBTOpaMu
JAHHOT'O CHEIBBITYCKa (CM. HIDKE).

I'.P. Baacsin u U.B. KoxkyxoBa nccrieyloT BeKIMBOCTh B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE Ha Ma-
TepHasie JaHHBIX JUCKYPCUBHOI'O TECTA, B KOTOPOM IPUHSUIN y4acTUE PECIIOHIEHTHI
TpeX BO3PACTHBIX TPYIIIT: IIKOJIBHUKH, CTYJICHTHl YHHUBEPCUTETA U B3pocible. Mx 3amaua
COCTOs1JIa B TOM, YTOOBI c(hOpMyJIMPOBATH MPUIJIAIIEHUE B CUTYAIUAX, KOTOpbIE pa3iu-
YaJKiCh B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT BO3PAcTa M COLIMAIIBHOTO CTaTyCca YYaCTHUKOB, T.€. C Y4€TOM
KaK CUMMETPHUYHBIX (He(OpMalIbHbII KOHTEKCT), TaK U aCHMMETPUYHBIX ((OpMabHbIN
KOHTEKCT) OTHOIICHUH. PeCiOHACHTHI TOJKHBI OBUIHM MPUTIIACUTH () APYra/KOoJiery
u (6) yuuresns/HayaabHUKA HA MEPONPUATHE WIN JI€Hb POXKJIEHUs. ABTOPBI XOTENIU BbI-
SIBUTh PA3NINUMUs B BBIPOKEHHUU MPHUIIALICHNS B (POPMAIBHOM M HEOPMaTbHOM KOH-
TEKCTaX U YTOUHUTh XapaKTEPUCTUKU PEUEBOT0 aKTa «IIPUIJIALICHHE» B TOHUMAaHUU
pycckux. Pe3ynbTaThl MpOBEAEHHOTO UCCIIEIOBAHMS TIOKA3aJIM, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha CyIIe-
CTBYIOILIME PA3JINYUS B CTPATETHAX U SA3BIKOBBIX CPEACTBAX pealM3alliy JaHHOTO pede-
BOTrO aKTa B (popmMarbHOM U HE(HOPMAITBLHOM KOHTEKCTaX, B IIEJIOM HPEINOYTCHHE
OTAaeTCs NPSIMBIM IPHUIIIALIEHHUSM, YTO COOTBETCTBYET PYCCKOMY CTHJII0 KOMMYHHMKa-
mu (cMm. Jlapuna 2003, 2008, 2009, 2015). B cuMMeTpHYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX B rpymmnax
«IIKOJIBHUKM» U «CTYAEHTBD» Hanbosiee TUTMYHON (OpMOI NMpUTIaleHus SBISETCS
nmriepatuB (I lpuxoou(me) ko mue 6 cyobomy Ha Oerv podicOeHUst), B TPYIIIE «B3POCIIBICY,
a TaK)kKe BO BCEX TPEX Ipylnax B pOpMaIbHOM (aCUMMETPUYHOM) KOHTEKCTEe — Iep-
dopmatus (A npuenawaio mebs (Bac) na oenv posicoenus). KOCBeHHBIE TIPUTIIAICHHS
TaK)Ke CYIIECTBYIOT, HO OHM BCTPEUAIOTCS peXe U He SBIISIFOTCS MPeobagaroiuMu
HU B OJHOM M3 HUCCIIENYEMBIX I'PYNI. DTOT BBIBOJ COTJIACYETCS C UJEEH O TOM, YTO
B PYCCKOM $I3bIK€ IIPEAOCTABIEHHE BBIOOPA B MPUITIALIEHUN MOKET OBITh HCTOJIKOBAHO
HE KaK MPOSBJICHUE YBAKEHHUS K JKEJIAHUSIM CITYIIATeNsl,  KaK CBUJIETEIILCTBO HEUCKPEH-
Hoctu roBopsero (Leech & Larina 2014: 15) u MmokeT BOCTIPUHUMATHCSI HETATHBHO.
