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The given article sheds light on linguistic means and peculiarities of impoliteness as a subtype of facework in the
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B ctaTbe BbISIBNSIOTCS NUHMBUCTUYECKNE CPEACTBA M OCOOEHHOCTW peanusaumnmn HEBEXIMBOCTM B ANCKYPCE KOMMEH-
TapWeB K NOCTaM B rpynnax yKpanHos3blYHOrO CerMeHTa colmanbHoi ceTh «Delicbyk» nocpeacTBOM TakTUKM OOBUHEHNS

cobeceqHVKa B HEKOMMETEHTHOCTH.

KntoueBble cnoBa: «muoy, «paGOTa C NMLOM», HEBEXNNBOCTb, MHTEPHET-KOMMYHUKaLUA, peveBasd cTpaTterma.

Manaa O.lO0., YepsiHko €.0., CepreeBa O.A. «HIHOlICIHBKO TU HE 3HAEILU!»: 3BUHYBAYEHHA
B HEKOMMETEHTHOCTI AK «POBOTA 3 OBJIU4Y44AM» Y KOMEHTAPAX HA ®EUNCBEYLII

Y cTaTTi NpoaHaniaoBaHo NiHrBICTUYHI 3ac0obu Ta cneumdiky peanisavii HEBBIYIMBOCTI SK NigTMMY «poB0oTH 3 06IMYYSAMY
y OMCKYPCi KOMeHTapiB 40 MOCTIB Y rpynax yKpaiHOMOBHOMO CErMeHTY couianbHoi Mepexi «Pencbyk» yepes TakTuKy 3Bu-

HyBa4eHHA CI'IinO3MOBHI/IKa B HEKOMMETEHTHOCTI.

KniovoBi cnoBa: «obnmuysy», «poboTa 3 0bnmyysMy, HEBBIYIMBICTb, IHTEPHET-KOMYHIKAL,isi, MOBNEHHEBA CTpaTeris.

Digital communication is nowadays attracting
researchers who work within the framework
of various sciences and use various theoretical
approaches. Computer-based communication
is developing at a very fast pace, gaining more
ground, therefore, studying peculiarities of com-
municative interaction in the virtual space is
becoming increasingly urgent. During
such communication Internet users employ var-
ious speech tactics as well as strategies, destruc-
tive for communication among them, and that
enables linguists to analyse users’ speech behav-
iour that exerts disharmonizing influence on the
communication and interactants’ relations and, in
particular, such a communicative phenomenon as
impoliteness.

The aim of the present work is to investi-
gate linguistic means and peculiarities of the
tactic of accusing the interlocutor of being
incompetent as a subtype of facework in the
discourse of comments to posts in the groups of

Ukrainian-language segments in the Facebook
social network.

In this paper we view impoliteness as one
of the variants of facework, namely (potential)
face-attack, and accusations of incompetence
as one of the tactics that realize the strategy of
impoliteness. While using the term “face”, we
refer to the theory of P. Brown and S. Levinson:
the positive face is defined as “the positive con-
sistent self-image or “personality” claimed by
interactants, crucially including the desire that
this self-image be appreciated and approved of”,
whereas the negative face is referred to as “the
basic claim to territories, personal preserves,
rights to non-distraction, i.e. to freedom of action
and freedom from imposition” [3, p. 61].

It should be borne in mind that now there
emerges an ontological problematisation of
face in linguistic studies of facework, since the
researcher runs into difficulty defining how and
when exactly in his understanding of the notion
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of “face” this phenomenon exists, who it is cre-
ated by and whether it can change. If according
to E. Goffman face is assigned to an individual
by society [6, p. 10], and according to P. Brown
and S. Levinson face is formed by an individual’s
needs, according to E. de Kadt it is created both
by the addresser and the addressee [9, p. 176].
M. Terkourafi [11] changes the contents of the
notion “face” still more radically, claiming
that face exists only during communication,
it emerges and changes in interaction only and
disappears when interaction draws to a close. As
D. Bousfield maintains, “we’re moving away
from the classic (Brown and Levinson) view of
face as a pre-existing static monolith to be threat-
ened, damaged, repaired or enhanced and which
is internally generated and projected by the indi-
vidual into the interactional space between par-
ticipants, to a more fluid consideration of face,
one in which the concept is both dynamic and
mobile, and is created, strengthened or weakened
in (often extended) interaction” [2, p. 39].

We employ this term in a slightly modified
way, in line with H. Spencer-Oatey [10], who
states that face is a multi-faceted phenomenon
(though, for the purposes of this research we focus
on the potential influence of an utterance only on
the positive and negative face of an adressee, or,
correspondingly, in terms of H. Spencer-Oatey,
quality face, based on an individual’s need for
being perceived positively, and social identity
face, based on an individual’s need for being
respected and accepted in social roles).

