The article elucidates the reasons of the violation of communicaive maxims under the impact of the nega-
tive emotions. Special attention is drawn to the character of tonality, raising tone and also the diversity
of the communicative intentions of the speakers. In conclusions it finds out the reasons of violation
communicative principles in English dialogues under the impact of negative emotions. It distinguishes the
types of tonality.
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The article is devoted to the analysis of the linguistic peculiarities of conflict talk in Modern English
fiction. Conflict discourse is seen as a type of verbal behaviour which has its specific model of devel-
opment in speech. The paper one of the situational types of interpersonal conflict discourse — family
conflict and looks into the pragmalinguistic mechanism of its unfolding in fiction. The authors of the
article believe that the writer is a speaker who uses his / her own communicative competence when
verbalizing contradiction of the fictional heroes. Similarly, the reader is an interpreter who uses these
skills when interpreting the contradictory interaction of the fictional characters. The results of the re-
search work can be used for the elaboration of language strategies and tactics which will enable
speakers to carry out a productive exchange of opposing opinions in real-life speech events and
avoid disruptive and hostile social relationships.

Key words: conflict discourse, interpersonal conflict, communicative competence, social relation-
ships.

It is well known that in our daily life average communication skills are not enough. Thus,
when we have a conversation with a friend, an employee or a prospective client, we tend to make our
communication meaningful, full of impact and successful. Moreover, in our busy social life we strive for
cooperation everywhere and try to sustain civilised and relaxed relationships with our partners. The
establishment of social ties is done through speech — a rule-governed form of social behaviour which is
regulated by certain social rules, maxims, as well as sequencing rules. The distinction of interactional
and transactional functions of speech in Discourse Analysis comes to prove that language is not only
an instrument for communicating, imparting information but also a powerful means for creating one’s
social environment — friends, colleagues, acquaintances, relatives, etc. [3; 9]. As is well known, social
relationships necessarily embrace two opposite poles — cooperation and contradiction. Unfortunately,
social life is becoming tenser and tenser, and the general predisposition to oppositional behaviour
in human society has grown. That is why the problem of contradictory interaction has become quite ac-
tual in Pragmatics recently. In as much as arguments, quarrels, rows or fights form an essential part of our
conversational practice, they are abundant in novels, stories, plays, film scenarios written by individual
writers. As a matter of fact, we suppose that the account of interpersonal conflict of the heroes is part
of the writers’ fictional techniques which is based on their own personal experience as speakers — users
of language. Therefore, writers present the contradictory discourse of the fictional heroes the way
they see it as speakers. In doing so, they put their own communicative competence into use. Similarly,
readers also interpret the piece of verbal interaction as conflict, resorting to their own communicative
competence. After all, it is rarely signalled, nominated in a piece of writing that the heroes are quarrel-
ling, arguing, and so on: the authors just verbalize the speech event as they see it, adapting the speech
of the heroes both to the contextual parameters of the ongoing conversation, and to their individual
skills as creators of conflict discourse. The readers, in their turn, do not fail to “decipher” the verbal, and,
also non-verbal display of contradiction of the heroes and, in doing so, they also resort both to context
and to their own experience. This fact comes to prove that in certain cases fictional speech can be used
to create models of real-life speech events. Hence the present paper is an attempt to look deeply into
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the nature of human contradiction expressed through verbal tokens and try to identify the principal
communicative types of verbal collision in Modern English. Undoubtedly, our ultimate aim in this type
of analysis is to work out language strategies and tactics that will enable speakers to avoid disruptive
and hostile relationships with speaking partners, to avert opposition in social life and hold amicable and
polite conversation, resulting in communicative success and full appreciation.

In a determined attempt to claim our opinion, to satisfy our needs, or to prove our point in the
process of communication, we frequently get involved in conflict — an activity that prevents, blocks
the realization of our communicative goals, or interferes with the effectiveness of conversing.
Undoubtedly, conflicts make an inevitable part of human relationships and can be as small as disagree-
ment or as large as war [7].

In fact, any healthy relationship may fail as a result of contradictory interaction (conflict talk, con-
flict discourse as it is also called), arising from unpleasant emotions, barriers in communication, negative
disposition or misunderstanding. Conflict-based interaction may sometimes unfold to such extent that,
unwilling to rectify the tense and explosive situation, the interlocutors turn the communication setting
into a battle arena, where words become weapons and negative emotions are expressed through violent
verbal and non-verbal behaviour. No wonder, in such cases the expression “Sticks and stones may break my
bones” (but words will never hurt me) does not seem to work at all!

