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JAYWUHOIYK ATABUATTAIBI “ChLIBIKTBIK” KOHIEIITA

KOHIIENT “BEXXJINBOCTH” B MUPOBOM JINTEPATYPE
THE CONCEPT OF "CIVILITY" IN WORLD LITERATURE

Annomauusn: Yyypoa mun unumMuHoe mujl HCana MaoaHusam npoodiemMacvlHa Kbl3uleyy Ky
anyyoa. Tun unumu 6apa-oapa aoam HCOHYHOO, AHbIH NCUXUKACHIHbIH MY3YIYULY HCOHYHOO,
aHbIH allanadazvl OYUHO HCAHA OAWKA A0amMoap MeHeH D0I20H MAMUNIECU HCOHYHOOLY UIUMEe
ainanvin  6apamam. Tun unumMuHoe CoLILIKMBIK KAMe2OPUACLIHbIH Keaun ysievlusl 20-
KbLIBIMOBIH  2-JCAPLIMBIHOALL AHNIO-AMEPUKANBIK OKYMYUMYYIAPObIH U3ULOOONODY MEHEH
oatinanviuxan. 60-70-21coL10apbL  CHLILIK KAUPBLLYYHYH (DOPMANLAPbIH UBUTLIO00620 APHANCAH
@dynoamenmanovik  ouccepmayusnap  M.ITopmanoein, owonoou sne  I1L.BpayHoyh,
C.Jlesunconoyn smeexmepunoe xapwvik kopeoH. ColiblKmbIK Kame2opusicbl CAImmyy mypoo
CYUNOMOOpOYH JHCAHA CO3 AUKAUMAPLIHBIH ANKASLIHOA KAPANbln KeN2eH Yem I10UK Mmuil
UTUMUHOE UBUNOOOUYNOP YYYypOa AHbl OUCKYPC OeH2IINUHOe U3undeeze ymmyayyoa [Muinc
2003; Mullany 1999].

Annomauyun: B nacmosiwee epems 8 1UHSBUCTMIUKE pacmem uHmepec K npoobieme A3viKd
u xynemypul. Hayka o si3vike nocmenenno cmanosumcs HAyKou o ueioseke, 0 CMpYKmype e2o
NCUXUKU, O MOM, KAK OH 83AUMOOEUCmEYem C OKPYHCAIOUWUM MUPOM U OpYUMU TH0ObMU.
3apooicoenue kamezopuu 8eHCIUBOCMU 6 TUHSBUCTIUKE CBA3AHO C UCCIe008AHUAMU AH2IO-
AMEPUKAHCKUX YUeHblX 6mopotl nonosunsl XX eexa. B 60-10-e 200wt 6 pabomax U. ['ogpmana, a
maxkace I1. Bpayna u C. Jlesuncona Oviiu onyoaukosanvl (hynoameHmaibhvie ouccepmayuu,
nocesujeHHvle U3yieHulo Gopm eexciugo2o odopawjenus. B 3apybexcnoil nuHegucmuxe, 20e
Kamezopusi 8exHCIU80CmMU MpaoUyUOHHO PACCMAMPUBAETICI 8 PAMKAX NPEON0*CeHUs U (hpa3zvl,
8 HACmMosiujee 8pems UCCie008amenu CmpemMsamces usyiams ee Ha yposte ouckypca [Mills 2003,
Mullany 1999].

Annotation: Nowadays in linguistics there is a growing interest in the problem of
language and culture. The science of language is gradually becoming a science of man, of the
structure of his mentality, of the way he interacts with the world around him and with other
people. The origin of the category of politeness in linguistics is connected with the studies of
Anglo-American scientists of the second half of the XX century. In the 60's and 70's in the works
of 1. Goffman, as well as P. Brown and S. Levinson published fundamental theses on the study
of forms of polite address.In foreign linguistics, where the category of politeness is traditionally
considered within the framework of a sentence and a phrase, nowadays researchers tend to
study it at the level of discourse [Mills 2003; Mullany 1999].

Hecuzeu cesoep:. Cuinativiivik, ¢hanmacmuka, oopas, CuLIbIKMbIK, peprekcusoyynyk,
“nosumusdyy” socana “mepc’’ ColILIKMUBIK.

Knrouesnie cnosa: Beoiciugocms, Xy002cecmeeHHAs TUMepamypa, UMUOIC, 8EHCTUBOCTID,
pedrexcusHocmy, «NO3UMUBHAAY U «HE2AMUBHASA» BEHCITUBOCHTb.

Key words: Civility, fiction, image, politeness, reflectivity, "positive" and "negative" politeness

Speech communication is known to be one of the most important types of human activity.
It is the subject of study of various scientific disciplines: sociology, linguistics, psychology and
others. At present, in linguistic research a special place is given to the issues of interpersonal



interaction. Courtesy is one of the obligatory elements of communication, ensuring its smooth,
successful and conflict-free flow.

The different content of the concept "politeness” in the national consciousness of the
English and Russians, conditioned by the type of culture, is manifested in the peculiarities of
their communicative behavior, in different communicative actions performed in similar
communication situations, in the choice of different communicative strategies and linguistic
means by which the goals are realized.

In this study politeness is considered as a communicative category. Communicative
categories are understood as the most general communicative concepts that organize human
knowledge about communication and norms of its realization [Sternin 2002]. Communicative
categories reflect human communicative consciousness, they contain conceptual knowledge
about communication, as well as norms and rules of communication.

Among the communicative categories regulating communicative activity, researchers
emphasize communication, tolerance, communicative inviolability, communicative
evaluability, communicative pressure, etc.

