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AwnoTauis.

CTaTTIO TIPHCBSYEHO BHMBYCHHIO CEMAHTUYHOI CIIONyYyBaHOCTI NPUKMETHHKIB 3  IMEHHHKaMH B
AHMIFICBKOMOBHOMY XyJ0KHBOMY JHUCKYypci. Jlana MeTa nepejdayae BCTAHOBJICHHS Ta aHAJIi3 YMHHUKIB, SIKi
BIUIMBAIOTh HA CIOTy4yBaHiCTh. PO3IIIsIa0TECS. MOBHI, O3aMOBHI YHHHHUKH, XYA0XKHIi auckypc. O6’ekTom
JIOCIIJDKEHHSI € CEeMaHTHYHA CIOJTyYyBaHICTh NPHKMETHHKIB 3 IMEHHHKAMH Yy XyIOXHBOMY IHCKYpCi,
MPeIMETOM JIOCIIPKEHHS — CTATUCTHYHO 3HAUYII 3B’ 513K HA CEMAHTHYHOMY PiBHi.

B Hamomy JocniiukeHHI Oyll0 BUKOPHUCTAHO CTaTUCTUYHHN METOJ, 30KpeMa: KpHUTepiil Xi-KBajapar, sKuil
MOKa3ye HasBHICTh YM BIJACYTHICTH 3B’s3Ky. TakuM YMHOM OyJI0 BHALICHO CTaHIAPTHI €JIEMEHTH
koHTekcTyanbHux HabopiB JICT npukmerHukis. Koediuient K Bkaszye Ha cuiny (iHTeHCUBHICTB) 3B’s13KiB. 3a
HOro JIONOMOTOI0 3B’SI3KM JAUTATHCS HA CHIIBHI, cepeani Ta ciabki. B pocmiukeHHi mpoaHasti3oBaHO
CTATHCTHYHO 3HAuymli 3B’s3kd, siki yrBoprotorh JICT mpukmernukiB 3 JICI imennukiB. [letanbHo Oysio
PO3IIISIHYTO CHMIIbHI 3B SI3KM Ta JOCHIIPKEHO (hakTopu, $Ki BIUIMBAlOTb HA CHJIy 3B’sI3Ky. Buninenus
CTaHAAPTHUX 3B’513KiB 11 KOxKHOI JICIT MPUKMETHHKIB []al0 MOKJIMBICTh BCTAHOBHTH OCOOJIMBOCTI JNaHHX
3B’ s13KiB st X /1.

TlepeBarkaHHsI BIUIMBY MOBHOTO (paKTOpPY 3yMOBIIIOE CUJIBHHIA 3B 30K, XO4a BiH i HE BBAXKAETHCSA XapAKTCPHUM
4yn Mae crenudiuny pucy, sika npuramanna X/J1, xoua came 1i o3Haku BuaAUsoThest sk JICIT npukmeTHukiB "Bik,
yac" 3 JICT imeHHukiB "Bidpisku uacy, 00o6u, nepiody, nopu pokxy", "3a eeocpagpiunum nonodxcennsim” 3
"Teoepagpiuni 06 ’exmu, aominicmpamueni oounuyi”, "I[Ipocmoposa oyinka w000 NPOMANCHOCH, IOCMAHI,
mpusanocmi” 3 "Biopisku uacy, dobu, nepiody, nopu poky", "lIpocmoposa oyinka wo0o npomsdicrHocmi,
siocmani, mpusanocmi” 3 "Biopizku uacy, 0obu, nepiody, nopu poxy", "3a cknadom, mamepianom 06 ’'ekma" 3
"Hedicuei npeomemu, peui, mexanizmu”". Ha crity 38’513Ky BIUIMBAIOTH SIK JIIHIBICTHYHI YMHHUKH, TaK i moTpeOH,
umoru X/I. Byio Buaineno 38’s3kw, siki xapakrepni mss X/J1: JICT npukmernuxiB "Konip ma sickpagicms” 3
JICT imennukiB "Yacmunu mina”, "3oeniwnicme aoounu” 3 "Yacmunu mina", 03HAKU 0052y 30 KOIbOPOM ma
mamepianom, "Temnepamypa” 3 "Ipupooni seuwa”. CrenuivHiCTh CHOMYYyBAaHOCTI NPUKMETHHKIB 3
IMEHHHMKAaMH Ha CEMAaHTUYHOMY PiBHI BH3HAYA€ThCS HE TIIBKH MOBHHMH Ta [03aMOBHHMHU YMHHHKAMH, aje
TakoX 1 BrutuBoM X/1.