BwmecTto xemkupoBaHus pECTIOHACHTHI BCEX TPEX IPYIII, HAIPOTHUB, UCTIONB30BAIH Pa3-
JMYHbIE HHTEHCU(PHUKATOPBI BO3JICHCTBHS Kak B HEPOPMaAIBbHOM, TaK U (OpMaTbHOM
KOHTEKCTE (761 06s3amenvHo 0ondHceH npuiimu / meoe npucymemeue 00a3amenvho /
omxkas ne npunumaemcs / A (mwvl) ouenv xouy (xomum) meos (Bac) eudems / A (mol)
0y0y (bydem) ouenv pad(paodwvt) mebs (Bac) sudems), nenasi TaKUM 00pa3oM aKIEHT
Ha MHTepecax MPUITIALIAIOIIEro, a He MpUIIIamaeMoro. Pe3ysipTaTsl HCcae0BaHus Jal0T
HOBBIE JIAHHBIE O PEYEBOM aKTE «IIPUTTIALICHUE» U CBUIETEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO B PyC-
CKOM KyJIbType MpUITIAILICHUE HE SBIISETCS YTPOKAIOIIUM JIMILy aKTOM, BO BCSIKOM CIIy-
Yae B TOHM CTENeHH, KaK 3TO UMEET MECTO B aHTJIOCAKCOHCKUX KyNbTypax. OHH MOA-
TBEPIKAAIOT UJIEI0 O TOM, YTO B PYCCKOM KYJIBTYpE C €€ HO-IIPEKHEMY KOJIIEKTUBUCTCKOMN
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HarpasieHHocThio (Larina et al. 2017a, b), npsaMonuHetHOCT HEe BCeraa HapylIaeT
MPUHIUIBI BEAKJIUBOCTA U BO MHOTUX PEUEBBIX aKTaX U KOHTEKCTaX OHA OXKHUAAETCS
Y BOCIIPUHUMAETCS TO3UTUBHO. [loTydeHHbIE TaHHbBIE TaK)Ke MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO KYJIb-
TypHbIE pa3anuMsi B KOMMYHUKAIIMM HE CIy4aillHbl, @ CUCTEMHBI U PEryJsipHOE HC-
MOJIb30BAaHUE TUITUYHBIX CTPATETHI MPUBOANUT K (POPMUPOBAHUIO KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX
0COOEHHOCTEH, COBOKYIHOCTh KOTOPBIX (POPMHUPYET KOMMYHHKATHBHBIH ITHOCTHIIb
(Larina 2015: 197).

Kax ynmomuHanoces B mpeIbIayieM paszelie, HCCleJoBaTeIbCKOe COO0IIEeCTBO
JTABHO MPU3HAJIO, YTO OLIEHKA BEXJIMBOCTH CBSi3aHa C HOPMaMH Pa3JWYHBIX THUIIOB.
Jlx. Kanneniep (Culpeper 2008: 30) TOBOPUT O TUYHBIX, KYJIbTYPHBIX, CATYaTHBHBIX
U TEKCTOBBIX HOpMax, KOTOpbIe BhICTpauBaroT B3auMozeicteue. [[. Kagap u M. Xo
(Kéadéar & Haugh 2013: 95), B cBOIO OYepe/p, YIIOMHHAIOT «JIOKATU30BAaHHBIE HOPMBD)
(‘localised norms’) — HOpMBI COOOIIIECTBA/OPraHU3ALMN WM APYTUE TPYIIIOBbIE HOPMBI
U COIMABbHBIC/KYIbTYpHBIE HOPMBI. BBIIEINTD 3T HOPMBI — OJIHA U3 33/1a4 UCCIIENI0-
Bateneil BexxmBocTH. AHreiuku Llanne u Mapust Cudguany ctaBsat nepen coooit oty
3a/1a4y W 3a/1al0TCSI BOIIPOCOM, TJI€ U KaK MCCIIEIOBATEIN MOTYT HOJIY4YUTh HHPOpPMA-
LUIO O TOM, KaK MPEJCTABUTENIN TOrO WK HHOTO COOOIIECTBa MOHUMAIOT BEKIMBOCTh
Y HEBEXXJIMBOCTh. B CBOEM HCClEOBaHUU OHH, TAKMM 00pa3oM, MIIYT OTBET, Kacaro-
IIMACS TOTO, KaK BBISBUTH HOPMBI, TO €CTh KaK y3HaTh, YTO BOCIPUHUMAETCS Kak