Of underlying importance in H. Spen-
cer-Oatey’s theory to us is the fact that these
needs are connected with social rights, thus, we
rule out of focus the issue whether the addresser
or the addressee has certain wishes connected
with the face (as in Brown and Levinson’s theory)
and proceed from the assumption that all these
needs are potentially available and — consciously
or not — are taken in consideration in communi-
cation.

While selecting relevant discursive fragments
in which the tactic of accusation of incompetence
is realized as a manifestation of impoliteness
strategy, we consider the following methodolog-
ical issues:

1. Definition of impoliteness. The present
research belongs to the second-order studies
according to the R. Watts theory, i.e. we proceed
from the understanding of impoliteness as a purely
theoretical construct, irrespective of mainstream
perception of the notion HEBBIYJ/IUBICTH
(impoliteness) in the Ukrainian language (for
further details as to the methodological division

of research into first- and second-order studies
see [12]). Thus the fragments are selected which
axiomatically correspond to the assigned charac-
teristics of the realization of impoliteness super-
strategy: utterances, potentially charged with the
possibility of aggravating the addressee’s face in
the given situational context. It is important to
stress that we choose second-order approach as
the analytical framework in defining impolite-
ness, not detecting impoliteness.

2. Establishing the fact of impoliteness
strategy realization. Every researcher of face-
work encounters this problem: a comment must
be characterized by a certain feature which could
allow perceiving it as impolite, and this feature
is defined in this research as an ability of aggra-
vating the interlocutor’s face (which may or may
not lead to actual face damage) in the given situ-
ational context. However, debatable remains the
question about who can assess if this character-
istic is present. We share D. Kadar’s view: “our
(im)politeness interpretations need to be guided
by the evidence in the text — that is, the hearer/
recipient’s evaluation of certain utterances — and
not by our intuitions, because those intuitions are
likely to reflect our present-day assumptions”
[8, p. 18]. We consider such a telltale evidence
to be other Internet users’ reactions to the cor-
responding statement and the situational context
rather than the evaluation in situ. As J. Culpeper
and C. Hardaker put it, evidence of impolite-
ness “includes, notably, counter impoliteness
(tit-for-tat pairings), but also meta-pragmatic
comments (e.g. ‘that was so rude’), indications,
verbal or non-verbal, of offence being experi-
enced (i.g. symptoms of emotions as humiliation,
hurt or anger). Such actions are part of what con-
structs impoliteness context” [5, p. 211].

On the other hand, according to A. Grimshaw,
“what is in people’s heads is accessible neither
to analysts nor to interlocutors (nor even, ulti-
mately, fully accessible to those whose behaviour
is under investigation)” [7, p. 281], therefore,
we do not aim to shed light on the interactants’
intentions, our attention is focused on the user’s
utterances containing impoliteness strategy real-
ization; the addressee’s reaction, evidencing his/
her detection of the presence of this strategy in
the speaker’s utterances; as well as the commu-
nicative situation. As a matter of fact, checking
the “black box” is in question in this case: we do
not take the interactants’ inner state into consid-
eration, their outer reactions are essential to us.

Thus, the body of the present research does
not embrace the utterances threatening the face
from addresser’s point of view (as required in
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J. Culpeper’s impoliteness model [4]) or from
addressee’s point of view (as required in P. Aus-
tin’s impoliteness model [1]), but the utterances
potentially dangerous for the addressee’s face
from the standpoint of unfolding discourse
(the utterances are identified by researchers and
the detection of impoliteness is verified by inter-
locutors’ reactions).

In light of the specifics of communicative
situations in the Internet space, with facework
underway, there emerges a problem of defining
pragmatic and discursive peculiarities of impo-
liteness strategy realization in the corresponding
discourse type. We define Internet-discourse
as cognitive-communicative phenomenon, the
process and the result of Internet-users’ speech
activity, which in its exaggerated form reflects
overall characteristics of modern postmodern
culture: removal of subject-object opposition,
masculine and feminine opposition, centre and
periphery opposition, world perception as text,
citationality, user’s schizoid splitting, norms and
values deconstruction, pluralism, playfulness,
lack of seriousness.

We hold the opinion that the specifics of face-
work in the Internet space mostly depends on the
above-mentioned characteristics, with the Inter-
net-users’ comments in popular online-resources
(e.g. the Facebook social network) being the
most relevant material in the present research.
The choice of Internet comments as the source
of the research material is determined by the
following: 1) real-life speech (as opposed to the
speech of characters in works of literature which
is often used as the research material); 2) hybrid
nature of Internet communication (oral and
written speech combined); 3) polylogue nature
of Internet comments.

Step-by-step methods of research incorporate
the following: 1) developing a body of discursive
fragments; 2) analyzing it by means of contextual,
deductive, inductive, presuppositional, speech act,
lexical-syntactic, structural-semantic, logic and
semantic, stylistic analysis as well as the method
of implicit meaning explicating; 3) formalization
and quantitative data analysis.