Kuno4oBi cj10Ba: CronyuyBaHiCTh, NPUKMETHHUK, IMEHHMK, JICKCUKO-CEMAHTUYHA IPyIa, CHMHTarMaTUYHI
3B’SI3KH, XyJOKHIN JUCKYPC.
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FORMAL AND FUNCTIONAL SPECIFICITIES OF THE INTERRUPTION-REPAIRS IN
SPEECH INTERACTION
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Abstract

The paper provides the study of the phenomenon of interruption as speech repair in Modern English
dialogical discourse. The article outlines the analysis of the interruption-repairs from the point of view of
their formal and functional characteristics. The research presents a methodolody, consisting of the method of
text interpretation, semantic, contextual, and functional methods, which are aimed at studying speech
realisation of the interruption-repairs. It is stated that the interruption-repairs may have varied forms:
correction, repetitions (full or partial), what-queries, paraphrases, echo questions, explicit recognition of
misunderstanding, requests to confirm the correctness of vision of a situation in a certain light, conjectures
or beliefs. The paper introduces the following basic types of the interruption-repairs depending on its
functional peculiarities: interruption-correction, asking for clarification, explanations and additions /
specifications in accordance with the needs of the speaker who interrupts his/her interlocutor. The results
obtained illustrate that the basic model of the interruption-repairs can be depicted as the emergence of the
need for repair — repair — reaction to repair. According to the results of the research, the interruption-repairs
are amplified by the phenomenon of the second utterance that illustrates the reaction of the speech recipient,
presupposing the semantics of consent, negation and assumption, disclosure, refutation, justification, or
refusal. The conducted research helps acknowledge that the interruption-repairs contribute to overcoming
communicative failures and cognitive dissonance, which is the key to a productive and successful
communicative interaction. The prospects of the present study consist in further investigation of age
characteristics, non-verbal means of the interruption, as well as strategies and tactics, which are involved in
responding to the speech interruptions allowing a more detailed study of an addressee factor.

KEYWORDS: Interruption, Repair, Stimulus-Utterance, Reaction-Utterance, Communication, Interaction.

1. Introduction

Topicality of this scientific research is predetermined by the fact that nowadays a lot of
researchers are referring to the problem of verbal interaction as a result of a growing interest in the
study of a vast paradigm of communicative behavior. Communication is a two-way process, which
includes speech generation of and its perception. In the course of a communicative interaction,
partners adhere to certain role norms, but the balance between communicators is not always present.
Quite often, one of the partners takes on the initiative in the conversation. Under this condition, the
interruptions of speech may occur. The theory of repair includes self- correction and correction of
another communicant'. A characteristic feature of repairs” correction of another communicant) that
are employed in the process of interruption is that they help find "mutual understanding"3 during
communicative interaction. This peculiarity of the interruption-
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repairs cannot be neglected, since the speakers involved in communication should make efforts to
ensure that the result of the speech interaction is successful. That is why it can be stated that the
interruption-repairs require great effort since communicative partners are supposed, firstly, to be
completely immersed in the communicative process, being active listeners; secondly, to focus on
those moments of communication that remain unclear; and thirdly, to contribute to the achievement
of "linguistic transparency”’ in communicative interaction. The object of the research is
interruption-repairs in speech interaction. The subject of the research is presented by formal and
functional characteristics of the interruption-repairs. The aim of the paper is to outline the
phenomenon of interruption as speech repair in Modern English dialogue discourse by means of
characterizing its formal and functional specificities.