The analyses of conversational practice lead to the conclusion that conflicts play a crucial role
in social interactions and, therefore, the study of verbal as well as non-verbal markers of contradictory
interaction is quite important in Pragmatics [8; 5]. Hence, the vast amount of research work on conflict
theory tends to show that conflict and adverse relations have become the subject of various disciplines
like social psychology, politics, religion, management, linguistics, etc. Admittedly, as a concept conflict
can help explain many aspects of life, such as social tensions, everyday quarrels, political disputes,
etc. Thus, recently it has become actual to speak about the so-called ethnolinguistic conflicts where
not people but languages are involved in confrontation, religious conflicts, based on faith rather than
reason, virtual conflicts erupted by hostile and aggressive messages posted on the Internet, etc. [10; 6].

A series of extensive research on human behaviour from the perspective of social psychology revealed
two opposite types of contradictory behaviour — internal and external conflicts [1; 2]. As the name itself
suggests, internal conflict is a mental psychological struggle that develops within the human being, his /
her inner self. Resulting from oppositions that arise between simultaneous but incompatible desires, needs,
drives, or impulses, this type of conflict is often unconscious and is not usually expressed in the speech
behaviour of the individuals.

External conflict, on the contrary, is an explicit struggle between at least two interdependent parties
who, guided by opposite motives, opinions or needs, pursue incompatible goals and, thus prove a hin-
drance to each other. In their turn, external conflicts can be interpersonal or intergroup. Interpersonal
conflict is a type of antagonism that reflects dissonance between individual humans, whereas inter-
group conflict suggests disparity between or among social, ethnic, professional, and other groups of people
because of their irreconcilable strategies, negative predispositions or annoying and inconsiderate behav-
iour. However, both sociologists and linguists tend to focalize interpersonal conflict which may include
various contradictory speech events — family conflict, classroom conflict, antisocial or aggressive
behaviour at work, peer antagonism, etc.

Paradoxically, many researchers claim that the probability of contradictory verbal behaviour in-
creases along with the growth of intensity of human bonds that connect the speaking partners [4]. As
it is, the more committed one is to his / her interlocutor, the higher the probability of verbal dueling is.
The members of the same family are involved in emotionally close and, at the same time, diverse relation-
ships. Furthermore, in family settings people are relatively sincere in expressing their emotions (positive
or negative), thoughts, and feelings. Truly enough, one might feel a bit uneasy to contradict his / her
interlocutor explicitly in public places, for fear of being deprived of one’s status, power, authority, work
or salary. Meanwhile, when conflicting with a family member, one might not fear the above-mentioned
consequences and may express his / her disagreement or disapproval overtly. That is why in order to reveal
the characteristic linguistic patterns of conflict talk, we decided to conduct an analysis of family conflict
situations. Admittedly, studying conflict talk in English was a difficult task for us. Firstly, English is rarely
used in Armenian family settings. Secondly, it is very difficult to witness and record family conflicts (even
in Armenian!), since the presence of an “outsider” makes it difficult for the natural and spontaneous out-
burst of negative emotions and disruptive verbal behaviour. Thus, bearing in mind that the author’s de-
scription of interpersonal conflict in fiction is a speaker’s account of his / her own communicative compe-
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tence as well as life experience, the samples of family conflict have been retrieved from fabricated linguistic
material — modern English plays and films.

As already stated, interpersonal conflict may result from the interlocutors’ incompatible goals, clash
of opinions, negative disposition, or various communicative barriers. Constituted on disjunctive emo-
tions, interpersonal conflicts tend to disjoin the interlocutors, forcing them to break the established norms
of civil communication and build contradictory interaction patterns.

As our research into contradictory interaction patterns shows, some conflict-ridden interpersonal
situations may arise spontaneously, due to the incompatible temperaments of the conflicting parties,
their irritable disposition or bad mood, whereas others may be initiated by the readiness of one of the
parties to get involved in confrontation. Hence, some unpleasant past event recalled by one of the
partners may have an unplanned negative effect on the ongoing conversation, impelling one of the
interlocutors to act in a particular way — disagree, argue, quarrel, etc. In this respect, we would like
to distinguish between spontaneous conflict that arises impulsively, with no apparent provocation, and
instigated conflict, that is, conflict caused by certain external factors which are activated in the process
of interaction.