HE/BEXKIIMBOCTh B ONPEACICHHOM KOHTEKcTe. BMecTo TOro, 4ToObl M3y4aTh B3aHMMO-
JIEMCTBUE MEXKTy YIaCTHUKAMHU KOMMYHHKAIIUK WIIM 00paIIaThCs K KHUTaM IO STHKETY
(4T0, GE3yCIIOBHO, SIBISETCS IIEHHBIM HCTOYHHUKOM), OHH YTBEPKIAIOT, YTO YUEHbIE MOTYT
TakKe MOJyYUTh MHOTO MH(OpMalnu, 0OpaTHBIIKCH K TOMY, KaK BOIIPOCHI O BEXKITHU-
BOCTH/HEBEKIMBOCTH ocBemiatoTes B CMU. MiMeHHO mosToMy B pOKyce UX HHTEpeca —
MeTa-IMCKYCCUH B MyOJIMYHOM MPOCTPAHCTBE, KOTOPHIE YKA3bIBAIOT HA COIMAILHOE,
a He MHJIMBUIyaJIbHOE TIOHUMaHNUE HEBEXIIMBOCTH. MaTepuaioM UCCIIEI0BAaHUS TOCITY-
KUJTU JIBE OHJIAWH-CTaThU O HEBEXKJIMBOCTH B [ 'pernu, HarMcaHHbIe OJHUM U TEM Ke
KYPHAIHCTOM, KOTOpPbIe ObUIH PACIIPOCTPAHEHBI B CPEACTBAX MACCOBOM MH(pOPMALIUU
Y BBI3BAJIM OTKJIMK YHTATENeH. AHATM3UPYsI CTATbU M KOMMEHTApPUU K HUM C TIOMOIIIBIO
KOHIIEMIIUNA TUCKYPCUBHOIO KOHCTPYHPOBAHUSA UACHTUYHOCTH U uner Ban [leiika
(van Dijk 1998, 2006a, b) 06 nneonorndeckoii MO3UTUBHON MPE3EHTALIMU ceOsl U Hera-
TUBHOM MPE3EHTALMU JPYroro, aBTOPbI MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO HEBEKIMBOCTh BOCIIPUHUMA-
€TCS HE TOJBKO KaK JMHIBUCTHYECKUI ()eHOMEH, HO OHAa OXBATHIBAET BCE BHIBI ITOBEIC-
HUS B MyOJIMYHOM M YACTHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE U, YTO OCOOEHHO BAYKHO, «BEHIIUBBIN»
Y «HEBEXIIUBBIN TpakKIaHIUH» COBMECTHO KOHCTPYHPYIOTCS KYPHAJIMCTOM M aBTOPaMH
MIOCTOB KaK OMHApHBIE TPOTUBOMOIOKHOCTH.

XoTsl TaKkue B3TJISABI B ONPEICTICHHON CTENICHH SIBJISIFOTCS] CTEPEOTHITHBIMH, OHU
JEMOHCTPUPYIOT MOBTOPSIOLIUECS U PACIPOCTPAHEHHBIE MPEACTABICHUS O HOpMax
BEXJIMBOCTH Ha OBITOBOM YpOBHE. ABTOPBI TIOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO «CBOSD) TPYIINA BEKITUBBIX
rpa)</1aH KOHCTPYUPYETCsS KakK MPEBOCXOAIIAsl 0 CPABHEHUIO C «UYKOiD» Ipynmnon
HEBEXXJIMBBIX TPAXKIAH U OHH PA3IMYaroTCs 110 TAaKUM MpPU3HAKaM, KakK BJIAcTh, 00pa3o-
BaHUE, KyJIbTYpa M UHTEIUIEKT. TakiuM 00pa3oM, B TaHHOM HCCIIEJOBAHUH MTOKA3aHO, KaK
aHaJIN3 MeTa-AUCKyccHuil B IHTepHETEe MOXKET CrocOOCTBOBATH YIITyOJICHHIO HAIIIETO
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NOHUMAHUS O KOHLENTYaIU3allMi HE/BEXIIMBOCTH HOCUTEIISIMM TOTO WJIM MHOIO CO00-
mectBa. OTMETHM, YTO XOTS MPOLECC MPOTHUBOINOCTABIECHUs yO€IUTENEH, MapaMeTpbl
KOHTPACTHPOBAHUS MOT'YT JIETKO CABUraThes, uTo rnokasaHo B (Locher & Luginbiihl 2019),
I7ie TaKke ObUIM MPOaHATM3UPOBAHBI CTAThU B Ta3eTaX M KOMMEHTApPHH YUTATENCH.