2. Methodology

The research methods include the method of text interpretation that involves the analysis of
each extract from dialogical discourse containing speech interruption; contextual method, which is
used to characterise the intereruption in a particular context; functional method that helps to study
specific functions of each example of the interruption as speech repair; and semantic method, which
is aimed at studying speech realisation of the interruption-repairs by certain verbal means.

3. Results and Discussion

The interruption-repairs (the correction of the unnterance of a communicative partner in the
form of the interruption) can have fairly varied forms, namely: interruptions can be in the form of
correction, repetitions (full or partial), what-queries, paraphrases, echo questions, explicit
recognition of misunderstanding, requests to confirm the correctness of vision of a situation in a
certain light, conjectures or beliefs. We consider that such interruption-repairs help the addresser of
the interruption stimulate the consciousness of the addressee in accordance with their own needs
and personal vision of a particular communicative situation in which the speakers are involved. Of
particular importance are the interruptions aimed at solving problems (task-oriented dialogues)z,
since the constant agreement with the communicative partner does not always have a positive effect
and may lead to misunderstanding instead of a successful communicative cooperation.

The situation of interruption as speech repair can be a part of interaction limited to the
communicative dyad or triad. A communicative dyad is the interaction of two communicants, where
one of them, wishing to correct the utterance of the interlocutor, interrupts him/her. Communicative
dyads are associated with a specific local segment of discourse and embrace cognitive pictures of
only two communicants. The communicative triad takes place when the third communicant
intervenes in a conversation, correcting the utterance of one of the speakers or completely changing
the course of a conversation of both speakers. Such interruptions are marked by the imposition of
three cognitive pictures. That is why the communicative triad comprises the layering of contexts.

Functional peculiarities of the interruption-repairs are revealed in the following types of
interruptions depending on the pragmatic aim of communication: the interruption-correction, asking
for clarification’, explanations and additions / specifications in accordance with the needs of the
communicator who interrupts the partner.

! Colman 201 1, 1563
% Colman 2011, 1563; Concannon, Healey, and Purver 2015, 17
3 Colman 2011, 1564
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The most common type of the interruption-repair is the interruption-asking for
clarification, which can be defined as a kind of repair, where the speaker interrupting the
communicative partner expresses the need for a further clarification of some information, usually
due to the lack of understanding of the previous utterance.

The interruption-repairs, especially the type of asking for clarification, represent a
significant contribution to the successful development of communicative interaction, since they are
potentially useful and conducive to the progress of a dialogue®. In addition, these interruptions can
have a positive effect on the results of the interactive process. Thus, such interruption-repairs
perform the function of optimising the communicative process of dialogical interaction and, which
is of utmost importance, contribute to reaching the interlocutors” mutual understanding, as is shown
in the example:

"He was swarthy, with deep-set light brown eyes and a little mole on his cheek. His gun had
a silencer on it, and—"

Greenburg was looking at her in confusion. (a) "I'm sorry. I don't understand what—"

(b) "The carjacker. I called 911 and—" She saw the expression on the detective's face. (c)
"This isn't about the carjacking, is it? ",

In the given above example the interruption-asking for clarification indicates that a detective
Mr. Greenburg misunderstood what his partner was referring to. Therefore, this type of
interruptions is the result of incompatibility of the communicants’ cognitive pictures. The first part
of the second interruption (b) is the interruption-explanation that demonstrates compliance with the
cooperative speech strategy. The second part of the interruption (c) is the interruption-asking for
clarification, which is used to reach an agreement, because at this stage the possibility of a
communicative failure is strong.