Interestingly enough, spontaneous conflict is particularly inherent in parent-child settings, where
the interlocutors do not have equal rights in interaction because of their social roles and power. This type
of contradictory interaction may arise because of the unwillingness of the younger generation to comply
with the demands, requests of their parents.

The following exchange is an example of spontaneous conflict talk which develops due to the unwilling-
ness of the daughter to meet her mother’s expectations. The daughter opposes her mother overtly, without
trying to use hedges or even hesitation markers which mitigate the illocutionary force of the speech act:

Mrs.Birling: You'relooking tired, dear. I think you ought to go to bed — and forget about this
absurd business. You'll feel better in the morning.

Sheila: Mother, I couldn’t possibly go. Nothing could be worse for me. We've settled all that. I'm
staying here until I know why that girl killed herself.

Mrs.Birling: Nothing but morbid curiosity.

Sheila: No,itisn’t.

Mrs.Birling: Please don’t contradict me like that. And in any case I don’t suppose for a mo-
ment that we can understand why the girl committed suicide. [PI.C.: 316-317]

As we shall see in the following example, instigated conflict may rest upon the negative impact of some
unpleasant past event which displays itself in the process of communication as negative predisposition:

T o m : Yesterday you confiscated my books! You had the nerve to —.

Amanda: Itook that horrible novel back to the library — yes! That hideous book by that insane
Mr. Lawrence. (Tom laughs wildly.) I cannot control the output of diseased minds or people who cater to
them — (Tom laughs still more wildly.) BUT I WON’T ALLOW SUCH FILTH BROUGHT INTO MY
HOUSE! No, no, no, no, no!

To m: House, house! Who pays rent on it, who makes a slave of himself to —.

Amanda: (fairly screeching) Don’t you DARE to — . [W.G.M.: 1967, 51-452]

In this exchange the author has verbalized conflict talk between a mother and a son. Tom initiates
an argument with Amanda, his mother, who has taken one of his books back to the library. As we can
see, in an attempt to oppose Tom and justify her actions, Amanda refers to the book and its author
with descriptive adjectives that possess a good deal of negative emotive charge: horrible, hideous, insane.
The demonstrative pronoun that is used deliberately, in order to denote a kind of psychological distance
between the speakers. Thus, as if trying to underscore her negative attitude towards the author and
his writing, Amanda refers to the book as that horrible novel and that hideous book and to its author as
that insane Mr. Lawrence. One of the most important factors in conducting conflict talk is the problem
of authority. Hence, if we judge from the perspective of status and age, Amanda is obviously the per-
son to be endowed with power in the family. As shown by the author, the exclamatory utterance “BUT
I WON’T ALLOW SUCH FILTH BROUGHT INTO MY HOUSE!” is pronounced with a special emphasis
on negative emotional attitude and comes to prove this fact. On the other hand, the expression of irony
in Tom’s exclamatory speech, “House, house!” and his rhetorical questions, “Who pays rent on it, who
makes a slave of himself-” make it clear that Amanda depends on her son financially. This fact, undoubt-
edly, accounts for the aggressive tone and bold-on-record manner Tom has adopted when arguing with
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his mother. Since this is family conflict, the mother strongly believes that financial independence does
not empower her son to nag at her and she shouts back at him, making a loud high unpleasant sound (as
described by the author “fairly screeching”). As we can see in this example, the author gives an account
of both verbal (words describing negative attitude, exclamation marks, tone of voice, capital letters) and
non-verbal (laughter, voice quality) markers of conflict talk.

The ability of conducting conflict talk appropriately may be regarded as a kind of verbal art, requiring
enough competence and proficiency. Were people aware of their aggressive behaviour or offensive words
they deploy when conflicting, they would definitely think twice before coming into conflict! On the other
hand, one has to admit that in some contradictory speech situations, where the tension is quite high,
nerves are overstrained and the pitch of negative emotions is extremely high, one can find it very difficult
to restrain oneself from violent gestures, aggressive behaviour and distasteful words in speech. Therefore,
it seems natural that the expressive level of contradictory interaction, that is, the verbal and non-verbal
behaviour patterns of the conflicting parties may vary. In view of this, we propose to distinguish between
explicit and implicit types of contradictory interaction.