B nocnennem ciyyae HHUIMHUPYIOIIME TEKCTHI POTUBONOCTABIISUIN HEMEIIKYIO BEKIIU-
BOCTb IIBEHIIAPCKUM (HEMELIKMM) HOPMaM BEXJIMBOCTU. MIHTEpECHO OTMETHTB, UTO, KaK
ObUIO YCTAHOBJIEHO, IIBEHUI[APIIb], TOBOPSIINE HA HEMELKUX JTNAIEKTaX, BHICTPOUIIN CBOE
€IMHOE IIBEUIapCKOe NMOHUMAaHUE BEXJIMBOCTH, POTUBONOCTABUB €€ HEMELKOI,
0JTHAKO, KOT/1a peusb 11u1a TojbKo o I1IBeliapiy, OHM OTMETHIIN Pa3HULLY B JUAJIEKTHBIX
HOpMax. DTO CBSI3aHO C TeM, 4yTo B llIBelnapuu cyniecTByeT MHOKECTBO JUAJIEKTOB,
HO, 110-BUJUMOMY, IIPY CPABHEHUH C BHEILIHEH IPyNIION CUTyalys yIpoIIaeTcs.

Cratps Hamxmbl Adib 3M10KaJIM Ja€T €ie OJIHY NEPCIEKTUBY UCCIIEIOBAHMS BEX-
JIMBOCTH U HEBEXIMBOCTHU. Ee cTarhs, o3aryaBieHHas «,,bokecTBEHHAs! HEBEXKIMBOCTD
Kak apalObl 00CY>KIat0T UCTIAMCKUI MOPaJIbHBIN TOPSIOK B TBUTTEpEY, SBISETCS pE3yIlb-
TaTOM JOJTUX 3THOrpauuecKUX OHJIAH-HAOII0eHU) HaJl TOCTPOEHUEM apaOCKOM
UJICHTUYHOCTH B COLIMAIIBHBIX CETSAX. B MHOTOYHMCICHHBIX MyOIUKanusax Ak 3umKaiu
IPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAJIA, KaK PETUTMO3HBIM HPABCTBEHHBIN MOPSIIOK BIUSIET HAa IOCTPO-
eHue apabCKOW WICHTUYHOCTH W moHmMmaHue ceos (Al Zidjaly 2014, 2017, 2019
u ap.). st 310l craThu aBTOPOM ObUT BBIOPAH OMH KOHKPETHBIA TBUT, KOTOPBIHA BbI-
3BaJl MHOI'O KOMMEHTAapHEB U OcTaBaJicsi B lieHTpe BHMMaHua CMMU B TedeHue 3Ha-
YUTEJIBHOTO BpeMeHHU. B HeM o0cy»kaanack XOpouo U3BECTHAs MOJIMTBA, B KOTOPOH
HEMYCYJIbMaHe, B OTJINYUE OT MYCYJIbMaH, He YIIOMHUHAIUCH B POCK0axX K BCEBBIIIHEMY
0 3JI0pOBbE. ABTOp TBHUTA MOABEPraeT COMHEHHIO MOPAJIbHYIO CTOPOHY 3TOTO OITyIEHUS
U npuriamaeT K guckyccuu. [lockonbky cTaBuTh nojJ coMHeHue KopaHn u xagucel
(BBICKA3bIBaHUS NIPOPOKA, 33 JOKYMEHTUPOBAaHHbIE B aBTOPUTETHBIX KHUTax Sahih Al-
Bukhari u Sahih Al-Muslim) He pa3pemieHo, 00CyXaeHNE SABISIETCS CIIOPHBIM U3HA-
yasibHO. OJJHAaKO, KaK BBIICHAETCS B XOJI€ JUCKYCCHH, CJI0Ba MOJIMTBBI B3sThI HE 3 Ko-
paHa ¥ He U3 XaJHUCOB, YTO CIEIaI0 BO3MOXKHBIM BbICKA3bIBATh Pa3IMYHbIE MHEHUS
¥ y4acTBOBATh B UX 00cyxneHuu. To, uTo Anb 3uKany Ha3pIBaeT arpecCUBHOMN «0oxe-
CTBEHHOH HEBEKJIMBOCTBIO, SIBJISETCS MOBTOPSIOIIECHCS CTpaTeruei, KOMMEHTATOPbI
00palarTcs K PEIUTrHO3HBIM aBTOPUTETHBIM TEKCTaM, KOTOpPbIE arpecCHBHBI 110 OTHO-
IIEHUIO K JIPYTUM, U IIUTUPYIOT UX, YTOOBI Y3aKOHUTb MOTEPIO JIMLIA TEX, KTO UCKIIOYEH
U3 MOJIUTBBI O 3/10pOBbe. 110 MHEHHUIO aBTOpa CTAaThU, 3TU OHJIANH-TUCKYCCHHU SBIISIOTCS
CBUJECTEIHCTBOM CIIBUTA B UCIIAMCKOM MOPAJIBHOM HOPSAKE, 00CYKACHHE KOTOPOTO
CTAHOBUTCS Bce 0Oojiee BO3MOXHBIM B OHJAWH-KOHTeKcTax. Ilockonbky paOoThl
0 HE/BEXKIIMBOCTH B apaOCKOM sI3bIKE€ HEMHOTOUYHCIICHHBI M 9T TEMa TOJIbKO HAaUMHAET
MHTEpecoBaTh apabckux uccienoBareneit (Hanpumep, Badarneh 2019, Farhat 2013,
Labben 2018), nannas cratbs umeeT ocoboe 3HaueHue. B Hell moquepkuBaeTcs Clox-
HOCTb PA3IMYHBIX THIIOB HOPM, KOTOpBIE NEPEIUIETAIOTCS PU PACCMOTPEHUN HE/BEXKIIH-
BOCTH, U OCBEILAETCSI PEIUTHO3HbBIN HPABCTBEHHBIN MOPAIOK, O KOTOPOM CBETCKHE
3amajHble YYeHbIE MOTYT UMETh HENOJIHOE NPECTABIICHUE.