The formal indicator of the interruption-asking for clarification in the form of repair is an
explicit recognition of misunderstanding using phrases like Sorry for interruption but.../ Sorry. I
don’t understand... / Sorry. Can you explain... / Would you explain me, which help clarify the
situation or a certain moment of communicative interaction being difficult to comprehend within
the concrete interaction, or with the help of "what queries”, which signify the difficulty of
understanding and the impossibility of producing a correct interpretation. Consider the following
example:

"But I've been offered a scholarship and—"

(a) "So what? You'll spend four years wasting your time. Forget it. With your looks, you
could probably peddle your ass .

The provided example of the interruption is marked by the usage of the question structure
(a). The conversation is between the father and the daughter, who made up her mind to become a
teacher. Despite the fact that the daughter received a scholarship her farther is against such a choice,
as the teachers receive poor salary. Because of his convictions the father does not listen to his
daughter till the end, interrupting her. The father’s goal is to understand the reasons for choosing
such a career and, at the same time, to impose his own vision of the daughter’s future.

The interruption-correction implies the semantic link between the stimulus-utterance and
the reaction-utterance at the point of non-matching of visions of the same subject of discussion by
communicative partners, which causes the interruption. The formal indicators of such interruptions
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> Sheldon 2004, 16

© Bazzanella 1999, 833; Fleisher Feldman 1996

7 Sheldon 2004, 54

© Kyrychenko, T., 2019




Odessa Linguistic Journal, Issue 13, 2019

are lexical inclusions and various deictic markers. The following example shows the lexical
inclusion marriage in the stimulus-utterance and the reaction-utterance. This lexical unit
demonstrates the attitude of communicants to relationships in which they are: Ross perceives
relations with Rachel as a marriage, Rachel attempts to correct Ross’s point of view interrupting
him:

00:15:36 Ross: Oh, okay, y'know what this is? This is a difference of opinion. And when that
happens in a marriage—

00:15:46 Rachel: Oh Ross, come on! This is not, this is not a marriage!! This is the
world's worst hangover! Ross, listen, if you do not get this annulment, I will!

00:15:58 Ross: All right. All right, I'll do if’.

The basis of the interruption-additions / specifications of one's own utterance is the
semantic link between an interruption and one’s own utterance in the preinterruption phase, as
demonstrated in the following example:

00:20:20 Summer: (a) Well, what does that word even mean? I've been in relationships, and
1 don't think I've ever seen it.

00:20:24 Tom: (b) Well, maybe that's—

00:20:25 Summer: (c) And most marriages end in divorce these daysy .

The utterances (a) and (c) are related in meaning, moreover, the utterance (c) is a logical
continuation and addition of (a). This type of the interruption-repair is often characterized by
ignoring the partner’s point of view (preinterruption phase (b)), as well as emotional excitement of
the communicant. In the case of such repairs the speaker feels the need to complete the thought till
the end, which is the reason for the interruption.

In contrast to the previous type of interruptions, the basis of the interruptions-additions /
specifications of the partner’s utterance is the semantic connection of the interruption-utterance
with the utterance of the communicative partner, which forms the preinterruption phase. In this
case, the communicant feels the need to supplement the utterance of a communicative partner, as in
the example:

00:03:30 Ben: Clothes That Fit... Is that the outfit that took over the—

00:03:33 Patty: Yeah, I think they bought one of the factories on Front Street. My
daughter tells me they sell clothes on the web'’.

In this example, the connecting element, which combines the utterance of the preinterruption
phase and the interruption-utterance, is the lexical unit Yeah, which expresses agreement with the
communicative partner and leads to complementing the utterance of the partner, helping adhere to
the Cooperative Principle. Thus, the formal indicators of such interruptions may be expressions that
show consent, confirmation of the viewpoint, additions: yeah, yes, I agree, totally agree, moreover,
what is more, in addition, besides, and other words / expressions-connectors that show the link
between the stimulus-utterance and the reaction-utterance.