Like spontaneous conflicts, explicit conflicts are mostly common to family relations based on subor-
dination, such as parent — child or, sometimes, husband — wife interaction. The verbal patterns of explicit
contradictory interaction are generally marked by the author with openly expressed disagreement on part
of the speakers. Hence, the explicit verbal conflict usually consists in an exchange of insults, threats, name-
callings, different types of verbal abuse and even hostile non-verbal actions, etc. Our analysis has revealed
the following communicative-semantic types of explicit contradictory interaction, inherent in family con-
flict settings: disagreement, contradiction, wrangle, scuffle and row [7]. In this paper we shall show
the linguistic mechanism of some of the above-mentioned types of conflict talk. Let us first examine a case
of contradiction which takes place between husband and wife:

George: Whatareyou doing?

Olivia: Making curtains, George. Won't they be rather sweet? Oh, but I forgot — you don’t like
them.

George: Idon’t like them, and what is more, I don’t mean to have them in my house. As I told
you yesterday, this is the house of a simple country gentleman, and 1 don’t want any of these new-
fangled ideas in it. [B.K.M.: 319-320]

Predicting George’s critical opinion of her curtains, Olivia tries to secure his approval by establish-
ing an atmosphere of closeness and intimacy with her husband. That is why she addresses him with the
question tag “Won't they be rather sweet?” which indirectly requests his support. Olivia’s communicative
strategy fails, since, in an attempt to maintain his power, George withdraws from cooperation and opposes
his wife openly. This is done through sharp personalization of speech where George displays explicit disin-
terest in his wife’s opinion. At the same time, the recurrent usage of the negative emphatic constructions
“Idon’t like”, “I don’t mean”, “T don’t want” expresses his negative feelings for his wife’s actions.

The notion of reciprocity may also account for the development of explicit conflict in the process
of interaction. As we shall see in the following example of a row, in order to save face or to stop the speaker’s
further attacks, the interlocutor is compelled to react to the act of aggression correspondingly:

Gordon: (excitedly, and rushing over to Stanton with threatening gestures) Then you're a rotten
swine, Stanton. I don’t care about the money. But you let Martin take the blame. You let everybody think
he was a thief.

Stanton: Don’tbesuch a hysterical young fool. (pushing Gordon away) [PI.C.:377]

As we can see, the author gives an account of both verbal and non-verbal markers of contradictory in-
teraction. The description of the gestures, movements, voice qualities of the characters contributes to the
interpretation of the interaction as conflict.

In many speech situations the authors describe conflicting parties who tend to be very careful in their
selection of verbal and non-verbal cues, trying to contribute to relatively smooth and civil development
of contradictory interaction. In such situations both the interlocutors avoid overt clashes and harsh en-
counters and get engaged in implicit verbal duel. Our analysis comes to prove that in this type of confron-
tation, the communicative tension is moderately low, since the speech of the characters is relatively polite:
the authors are more careful in their word choice and do not express the negative disposition of the speakers
with the help of direct illocutionary acts — accusations, threats, reproaches, and complaints. Accordingly,
they build contradictory utterances with the help of conditionals and certain constructions, such as,

63



“I wish + that”, “why not”, which express accusation, complaint or reproach indirectly and, thus, soften
the negative effect of these speech acts.

An instance of indirect reproach performed with the help of conditional mood is illustrated in the fol-
lowing example of disagreement:

Angela: IfIcouldwork I'd be in the English factories.
Malachy: Malachy: A factory’s not a place for a woman. [A.A]

When analysing this exchange, it is important to take into consideration some extralinguistic factors
of the communicative situation. The actual time of the interaction in the film “Angela’s Ashes” is the be-
ginning of the 20™ century, known as a period in history when men maintained dominance in families, and
women were supposed to stay home and raise children. Angela is displeased with her family life, since her
husband does not want to work to support the family. At the same time, she does not want to arouse her
husband’s anger by expressing her opinion overtly, and tries to communicate her discontent in an indirect
and more polite manner. That is why, the author uses Conditional Mood in Angela’s speech which ex-
presses some unreal desire concerning her own future actions and, at the same time, criticises the husband
who abstains from work. Hence, Angela’s utterance “If I could work I'd be in the English factories” implies
that her husband should work but he does not. However, Malachy is not challenged by Angela’s critical at-
titude, since he feels that he might not be able to make successful face-saving acts. Therefore, in Malachy’s
speech the communicative focus of the interaction is diverted deliberately to the problem of moral norms:
he goes on to discuss certain norms accepted by the society in general: “A factory’s not a place for a wom-
an”. This language strategy enables Malachy to create a kind of defensive atmosphere and diminishes the
tension of the communicative situation.