Cratps JIrocuun ®epHanaec-AMaiisi peicTaBisieT OO0 UCCIeI0BaHNE KOHKPET-
HOM cuTyaruu oOIIEeHUs YJI€HOB UCIIAHCKOW ceMbH, KOTopoe npoxoauiao B WhatsApp
B TeueHue 14 gacos. B nanHoMm ¢parmenrte auckypca oobemom 6omnee 9900 ciioB maHHas
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rpymmna o0CyXIaeT 1eMOHCTPALHIO, IPOBEAECHHYIO 110 CIy4aro MexIyHapoJHOro KeH-
ckoro aHs. Kak okas3anock, 4ieHbl ceMbU MPUIEP)KUBAIOTCS JHAMETPAIIBHO TPOTHUBOIIO-
JIOKHBIX B3MJIAZIOB HA (PEMHHU3M U BBIPAXKAIOT MX B yate B WhatsApp. 310 npuBoauT
K JUTMTEJIHBIM CHIOPaM, YYaCTHUKU KOTOPBIX BBIPAKAIOT U OTCTaWBAIOT COOCTBEHHBIE
TOYKH 3pEHHUS M PearupyroT Ha MHEeHuUs Jpyrux. Takum oOpazom, B OKyce hcciie10Ba-
HHSI — BBIPQKEHUE HECOTTIACHs], OJIepKaHNe MHEHHUH APYTUX U PACXOXKJICHUE C HUMH.
B xauecTtBeHHOM aHanu3se 427 ciyuyaes BblpaxkeHUs Hecornacus depHangec-Amaiis
CHayaja CO37aeT THUIIOJIOTHIO HECOTJIACHH, 3aTeM CHUCTEMAaTH3UPYET YCTAaHOBJICHHBIC
CTpaTeruu (Jamie BCero 3TO BhIPaXKEHUE MPOTHBOIIOIOKHOTO MHEHHUS U O0BSICHEHHE
SMOLIMOHAIBHBIX M JIMYHBIX MPUYIHH) U aHATU3HPYET UX PACTIPEACIICHUE MEXK/Ty YIEHAMHU
CEMbH, YTO JIa€T BO3MOXKHOCTh I10Ka3aTh, KAK OHHU Pa3/IM4aloTCs [0 CBOUM IIpearoyTe-
HusiM. Ha BTopom sTamne ucciienoBanus ydyacTHUKaM quckyccuu B WhatsApp Obuta
OTIIPaBJIEHA JJIEKTPOHHAS aHKETa U COOTBETCTBYIOUIHE (DparMeHTbI, YTOObI YCTAHOBUTH,
OLICHUBAIOT JI OHH MPSIMOE HECOTJIACHE M BBICKA3bIBAHUE YACTO JHUAMETPAILHO MPOTH-
BOITOJIO’KHBIX TIO3UILINH KaK MPOSIBICHUE HEBSKIIMBOCTH. Pe3ylbTaThl aHasM3a MOKa3aH,
YTO YJICHbl CEMbU HE CUUTAIOT M10JI00HBIE BBICKA3bIBAaHHS HEBEXKIIMBBIMU U IPECTaB-
JSIOIIMMU CePhE3HYI0 YIpO3y UX JIMILY, HAIPOTUB, UX TECHAas CBSA3b M CEMEHHbIE y3bl
MO3BOJIMJIA UM BBIPa3UTh ce0s1 0€3 OIAaceHus! UCTIOPTUTH CBOM OTHOLIEHMHS, & HEKOTOpbIE
YUYaCTHUKH JUCKYCCUU Ja)Ke OILICHIIA BO3HUKIIINE PA3HOTTIACHS KaK MO3UTHUBHBIE. Takum
00pa3oM, IpeICTaBICHHBIE PE3YJIbTAThl M BBIBOBI JOTIOIHIIN HOBBIMHU JaHHBIMU HCCIIe-
JIOBaHUS 110 BBIPAXKECHUIO HECOTJIACHS U PEJSILIMOHHON paboTe, KOTOPhIE TIOKa3alld, YTO
B IIpoLIEcCe KOMMYHHUKAIIMU HECOITIaCHe YacTO OXKUIAEMO U OHO He 00s13aTesIbHO UMEET
OTpUIIATEIFHYI0 MApKUPOBAHHOCTH (CM. TIoipoOHO, Hanpumep, Angouri & Locher 2012).