The interruption-explanation is used to put emphasis on the speaker’s own vision of the
manner of verbal or non-verbal behavior, an explanation of the point of view, being usually limited
to the specific communicative situation. The example below illustrates the interruption-explanation
of non-verbal behavior while praying:

00:30:54 Brian: Dear God—

8 Friends 6/01 1999
° Five Hundred Days of Summer 2009
1 The Intern 2015
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00:30:55 Drew: Brian. We hold hands at grace".

It should be noted that the interruption-repairs are not always found in their pure form. Quite
often, in conversations there occur mixed groups of functions within a single utterance, as in the
following example, where the interruption (see (a) and (b)) is at the same time the interruption-
asking for clarification (a) and the interruption-explanation of one’s own point of view (b):

00:52:36Charlotte: Yes, but—

00:52:37 Samantha: (a) But what? What's the problem? (b) I mean, we haven't been
anywhere together since Carrie and Big's wedding blowup honeymoon disaster".

In the example given above, the interruption-utterance is the interruption-asking for
clarification (a) in the form of a rhetorical statement, indicating that the communicant does not wait
for the partner’s response, but continues uttering her own thoughts (b), that acquire the form of the
interruption-explanation. Let us consider another example:

(a) "Andrew, we could get contracts from some of the big companies and—"

(b) "That's not what we do, Tanner."

(¢) "The Chrysler Corporation is looking for—"

And Andrew smiled and said, (d) "Let's do our real job 3,

In the illustrated fragment, the interruptions act as the repair, being the correction and
explanation at the same time ((b), (d)). From the context of the dialogue it is clear that the basic
structure of the interruption in the form of the interruption-repair is the stimulus-utterance ((a), (c))
and the reaction-utterance ((b), (d)), where the reaction functions as the repair. The given basic
structure of interruptions as the repair can acquire various transformations in accordance with the
context of a concrete dialogical interaction. In the example provided above, the interruptions are
endowed with semantics of denial, where the addressee does not accept the suggestion of the
communicative partner ((b), (d)) and offers his/her own understanding of the situation.

It should be noted that the effectiveness the interruption-repairs can be evaluated by the
recipient’s response to them. The reaction for the interruption can be quite varied, and the
interrupter cannot fully predict how the other communicant will respond. Still, the purpose of this
interruption is to achieve a communicative consonance. That is, we analyse the reaction to
interruptions in the postinterruption phase. Therefore, in our study we take into consideration three
phases of the interruption: preinterruption, interruption and postinterruption phase. The first
utterance is the stimulus, while the second one is responsive and reactive. The preinterruption phase
is the stimulus-utterance, the interruption phase is the reaction- and the stimulus-utterance, and the
postinterruption phase comprises the reaction-utterance. Thus, the situation of interruption
comprises the stimulus-utterance — reaction-utterance+stimulus-utterance — reaction-utterance.
Hence, the basic model of the interruption-repairs is as follows: the emergence of the need for
repair — repair — reaction to repair.

The interruption-repairs are amplified by "the phenomenon of the second utterance”*. The
second utterances usually depict the reaction of the speech recipient, presupposing the semantics of
consent, negation and assumption, disclosure, refutation, justification, or refusal. The choice of
strategies and tactics of communicative behavior in second utterances (the reaction-utterances) is
predetermined by the stimulus-utterance. Consider the following example:

"I don't know if you remember me—"

' Surviving Christmas 2004
"2 Sex and the City 2 2010

* Sheldon 2004, 102
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"I remember you," she interrupts. "How could I not remember you?" .

The example illustrates a situation, where the reaction-utterance of the interruption is
subordinated to the communicative strategy of cooperation and is marked by compliance with the
Principle of Cooperation, the Principle of Politeness, and thus helps the communicant who
interrupts the partner save face. The communicant of the second utterances may accept a scenario
offered by a partner (cooperative interruptions) as in the above given example, or reject the manner
of behavior given by the communicative partner (intrusive interruptions), as in the following
example:

00:12:44 Rachel: No, it wasn't. It was actually the—

00:12:45 Monica: Okay, now Thanksgiving's over, let's get ready for Christmas. Who
wants to go get a Christmas tree?! 1,

Thus, the main feature of the second utterance is the dependence on the previous statement.
It must be noted, though, that this phenomenon does not work in situations of interference by a third
person who has not participated in the communicative interaction.