Further research into the implicit conflict talk patterns allows us to identify a subtype of implicit con-
flict, which we propose to call situational conflict, where only the interlocutors themselves perceive the
antagonism of the particular interactional pattern. The perception of the implied contradiction highly
relies on background knowledge that reflects some past events, facts and experiences shaping one’s life and
help to understand why the particular events are taking place. The decoding of this type of conflict by the
reader is largely context-dependent and needs a good deal of mental work. Let us consider the following
exchange that takes place between mother and her son:

Mary: (tensely) Why do you stare like that?

Jamie: Youknow. (He turns back to the window.)

Mary: Idon't know.

Jamie: Oh for God’s sake, do you think you can fool me, Mama? I'm not blind.

M ary: (Looksdirectly at him now, her face set again in an expression of blank, stubborn denial.) I don’t
know what you’re talking about.

Jamie: No?Take alook at your eyes in the mirror! [N.L.D.J.N: 48]

Having been compelled to undergo drug dependence treatment by her family, the mother is trying
to assure her relatives that she has quit using drugs. Anyhow, Jamie, her son, who knows quite well the way
she looks and behaves when she is affected by the narcotic, suspects her of abusing drugs secretly. The rea-
son for negative interpretation of Mary’s behaviour is not mentioned overtly: “You know — I don’t know”;
“I'm not blind — I don’t know what you’re talking about”. Meanwhile the author’s descriptive remarks reveal
the negative attitude of the speakers to one another: the way they speak — tensely; the way they look —
stare, express “blank, stubborn denial”; their movements — Jamie turns his back to Mary. The mother de-
nies her son’s accusations silently, and the latter understands the illocutionary force of the indirect speech
act which makes him angry and more aggressive than ever. This fact accounts for Jamie’s seemingly odd
behaviour towards his mother and the emotionally coloured directive speech act addressed to her: “No?
Take a look at your eyes in the mirror!”

Thus the author, who is also a speaker, applies his communicative competence through the speech
of his characters, description of their behaviour, facilitating the interpretation of the piece of writing
by the reader as conflict talk.

Having analysed the display of contradictory verbal behaviour in speech, we conclude that conflict is
an inescapable part of our social life, language, culture and it might seem impossible to avoid it. On the oth-
er hand, the word conflict itself does not necessarily imply bombs in Iraq, Nagorno-Karabakh issue, family
scandals, harsh words or aggression. Conflicting may be regarded as a kind of a tool or language technique
which, if used constructively, can resolve the disparities between two parties. No wonder, many cultures
regard conflicting as a pleasurable sign of intimacy, since it enables the oppositional speaking partners
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to tell each other the unsaid, to sound the unheard and to reveal the unthinkable. One thing is for sure:
the most dangerous weapon that has ever been created by mankind and against mankind is the word.
Words can injure one’s soul more severely than any other weapon; words can destroy human relationships
more easily than an atomic bomb can! Words are mighty and treacherous because their power is inconspic-
uous and the final effect is remarkably invisible for users. Words are weapons we always carry on us, and
there are no laws banning their use, no strategic defence companies aimed at peaceful realization of words!
So we speak out our minds freely — without controlling the degree of the harmful effect of our utterances.
Fortunately or unfortunately, there is no other weapon against words but... words themselves. No strategic
plans can be worked out to keep us away from conflicting, only simple words of affection and friendship.
Hence this article might be considered as an attempt of language strategy whose aim is to control human
behaviour by stressing the negative sides of conflicting: think twice before shooting at your interlocutor
with words!