[TosmyyeHHbIe BBIBOIbI TOJATBEPXKIAIOT MHEHHE X0 U YaHT, aHAIM3UPYIOLIUX BhIpaKEHUE
KPUTHKH (B 3TOM BBIITYCKE), O TOM, 4TO JUIS OLIEHKH TOTO MJIM HHOTO aKTa KaK BEXJIU-
BOTO MJIM HEBEKJIMBOTO, €r0 MHJEKCAIbHAsI OLIEHKA W peanu3anusi JOJKHBI ObITh
MPOAaHATU3UPOBAHBI B KOHTEKCTE.

Mapus ne 1a O Ipuangec-Jlonec uccriemayer oT3bIBbI MOTPeOUTENCH HA aHTIIO-
si3pIyHON OoHNanH-omaake Airbnb. Ilogo6no /1. Jaiitep u C. Progurep (Dayter &
Riidiger 2014), koTopble UCCICIOBATA KOMMEHTApUH KIMSHTOB Ha CATe TOCTEBOM CETH
Couchsurfing, Dpnannec-Jlonec nmoka3piBaeT UX IEHCTBUS B TAKOM JICTMKATHOM aKTe,
KaK OT3bIB, I'JIe Ha KapTy MOCTaBJIEHO ITyOJIMYHOE JIMIO KaK IPUHUMAIOIIEH CTOPOHBI,
TaK ¥ rocreii caifra. [IpoanammusuposaB 120 OT3BIBOB, aBTOP BBIBISIET TPU Pa3HbIE IMO-
[MOHAIBHBIE OIIEHKH: BOCXHUILICHUE/yJOBIETBOPEHIE, aMOMBAIIEHTHOCTE/HEHTPAIbHOCTh
U HEeyJI0BJIETBOPEHUE/pa30uapoBaHue, KOTOPbIE 3aTeM 0OCYXIAIOTCS B CBSI3U C BbIABIIE-
HHeM npeobnagaronmx HopM (cM. Locher & Watts 2005, 2008). Pe3ynpTats! yKa3bBaroT
Ha SIBHOE MPEIIIOYTEHNE aBTOPOB OT3BIBOB OBITH BEXKJIMBBIMU U M30€raTh OTKPOBEHHBIX
rpyoocrteit nim ockopoienuit. OmHAKO U3-3a STOH HOPMBI MTO3UTUBHOCTH YMaTYUBAHUE
TaK)Ke CTAHOBUTCS MH(MOPMATHUBHBIM, TaK KakK MPEAIOIaraeTcsi, YTo To, O 4eM He TOBO-
pHTCS, OLIEHUBAETCS HEYOBIETBOPUTENHHO. COOOIIEHN S, TPHOIMKAIOIINECS K OTPH-
[ATeIbHOMY TOJIIOCY LIKANbI, XapaKTePU3YIOTCs JenepcoHann3anueii, opMaibHbIM
CTWJIEM U JIUCTAHLIMPOBAHUEM OT XO3SMHA OTeJIsl, TOrJa KaK COOOIEHNUS C MOJI0KUTEIb-
HOHM OIICHKOW COAepkKaT MO3UTHUBHYIO SKCIIPECCHBHYIO JIEKCUKY. ABTOpP YCTaHOBHJIA
COOTHOIICHHE MEXy MOJEIISIMUA BBHIPAKEHUSI OTHOILIEHUS U COJEP)KaHHUEM OT3HIBOB,
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a3aTeM CpaBHWJIA CBOHM PE3yJIbTaThl C AHAIOTMYHBIMH (HO HE WICHTUYHBIMU) TUIaTgOp-
mamu, TakuMu kak Couchsurfing umu TripAdvisor (Dayter & Riidiger 2014, Rosen et al.