4. Conclusions

Thus, the analysis of the implementation of intentions of communicants who interrupt their
partner with the aim to repair their utterance, as well as the analysis of functional feasibility of the
interruption-utterance can be performed only after a complex study of the communicative situation,
namely, the situation of interruption together with the context, linguistic and extralinguistic factors.
Consequently, the process of interruption should not be perceived only as a negative phenomenon,
depriving a speaker of the right to complete his communicative step in order to demonstrate a
dominant communicative position and a desire to organize an interactive process according to
his/her own scenario. On the contrary, the interruptions may serve to clarify or adjust the speaker’s
speech depending on the needs of the commuvication, to reach consensus and agreement with the
interlocutor. Interruptions perform the function of repairing the speech flow, and also help
overcome communicative failures and cognitive dissonance, which is the key to a productive and
successful communicative interaction. The prospects for study consist in further research of age
characteristics, non-verbal means of the interruption, as well as strategies and tactics, involved in
responding to the speech interruptions, allowing a more detailed study of an addressee factor.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

ApytionoBa H. JI. deHoMeH BTOpOH peIUIMKM, WIM O TOJdb3e cropa. SI3eik M Mmup yenoBeka / Pen.
A. B. be3munpko. — Mocksa : SI3bIku pycckoii KyasTypsl, 1999. — C. 660-686.

Bazzanella C. The interactional handling of misunderstanding in everyday conversations / C. Bazanella,
R. Damiano // Journal of Pragmatics. — Amsterdam : Elsevier, 1999. — Vol. 31. — P. 817-836.

Colman M. The distribution of repair in dialogue / M. Colman, P. Healey // 33rd Annual meeting of the
Cognitive Science Society 2011: proceedings of the 33rd annual meeting of the Cognitive Science Society (Boston, 20—
23 July 2011). — Boston : Cognitive Science Society, 2011. — P. 1563—1568.

Concannon S. Shifting opinions: an experiment on agreement and disagreement in dialogue / S. Concannon,
G. T. Healey, M. Purver // 19th Workshop on the semantics and pragmatics of dialogue: proceedings of the 19th
workshop on the semantics and pragmatics of dialogue (Gothenburg, 24-26 August, 2015). — Gothenburg : University
of Gothenburg, 2015. — P. 13-23.

Five hundred days of summer, 2009. — URL: https://english-films.com/dramas/103-500-dney-leta-500-days-of-
summer-2009-hd-720-ru-eng.html (Last accessed: 31.03.2019).

% Sorensen 2012, 38-39
' Friends 5/08 1998

© Kyrychenko, T., 2019

Odessa Linguistic Journal, Issue 13, 2019

Fleisher Feldman C., You can't step in the same river twice: repair and repetition in dialogue / C. Fleisher
Feldman, D. Kalmar // Repetition in dialogue. — Tiibingen : Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1996. — Vol. 11. —P. 78-89.

Friends 5/08, 1998. — URL: https://english-films.com/comedies/6732-druzya-5-sezon-friends-5-season-1998-
hd-720-ru-eng.html?series=08 (Last accessed: 31.03.2019).

Friends 6/01, 1999. — URL: https://english-films.com/comedies/6762-druzya-6-sezon-friends-6-season-1999-
hd-720-ru-eng.html (Last accessed: 31.03.2019).

Healey P. Interactive misalignment: the role of repair in the development of group sub-languages / P. Healey //
Language in Flux. — Palgrave-McMillan College Publications, 2008. — Vol. 212. — P. 13-39.