Thus, apparently, should the conflicting parties realize the simple fact that they might benefit more
through civilized argumentative interaction, they would admit that a family and, after all, human society
is not an arena for battles but a rich site where discussion, a productive exchange of opinions or negotia-
tions can provide communicative success and achieve more effect than aggression, antagonism or offensive
words can.

AMTEPATYPA

1. Auzipeesa I'M. Conmasibhas ricuxosiorusi/ Tanuna Anzgpeesa .— M. : Hayka, 1980. — 415 c.

2. I'pmnnna H.B. Ilcuxonorus kondaukra/ Hatanba [pumuna. — M. : CII6, 2004. — 464 c.

3. Brown G., Yule G. Discourse Analysis/ Gillian Brown, George Yule. — Cambridge, CUP, 1983. — 283 p.
4. Holmes J.G., Murray S.L. Conflict in Close Relationship/Social Psychology: Handbook of Basic
Principles/ John Holmes, Sandra Murray. — New York, London, The Guilford Press, 1996. — P. 622—654.
5. Kakava Ch. Discourse and Conflict// Handbook of Discourse Analysis/ Christina Kakava. — Oxford,
Blackwell Publishing, 2003. — P. 650—671.

6. Nelde P.H. Research on Language Conflict, Sociolinguistics/ International Handbook of the Science
of Language and Society/ Peter Nelde. — Berlin, N.Y., Walter de Gruyter, 1987. — 185 p.

7. Paronyan Sh., Bekaryan L. The Verbal Expression of Interpersonal Conflict in Modern English
(in Armenian)//Foreign Languages in High School. Collected Articles. — N 8/ Shushanik Paronyan,
Lilit Bekaryan. — Yerevan, YSU Publishing House, 2007. — P. 98—107.

8. Paronyan Sh. On the Linguistic Expression of Uncertainty through Hesitation Markers in Conflict
Talk in English// Bicuuk Xapkischkoro HaiioHanbHoro yHiBepcurery iMm. B.H. Kapasuna. — N 866. —
Bumyck 59/ Shushanik Paronyan. — Xapxkis, 2009. — C. 92-98.

9. Widdowson H.G. Text, Context, Pretext: Critical Issues in Discourse Analysis/Henry Widdowson. —
Oxford, Blackwell Publishing, 2004. — 179 p.

10. Zupnik Y.J. Conversational Interruptions in Israeli-Palestinian ‘Dialogue’ Events// Discourse
Studies. — Vol.2. — N1/ Yael-Janette Zupnik. — Sage Publications. — P. 85-110.

NCTOYHNKI MANKOCTPATUBHOTO MATEPUANA

11.[A.A.] — Angela’s Ashes, “David Brown Productions”, 2000.

12.[B.K.M.] — Bennett A., Knoblock E. Milestones// Sixteen Famous British Plays/Arnold Bennett,
Edward Knoblock. — New York, Random House, Inc, 1942. — 1000 p.

13.[N.L.D.J.N.] — O'Neill E. Long Day’s Journey into Night//Three American Plays/Eugene O’Neill. —
Moscow, Progress Publishers, 1972. — 383 p.

14.[P.D.C.] — Priestley J.B. Dangerous Corner//My Six Favourite Plays/ Joseph Priestley. — New York,
Stein and Day Publishers, 1979. — 406 p.

15.[PI.C.] — Priestley J.B. An Inspector Calls//My Six Favourite Plays/ Joseph Priestley. — New York,
Stein and Day Publishers, 1979. — 406 p.

16. [W.G.M.] — Williams T. The Glass Menagerie//Six Great Modern Plays/Tennessee Williams. — New
York, New Dell Edition, 1967. — 512 p.