2011, Vésquez 2011, 2014). C To4Kku 3peHuss METOAOJOTHH CTaThs JOTIOJIHACT HAIU
NpPEACTABICHUS O TOM, KaK MOTYT OBITh N3y4€Hbl HOPMbI KOHKPETHOTO COOOIIEeCTRA.

CrenpanbHbIA BBITYCK 3aBEpIIAIOT JBE PELEH3UH HA KHUTH, OTHOCSIIUECS K 00Ja-
CTH UCCJIEJOBAHMSI BEXKIIMBOCTU U HEBEXKIMBOCTU: [lapbs [laiiTep peLieH3upyeT KHUT'Y
Capsl Musuic English Politeness and Class (AHrnuiickas BeXXIMBOCTh 1 Kiace) (2017),
a Xodwua Iomen — xuury Mupuam Jloxsp Reflective Writing in Medical Contexts
(PedriexkcuBHOE TUCHMO B MEIUMIMHCKUX KOHTeKcTax) (2017), koTopas HamucaHa
C MO3ULUI MEXJIMYHOCTHOM nparmatuku. Baxun [lapeapemn naet 063o0p 12-it Mexmy-
HapOJHOW KOH(EPEHIIMH M0 BeXKIIMBOCTH U HEBEXKIIMBOCTH, COCTOsBILEiCS B KeMOpumke,
Benukobpuranus, B utone 2019 r., B KOTOPOM O4epUYHBAET OCHOBHBIC HANIPABICHUS
00Cy’XJaBIINXCSl HA KOH(DEPEHLIUH UCCIIEJOBAaHUM.

4. O6cypaeHue n NepcneKkTuBbI

CraTby HAIIETro CIEeIUATFHOTO BBIITyCKa OTPAXXal0T B3aUMOOOOTralieHne TeOpHid,
METOOB M IMOJIXOA0B, YTO XapaKTEPHO JUIsi COBPEMEHHBIX HCCIIE0BaHUI B 001acTH
He/BeMBOCTH. ClielyeT OTMETUTh, YTO BMECTO TOI'0, YTOObI (JOKYCHPOBATHCS Ha BEXK-
JIMBOCTH, HEKOTOPBIE CTaThbU MOCBSIIEHBI KOH(IMKTAM U pa3HoriacusaM. Takum obpa-
30M, 4epe3 U3yueHHEe BEKIMBOCTH pACCMAaTPUBAETCS, KAK HAHOCHUTCS YPOH JIMIY U Kak
3TO KOHTPACTUPYET C OXKMJIAHUAMHU BexJMBocTU. Cpeau TeM craTei — KpUTHKa IpU
nepsoM 3HakoMcTBe (Haugh & Chang), o6cyxkneHne penuruo3Horo HpaBCTBEHHOTO
MopsIJIKa ¥ MOJIUTB, KOTOpbIe HaHOCAT ypoH juiy (Al Zidjaly), pasHorinacus B ceMbe
no ooy (emunusma (Fernandez-Amaya). B nccnenoBanuu, nocBsiieHHOM aHaIU3y
o13b1BOB Ha 1uiatopme Airbnb (Hernandez-Lopez), mokazaHo, 4To aBTOPBI OT3HIBOB
n30eraroT SBHOTO HAHECEHMS YpPOHa JIMILY, HO OTCYTCTBUE JIEHCTBUH MO yIyUIICHHIO
JMLa BOCHPUHUMAETCs] KaK HeraTuBHasl olleHKa. [1oayunTs naHHbIE pe3ysbTaThl CTaIo
BO3MOJKHBIM HE TOJILKO Yepe3 OLIEHKY ITOBEPXHOCTHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX CTPYKTYp, YKa3bIBa-
IOIIMX Ha COXpaHEHHUE JIMIA, HO U OJarogaps yCTaHOBIECHHUIO MPAKTUYECKUX HOPM
BUPTYAJILHOTO co00IIecTBa. B IByX CTaThsIX Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE O 3aMEYaHUSIX U IPHU-
IIAIICHUAX PACKPBIBAIOTCS KYJIbTYPHBIE 3HAKH HE/BEKJIMBOCTU B paCCMaTPUBAEMBIX
pedeBsix aktax (bparuna u [llaponos, Brnacsin u Koxxyxosa). biarogaps cratee [{anne
u Cu¢uany Mbl y3HaeM 0 BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBOM U BHETPYIIIIOBOM TPECTABICHHH O HEBEX-
JMBOW M BEXKIMBOW MACHTUYHOCTH. CTaThsi PU 1eMOHCTpUpPYET, KAK HOPMBbI, YCTaHOB-
JICHHBIE ISl (PUKCALMKU YBAXKCHUS M HEPAPXUU B TEPMHHAX O0OpaIlECHHsI, CO BpEMEHEM
MEHSIOTCS, TOCKOJIBKY TEPSIFOT CBOIO BBIPAa3UTENbHYIO cuity. M. Tepkypadu cTaBuT
0/l COMHEHHE KJIACCHMYECKOEe TIOHUMAHHE CBSI3H MEXITy KOCBEHHOCTBIO U BEXKIJIMBOCTBIO
Y BBIJIBUTAET TMITOTE3Y O MOSBICHUH TEHACHIIMU K PA3BUTHIO MPSIMOJIMHEHHOCTH B CBSI3U
¢ ypOaHu3anuel u riodanm3anuei.