Schegloff E. A. The preference for self-correction in the organization of repair in conversation /
E. A. Schegloff, G. Jefferson, H. Sacks // Language : journal for the Linguistic Society of America. — 1977. — Vol. 53. -
Ne2.—-P.361-382.

Sex and the city 2, 2010. — URL: https://english-films.com/dramas/1397-seks-v-bolshom-gorode-2-sex-and-
the-city-2-2010-hd-720-ru-eng.html (Last accessed: 31.03.2019).

Sheldon S. Are you afraid of dark / S. Sheldon. — New York : William Morrow, 2004. — 361 p.

Sorensen J. The coincidence of Callie and Kayden / J. Sorensen. — New York : Forever, 2012. — 342 p.

Surviving christmas, 2004. — URL: https://english-films.com/comedies/3046-perezhit-rozhdestvo-surviving-
christmas-2004-hd-720-ru-eng.html (Last accessed: 31.03.2019).

The intern, 2015. — URL: https://english-films.com/comedies/560-the-intern-2015-hd-720-ru-eng.html (Last
accessed: 26.03.2019).

REFERENCES

Arutiunova, N.D. (1999). Fenomen vtoroi repliki, ili o pol’ze spora [(PeHOMEH BTOPO# PEIUIMKH, WK O MOJIb3€
criopa), In: A.V. Bezdidko, ed., Yazyk i mir cheloveka, Moskow: Yazyki russkoi kultury, pp. 660—686.

Bazzanella, C., Damiano R. (1999). The Interactional Handling of Misunderstanding in Everyday
Conversations. Journal of Pragmatics 31, pp. 817-836.

Colman, M., Healey, P. (2011). The Distribution of Repair in Dialogue. In: 33rd Annual Meeting of the
Cognitive Science Society 2011. Boston: Cognitive Science Society, pp. 1563-1568.

Concannon, S., Healey, P., and Purver, M. (2015). Shifting Opinions: an Experiment on Agreement and
Disagreement in Dialogue. In: /9th Workshop on the Semantics and Pragmatics of Dialogue. Gothenburg: University
of Gothenburg, pp. 13-23.

Five Hundred Days of Summer. (2009). [film] Available at: https://english-films.com/dramas/103-500-dney-
leta-500-days-of-summer-2009-hd-720-ru-eng.html [Accessed: 31 March 2019].

Fleisher Feldman C., Kalmar D. (1996). You Can't Step in the Same River Twice: Repair and Repetition in
Dialogue. Repetition in dialogue 11, 78-89.

Friends 5/08. (1998). [film] Available at: https://english-films.com/comedies/6732-druzya-5-sezon-friends-5-
season-1998-hd-720-ru-eng.html?series=08 [Accessed: 31 March 2019].

Friends 6/01. (1999). [film] Available at: https://english-films.com/comedies/6762-druzya-6-sezon-friends-6-
season-1999-hd-720-ru-eng.html [Accessed: 31 March 2019].

Healey, P. (2008). Interactive Misalignment: the Role of Repair in the Development of Group Sub-languages.
Language in Flux. Palgrave-McMillan College Publications 212, 13-39.

Schegloff, E. A., Jefferson, G., Sacks, H. (1977). The Preference for Self-correction in the Organization of
Repair in Conversation. Language: Journal for the Linguistic Society of America 53 (2), 361-382.

Sex and the City 2. (2010). [Film] Available at: https:/english-films.com/dramas/1397-seks-v-bolshom-
orode-2-sex-and-the-city-2-2010-hd-720-ru-eng.html [Accessed: 31 March 2019].

Sheldon, S. (2004). Are you Afraid of Dark. New York: William Morrow.

Sorensen, J. (2012). The Coincidence of Callie and Kayden. New York: Forever.

Surviving Christmas. (2004). [film] Available at: https:/english-films.com/comedies/3046-perezhit-
rozhdestvo-surviving-christmas-2004-hd-720-ru-eng.html [Accessed: 31 March 2019].