Astheresearch material weexamined
comments to posts in the most popular groups of
Ukrainian language sector of Facebook social
network (political, media groups, groups devoted
to public figures and outstanding representatives
of cultural life, groups about the war in the East
of Ukraine, humour groups, groups about cities
of Ukraine as well as sports groups). The data
for the present work were taken from users' com-
ments to 150 posts in 15 groups (10 posts in each)

in the form 0f 463 extracts (discursive fragments),
each extract consisting of a user’s comment con-
taining utterance(s) with explicitly or implicitly
expressed meaning “You’re incompetent in this
topic” and the interlocutors’ reactions to the com-
ment. The following discursive fragment may
serve as an example (for ethical reasons we do
not use users' genuine nicks, instead, we replace
them with User with the ordinal number corre-
sponding to the order of cues in a polylogue):

(1) <Userl>: ¥ Hac Toxe 3a00p C KOJTIOUKON
U poB ecTb. MyX cCHenuanbHO JJs  Bac
choTkaeTr Ha cMeHe. PaboThl MPOIOIDKAIOTCS.
He 3Haere-He muIIMTe, 3HATOKM BCETrO0 W BCesl.
Eme tertoBu30psI cTaBAT. XapbKOB.

‘[In Russian] We also have a fence,with barbs
and a ditch. My husband will take a snapshot of
that specially for you when on his shift. Work is
still underway. If vou don't know a thing about
that, you'd better not post anything, you, know-
it-alls. Thermal cameras are still being set up.
Kharkiv.

<User2>: B MeHe 40J10BiK B 0aHKY MpaIltoe.
3BigKH HaM, 3HATOK BH HAIlla BCErO 1 BCis, 3HATH?
Yu monobaeTbes Ka3aTucsl PO3yMHIIIE 3a BCIX?
Aber somit kommst du mir eben blod vor.

‘[In Ukrainian] My husband works in a bank.
How should we know, you tell us, [in Ukrai-
nian transliteration of Russian] know-it-all?
[In Ukrainian] Or are you into [in Surzhyk] being
cleverer [in Ukrainian] than others? [In German]
But I find you dumb as it is.’

(3) <User3>: User2 Ilpo mapkan Ha KOpJIOHI
3 Pociero, B XapkiBChKid 00JacTi, IO BXKE
n00yIOBYEThCSI, 3HA€ HE TUIBKH IIs TIaHi, SKY
Bu Ha3uBaeTe «3HATOK BU HAIlla BCETO 1 BCIsD».
3 ABcTpii Tak ganeko 6auute?

‘[In Ukrainian] Not only this lady who you call
[in Ukrainian transliteration of Russian] “know-
it-all ’[in Ukrainian] knows about the fence on
the border with Russia, in Kharkiv region, that
is almost ready. Can you see it from Austria so
ar away?’

The multilingual nature turned out to be
characteristic of the discursive fragments that
employ the tactic of incompetence accusation:
the dialogue between the users is conducted in
Ukrainian, Russian and English, a bit more rarely
in other languages, and “switching” from one
language to another is possible even within one
remark.

As the language repertoire that users turn
to the use of Surzhyk (mixed Russian and
Ukrainian) and the Russian language in the
Ukrainian writing style as a stylistic device that
is to convey the meaning “my interlocutor only
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understands an illiterate language”, appears to be
most frequent.

We consider the use of transliteration (writing
a remark in Ukrainian but using the Latin
alphabet), although frequent in the corresponding
discursive fragments, to be not a stylistic device,
but a salient feature pre-determined by the tech-
nical peculiarities of the social network.

At the lexical level in the corresponding utter-
ances we have found a great number of neolo-
gisms and occasionalisms, of pejorative meaning
in particular:

(2) <User>: BH_HE pO3yMi€Te, Ha HOBHX
BHOOpax JronU 00epyTh TaKy X camy OpexXJuBYy
HaBOJIOY. SIK HE PUTIB, TaK HACIHb HACIHYCHOK,
SIK HE CHMOHEHOK, TaK (GapioHII i T.iH.

‘[in Ukrainian] you dont understand, people
are sure to elect a similar brazen-faced scum. If
not rigs [pejorative for Party of Regions’ sup-
porters alluding to “rygat’ — “puke”], then nasin
nasinchenkys [referring to Semen Semenchenko,
a commander-founder of the volunteer territorial
defence battalion “Donbas”; this occasionalism
is the loan translation of his name and surname
from Russian into Ukrainian: Semen->semya-
>nasinnya (meaning sunflower seeds)], if" not
symonenkos [ Symonenko being the former Com-
munist Party leader in Ukraine], then farionshes
[pejorative occasionalism alluding to Iryna
Farion, Ukrainian politician famous for her right-
wing populist political sentiments] efc.’