OO1muM B CTaThsAX BBIIIYCKA ABJISETCS TO, YTO OHU BHOCST BKJIAJ B pPa3BUTHE
NpeJICTaBJICHUM O NPOSBICHUH HE/BEXIIMBOCTH B Pa3HbIX TUIAX JUCKYpCa B PA3IMUYHBIX
KyJIbTypax. ABTOpPBI UCTIONB3YIOT M KOMOMHUPYIOT Pa3IMYHbIE METOJIbI, YTOOBI pac-
KPBITh HOPMBI, HA OCHOBAaHWHM KOTOPBIX YYAaCTHHKH OOIICHUS JICNAIOT BBIBOJI O BEXKIIU-
BOCTH M HEBEXJIMBOCTU. Vcnosp3yemblii /1 aHalIn3a MaTepuasl CBUICTENBCTBYET O €ro
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MIMPOKOM OHAITA30HE: 3TO MOJJYAYyTCHTUYHBIC JaHHbIC, JaHHbIC TUCKYPCUBHBIX TE€CTOB,
OHJIAMH KOMMYHUKAIUs, KOPIIyCHBIE JaHHBIE, HCTOPUYECKUE TEKCTHI U Jp. DTH CTaTbU
JTAIOT BO3MOKHOCTB MPOCIIEIUTh Pa3BUTHE UCCIIEAOBAaHUN B 001aCTH HE/BEXKINBOCTH.
Bwmecto Toro, uToOBI COXaneTh 00 OTCYTCTBUU €IMHOM, BCEOXBATHIBAIOIIEH TEOPUHU
HE/BEXKJIMBOCTH, MBI CUUTaeM HaOJI0JaeMOe Ha JIaHHBI MOMEHT Pa3HOOOpasue Teope-
THYECKHX ¥ METOJOJOTMYECKUX OJX0J0B 00OTalaoIUM 1 XOTUM TOAICPKATh IPH-
3bIB K KOMIIEKCHOCTH IMOJIXOA0B, B3aMMOOOOTAIEHUIO0 METOIOJIOTHA, K OTKPBITOCTH
B U3YUYCHHHU KaK Ky.]'II)TypHOCHeHI/I(I)I/IIIHBIX, TaK U YHUBCPCAJIBbHBIX PCIALUMOHHBIX
MPAKTHUK.

OueBHIHO, YTO ISl TIOHUMAHUS CIIOKHOCTEH B3aUMOJICHCTBUS PA3IMYHBIX HOPM,
TOTO0, KaK OHH BJIMSIOT Ha OLEHKY BBHICKA3bIBAHUH U TIEpEe1aBaeMbIX MU OTHOIICHHH,
Ha BBIPAYKEHHE BEKIMBOCTU U HEBSKIIMBOCTH B PA3IMUHBIX COIMAIBHBIX M KYJIBTYPHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX, MHOTO€ €lIe MMPEACTOUT ClIeNaTh. TeM He MeHee Mbl HaJieeMCsl, YTO Tpe/l-
CTaBJICHHBIC B HAILIEM BBIMYCKE CTaTbU OYAYT MOJIE3HBIMHU JUII HAYYHOTO COOOIIECTBa
U MOTYT CTaTh UMITYJILCOM JJIS IaIbHEHIINX Pa3MbIILUICHUH, HAYYHBIX TIOMCKOB U OT-
KPBITHIA.

© Miriam A. Locher and Tatiana V. Larina / Mupuawm A. Jlox3p, T.B. Jlapuna, 2019
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