CTaTTIO MPUCBIYEHO 8HAAIZY AIHTBICTUYHIMX OCOBAMBOCTEN MIKOCOBUCTICHOTO KOHMPAIKTY B @HIAIMCHKOMY
XYAOXHbOMY MOBAEHHI. KOHOAIKTHMA AMCKYOC PO3IASAGETLCS SIK MOBAEHHEBA AlSIAbHICTb, K& MA€E Crie-
LMpIYHY MOAEAb PO3IrOPTEHHS Y MOBAEHHI. Ha OCHOBI LIbOro 3p0OAEHO Cripoby BUOOOMTI MOBACHHE-
BUWK MEXEHI3M MPOTIKaHHS KOHGAIKTHOI iHTepakLii. OCOOAMBA yBara MoMAIAIETECS CIMEFHOMY KOHPAIKTY,
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AOCAIAKYETBCS MPArMAAIHIBICTMYHE MOAEAb LIbOTO TUY CrIIAKYBAHHS. Pe3yAbTaTu LIbOrO AOCAIAKEHHS
MOXYTb BMKOPMCTOBYBATUCS oM BUDOOAECHHI AIHTBICTUYHMX CTOATET ¥ | TAKTUK, LLIO AO3BOASIOTb MOBLISIM
3AIFICHIOBATM MPOAYKTHBHIMIA OOMIH MOOTHUASKHMMM AYMKAMM, YHUKBIOYM MIADMBHIMX MOBAEHHEBMX BIIAM-
BiB | BOPOXMX AIOACKMX B3AEMOBIAHOCHH.

KAtoyoBi cAOBa: KOHOAIKTHUIM AMCKYPC, MIKOCOOUCTICHMM KOHDAIKT, KOMYHIKaTMBHA KOMMETEeHLLs,
COLiaAbHI B3AEMOBIAHOCHHM.

CTaTbs MOCBALLEHa aHAAM3Y AMHIBUCTUYECKMX OCOOEHHOCTEN MEXAMYHOCTHOTO KOHQPAMKTE B aHIAMM-
CKOM XyAOXECTBEHHOM peyu. KOHGAUKTHBI AMCKYPC [0aCCMATOMBAETCS KaK PedYeBas AESTEAbHOCTb,
MMEIOLLAS CIELMPUYECKYIO MOAEAb [PA3BEPThIBAHMUS B [0e4u. Ha OCHOBE 3TOro AeAaeTCs orbiTka
BbIPabOTaTb [DEYEBOM MEXGHU3M MPOTEKAHMS KOHOAMKTHOM MHTEPaKLM. OCOBOe BHUMAHUE YACAI-
€TCs CEMENHOMY KOH(PAUKTY, MCCAEAYETCS MPAarMaAMHIBUCTNYECKAS MOACAb AGHHOTO TUMa OOGILLIEHMS.
Pe3yAbTaTbl AGHHOTO MCCAEAOBAHMS MOXHO MCIOAb30BATb Mok BbIPaOOTKE AMHIBUCTUHYECKMX CTOATEr Mk
M TaKTUK, MO3BOASIOLLIMX FTOBOPSLLMM COBEPLLATL MOOAYKTUBHBIM OOMEH MPOTUBOMOAOXHBIX MHEHMM,
136eras MOAbIBHBIX PEYEBbIX ACHCTBII 1 BPAKAEOHbIX YEAOBEYECKIMX B3aMMOOTHOLLICHMA.

KAtoyeBble cAOBa: KOHPAUKTHBIN AMCKYC, MEXKAMYHOCTHBIM KOHOAMKT, KOMMYHUKATMBHAS KOMMNETEH-
M8, COLIMAAbHbIE B3aMMOOTHOLLICHMS.

YAK 659:81>42
NOAIKOAOBICTb PEKAAMHOTO TEKCTY IK MOAYAbHOI AUCKYPCUBHOI OAMHMLII

Meabuuk B.1., LLBeuyoBa M.I-.,
KuiBCbkmi yHiBepcuTeT iMeHi bopmca lpiHYeHka

Y CTaTTi PO3rAIAGETHCS PEHOMEH MOAIKOAOBOCTI PEKAGMHOIO TEKCTY SIK OCHOBHOI OAMHMLII [PEKAGMHOIO
AMCKYCY; HAABIOTLCS O3HAKM MTOAIKOAOBOCTI, LLIO BUPAXEHI BELOAAbHMMM Ta HEBEPOAAbHMMM EAEMEH-
TaMU PEKAGMHOTO TEKCTY. BUOKIDEMAEHO O3HAKM MOAIKOAOBOCTI PEKAGMHOIO TEKCTY SIK CKAGAHOI ChHTe-
TUYHOI CTRYKTYPM.

KAIOHOBI CAOBaA: MeAIAAMCKYPC, PEKAGMHMIM AMCKYPC, MOAIKOAOBMIM TEKCT, KOTHITUBHMM MIAXIA,.