Inherent at the syntactic level are imperatives
(3) and rhetoric questions (4):

(3) <User>: Kpacnomapcbkuii Kpait — 11e
VYkpaina, Buu icTOpito HeBirnac!

‘[in Ukrainian] Krasnodars’kyi Kray (region)
is Ukraine, learn history, vou ignorant know-
nothing!’

(4) <User>: 1 mo pedi, BU CBili pPOJIOBII
rapHO 3HA€TEe, TaM JIHCHO HEMae XOJOMiB, a
Bci koponi?) Tak mio Bu Toai pooure B «bABA
1 KiT»?)_«O0abypunucshy TPOXH, KUBYYH HE B
«ByKiHTeMChKOMY Mamaii?»)

‘[in Ukrainian] And by the way, do you know
your family tree well? are you sure there are
really no kholops [alluding to “bondmen”, “bond
slaves”] and all of them are kings?) what on
earth do you do in “Baba I kit” [Facebook humor
group, literally “old (country) woman and cat”]
Have you become a bit obaburena [pejorative
occasionalism alluding to “baba”, old (country)
woman] living not in Buckingham Palace?)’.

At the discursive level the absence of ano-
nymity (users that write comments have their
profiles in a social network, and though these
profiles potentially can contain untruthful infor-

mation, they create a user’s personal image) influ-
ences the tactic realization: to prove the interloc-
utor’s incompetence in a corresponding topic, an
addresser often uses the information presented in
the profile. Such conventional absence of ano-
nymity, moderation of comments and possibility
of being banned reduce the level of trolling and
flaming in Facebook groups, however, incompe-
tence accusations can be observed in flaming dis-
cussions that are not related to the post to which
the comments are being written (so, for example,
under a post with an advertisement for the Buk-
ovels’kyi resort the users begin to discuss the
political situation in Ukraine), but the frequency
of employing this tactic in flaming is low.

The influence of the Internet contributes to
a high frequency of Internet-memes using (5),
including creolized ones (so-called “demotiva-
tors”) (6).

(5) <Userl >: Sk spo Bci Hakunynucs! Lle
KOJICKTHBHE DIIICHHS JIOACH, YOro TaK IIUPO
kamenyere? | moaM MarTh MPaBO Ha HBOTO,
HaBiTh He nuTatoun OB, ysaBnsere?

‘[in Ukrainian] Everyone has lashed out! This
is a joint decision of people, why should you com-
ment on it so sincerely? And one has the right to
it, without asking FB, just fancy!’

<User2 >: I xTo Take aypHe NpuUIyMaB?
Inky6arop! Buwnteni moBUHHI OyTH TPHUKIIAJIOM
Uit y4HIB. Sl posymito, MO HE B KHUHCAX
BUMTEINIO XOAWTh Ha po0OTY, aje i He B IbOMY
«MOTJIOCI.

‘[in Ukrainian] Who should have thought of
that? Incubator! Teachers are supposed to set an
example for pupils. I understand, it’s not jeans
that teachers should wear at work, but not in that
“trash”.’

<User3>: U crpoem 0053aTh XOIUTHh TOXE.
VYpa, ToBapuin!!!

‘[in Ukrainian] And make them walk in line as
well. Hoorah, comrades!!!’

<User4>: KomeHTtaropu! Hy 10 BU TaMm
PO3YMi€TE B MIKTIAKTUYHIN MO...

‘[in Ukrainian] Commentators! Whatever you
might understand in intergalactic fashion...’

Y e

13 N1iK-6e3 OnA MypHal
Hifko20 Kamonuyskoeo P
25 epydHs!
25 2pydHA e Pizdso, Ake ceamkyemscs

&cim Ceimom, a came:
npasocnasHumu (8 3 12 yepros),
Apomecmadmamu
ma Kamonauxamu!

(6) <User >:
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‘[in Ukrainian] a literacy update for journalists:

there sno Catholic Christmas on 25 December!
25 December is Christmas that is celebrated by
the whole world, namely: Orthodox (8 out of
12 churches), Protestants and Catholics!’

Thereby, incompetence accusations as a
tactic of impoliteness superstrategy is employed
by users to aggravate the interlocutor’s face
and functions as a powerful linguistic means of
manipulating and discrediting the interlocutor,
potentially influencing the perception of an inter-
locutor’s social identity by other users and by the
interlocutor him/herself. The analysis of impolite
utterances in communication in social networks
allows us not only to distinguish their lexical-se-
mantic, syntactic and stylistic peculiarities but
also determine the influence of situational con-
text and the Internet on the whole on the reali-
zation of impoliteness. The prospects of the
above research may lie within further analysis of
impoliteness tactics realization in different types
of digital communication.
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