In our opinion, one of the most important communicative categories is politeness, which
provides and organizes harmonious communication.

Like communicative awareness in general, the category of politeness has a national-
cultural specificity, and it can be considered only through a comprehensive approach to this
problem: through the type of culture and the structure of social relations - to the main cultural
values and accepted norms and rules of communication. This approach has great explanatory
power and allows us to understand the reason for the differences in communicative behavior, to
see and trace a certain logic in the actions of representatives of another culture. The type of
culture determines the structure of social relations that are most acceptable for a certain
community, life values that dictate the norms and rules of interpersonal communicative
behavior.

Norms form a certain system of relations based on rights and duties, a system of social
interaction, which includes motives, goals, direction of action subjects, the action itself,
expectations, evaluation and means [Kravchenko 2001: 91].

At the same time, a norm is not necessarily a law to be enforced. Depending on the
strictness of their observance, there are habits, customs, traditions, mores, laws, taboos (listed
in ascending order). As mentioned earlier, the principle of correctness in communication should
not contradict another important linguistic-communicative principle - the principle of
appropriateness.

In order to comply with the norms of linguistic communication, there are certain strategies
that are fixed in the consciousness of representatives of a particular linguistic culture, which
regulate their verbal behavior in accordance with the communicative context and the
expectations of the partner. Politeness, in our opinion, is first of all compliance with the norms
of communication through the use of culturally specific communicative strategies that reflect
socio-cultural values and meet the communicative expectations of the partner.

When defining politeness, we should start from the purpose of polite behavior, which, as
V. |. Karasik notes, is "to persuade a partner to adopt a friendly attitude towards him and to
induce a friendly attitude in return” [Karasik 2002: 83]. [Karasik 2002: 83]. Based on this, polite
behavior can be defined as the demonstration of a friendly attitude towards the interlocutor, a
manifestation of disposition, benevolence and sympathy. This definition seems to be the most
general and therefore acceptable for intercultural studies. It should be noted that the ways of
demonstrating a friendly attitude can be different, they are determined by the type of culture,



socio-cultural relations and values. Thus, the content of the politeness category is a nationally
specific system of communicative strategies and tactics aimed at harmonious communication.

Politeness is related to etiquette. However, as noted above, these two important
phenomena in communication are not completely congruent. Speech etiquette reflects
politeness; politeness includes etiquette, but these concepts do not completely cover each other.
Civility is broader than etiquette. Etiquette is a set of communicative norms and rules. Civility
IS a system of communicative strategies and tactics used in real communication and aimed at
achieving harmony and mutual understanding. Politeness includes everything that contributes
to harmonious, conflict-free communication, although some of its elements (at a certain stage
or in a certain communicative situation) may not be the norm established by etiquette, i.e., as
noted above, it is possible to be polite in an impolite way.

Since politeness strategies, the goals and conditions of communication corresponding to
them, and conventional linguistic means are assigned to specific communicative roles, we can
say that they are ritualized.

Thus, we assume that politeness, despite its universality, has a relational character, its
specific content is nationally specific. This specificity manifests itself not only in the
peculiarities of the use of different etiquette formulas, but above all in different communicative
strategies, communicative actions, the orientation of which is determined by socio-cultural
parameters: the nature of social relations and prevailing cultural values.

Ignorance of strategies specific to another communicative culture leads communicators to
construct utterances using their own strategies, which becomes the cause of interlocutors'
misperception of their communicative intentions and, as a result, communicative failure.

Comparative analysis of communicative actions performed by representatives of different
linguo cultures in the same communication situations allows us to identify the most typical
communicative strategies for each of them and on their basis to formulate recommendations or
communicative rules that should be followed when communicating with representatives of
another linguosocioculture.

P. Brown and S. Levinson call negative politeness the basis of respectful behavior ("heart
of respectful behavior”). It is a well-developed set of conventional strategies aimed at
demonstrating to the interlocutor the recognition of his independence, personal autonomy,
assuring that the speaker does not intend to violate the existing boundaries between him and the
addressee and, if it is necessary to violate the addressee’s freedom, to minimize imposition, direct
influence on him. These strategies are aimed at social distancing, creating communicative
barriers, boundaries, preventing rapprochement, demonstrating the presence of distance between
the interlocutors and thus demonstrating mutual respect.

Positive politeness, or politeness of approach, is aimed at reducing the distance,
eliminating interpersonal boundaries, reciprocity, cooperation, mutual understanding, satisfying
everyone's desire to be seen, understood, heard. According to P. Brown and S. Levinson, the
linguistic realization of positive politeness in many respects represents the verbal behavior of
close people who show interest in each other in everyday communication. Based on shared
knowledge and experiences, they have information about mutual obligations and mutual desires.
The only difference, according to the authors, is exaggeration, which is a marker of positive
politeness and is absent in ordinary everyday communication of close people.

The question of what exaggeration is, what its pragmatic significance is, and why it is an
integral part of English communicative behavior deserves special attention. It is well known that
exaggeration contains an element of insincerity. Therefore, in the eyes of representatives of
many other cultures, including Russians, English people who constantly exaggerate appear



insincere. To understand the nature of this stereotype and to see its falsity, it is necessary to
consider separately the semantic and pragmatic meanings.

The element of exaggeration is contained in the semantic meaning of the speech formula,
but since its main function is to "satisfy the positive face" of the communication partner, in the
pragmatic aspect it cannot be considered insincere. By resorting to exaggeration, the
communicator is trying to achieve exactly the pragmatic result, and in this desire he is quite
sincere.
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