PekyiaMHMii TEKCT NMPHU KOMIIEKCHOMY PO3IJISii IBJISIE COOO0I0 TMOEAHAHHS BepOATbHUX
(TEKCTOBMX) KOMIIOHEHTIB Ta HeBepOaJIbHUX eleMeHTIB (300paskeHHs, IIPocTopoBa opranisailis). To6To
PEKJIAMHUI TEKCT MA€ CKJIAJHO-OPraHi30BaHy CTPYKTYPY, OCHOBHOIO (hYHKII€IO sIKOi € ingopmyBaTu /
MEePEKOHYBATH MOKYIIIIS / CrioskuBada mocyr. Komruieke BepbaibHUX Ta HeBepOaJIbHUX 3aCO0IB YTBOPIOE
MIOJIIKOZIOBY MOJIyJIbHY OpraHisailifo PeKJaMHOTO TeKCTY. TakuM YMHOM M peaA M e T O M Halloro
JOCHIIPKEHHS € 03HAKU TaKOl MOJIKOAOBOCTI B peKJIaMHOMY TeKcTi. [1omikogoBicTh peKIaMHOTO TEKCTY
HOJISITAE Y TOEAHAHHT BepOaIbHUX — MOBHMX Ta HAOUHKX, TOOTO BisyasJbHUX 3ac00iB miepeaadi morpioHol
irdopmarii — 3a IOMOMOTOI0 3HAKIB, MAJIIOHKIB, CUMBOJIB Ta iH. CaM 110 c06i peKTaMHUiT TEKCT — Iie
BeJIMYe3Ha KiJbKICTh MPUIOMIB, SKI CIIPSAMOBAaHI Ha 3/1MCHEHHS MOKYIIEM MEeBHUX Miil. PexkiaMHuit
TEKCT jK€ BU3HAYAETHCS SIK TEKCT CIPAMOBAHMI BIUIMHYTH TIEBHMM YHMHOM Ha ayauTopito. Bin Gepe
Ha cebe POJib KOHCYJIbTaHTa, BUCTYIIA€ TaPaHTOM, IiBOAUTh PEIMIIEHTa 10 3AIHCHEHHS TTeBHUX i,
HANPUKJIAL, — KYIUTH TPOAYKT, a TaKoK (OPMYE BU3HAUEHE YSBJICHHS TOKYIIISA TPO OCOOTMBOCTI
TOBapy uu 1ocyayru. ToOTo pekjama € MPOAYKTOM JIFOACHKOI AisITBHOCTI CIIPSIMOBAHOT HA TOMIMPEHHS
y HIUPOKY ayanuTopito. PexsamMmy MoskHA pO3risiiaTu ik GopMy KOMYHIKaIli, sSika MOKJIMKAaHA TIePEeKJIACTH
SIKICTH TOBapiB Ta MOCJIYT Ha MOBY HOTpeb criosxkuBadis [7, ¢. 14]. To6To pexaamMumii TeKCT GYHKIIOHYE
B OTOYEHHI eKCTPaJiHIBICTHUHKMX (DAKTOPIB Ta MA€ CBOE BiZIOOPaKEHHST Y MOBCSIKAEHHOMY KUTTi. Tomy
M e T O I0 HaIlloTO OCTIIKEHHS CTAJIO PO3YMiHHS MOJTIKO0BOI IIPUPOIHN PEKJIAMHOTO TEKCTY SIK OCHOBHOI
ONIVHUIT PEKJIAMHOTO TUCKYPCY.

OjiHaK TIOHSITTSI PEKJIAMHOTO IUCKYPCY 0TeTep BUKINKAE 03114 CYIepedoK y HAYKOBHUX KOJIAaX Ta J0Ci
HE € BUBHAYEHNM OJIHO3HAYHO. A BeJIMYE3HUI HEBUYEPITHUN 0OCSAT PEKITaAMHIX OTOJIOIIEHD € BUSHAYHOIO
PHUCOI0 CYyYacHOTO CYCITIJIbCTBA y HOBITHIN indopmariiiniil epi. To )k akTyanpHIiCTDb HAIIOTO
MOCJTI/IKEHHS TTPOAUKTOBAHA CIIPIMOBAHICTIO CYJaCHUX MOCJIKEHb Ha KOMILJIEKCHe BUBUYEHHS SBUIIA
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