The Intern. (2015). [film] Available at: https:/english-films.com/comedies/560-the-intern-2015-hd-720-ru-
eng.html [Accessed: 26 March 2019].

© Kyrychenko, T., 2019
20




Odessa Linguistic Journal, Issue 13, 2019

Anorauisi.

VY crarTi JOCHiIKEHO SIBMILE NepeOMBaHHS SIK pernapaTrypd B CYy4aCHOMY AHIJIOMOBHOMY MAiaJIONi4HOMY
Jckypei.  JlocnipkeHo nepeOuBaHHA-penapaTypu y pakypci ixHiX (opManbHHX Ta (YHKLIOHAIBHUX
XapaKTepUCTHK. IIpencTaBIeHo METONONOriIo OCIHIIKESHHS, IO CKIAJAEThCA 3 METONy iHTeprperanil
TEKCTY, KOHTEKCTYalIbHOro, (YHKI[IOHAILHOIO Ta CEMAHTHYHOIO METOHY, CIPSMOBAHMX HA BUBUCHHS
MOBJICHHEBOT ~ peaiisalii nepeOMBaHHSA-perapaTypd B PiSHOMAHITHHX KOMYHIKaTUBHHMX CHTYyallisiX.
BceraHoBieHo, IO IepeOMBAaHHA-PENAPATYpH MOXYTh MaTH pi3HOMaHiTHi (OpMH: BHIIpaBIICHHS,
NMOBTOpeHHs1 (TMOBHI a00 4acTKOBi), MI0-3amuTH, mepedpasy, NUTAHHSA-TIEPENUTH, SBHE BU3HAHHI
HEpPO3YMIiHHs, MPOXaHHS INATBEPIUTH PABUIBHICTH OadeHHs CHUTyallii, Tirnoresun abo MepeKOHAHHS.
3anponoHOBaHO OCHOBHI BHJM IepeOMBaHb-perapaTyp B 3aJISKHOCTI BI IXHIX (YHKI[IOHATBHUX
0COOJIMBOCTEIH: KOPEKIist / BUTIPABICHHS, IIPOXaHHS MPOSCHEHHS, TOSCHEHHs Ta JONIOBHEHHs / JIeTali3anis
Bi/INOBIZHO 10 MOTPed KOMYHIKaHTa, KM IepeduBae cBoro mapraepa. OTpuMaHi pe3ysbTaTh IOKa3ylOTh,
10 OCHOBHA MOJENb IepeOHBAHHA-PElApaTypH MOKe OyTH 300pakeHa TAaKMM YHHOM: BHHHKHEHHS
HEOOXiZHOCTI penapatypu — pernapatypa — peakilis Ha pernaparypy. 3TifHO 3 pe3yIbTaTaMH JOCIIIKCHHS,
nepeOHBaHHs-perapaTypy IOCHIIOIOTECS (PeHOMEHOM IPYrol PeIulikH, IO BimoOpakae peakiiio aapecata
MOBJICHHS Ta IIEPEJA€ CEMAHTHKY 3TOAM, 3alePEYCHHs, NPHITYIICHHS, PO3KPUTTS, CIPOCTYBAHHS,
oOrpyHTyBaHHs abo BigMoBu. IIpoBeseHe HOCIHIPKEHHS IIATBEPIXKYeE, WO NepeOHBaHHA-penapaTypa
JIoroMarae oJI0J1aTH KOMyHiKaTUBHI HEBJlaui Ta KOTHITUBHUI IMCOHAHC, IO € KIIOYeM JI0 IPOXYKTHBHOT it
YCIIIIHOI KOMYHIKaTHBHOI B3aemofii. ITepcriekTuBM JOCIIIKEHHS NOJATaloTh y MOJAIBIIOMY BUBYCHHI
BIKOBHMX XapaKTEPUCTHK NepeOMBAaHHS Ta IXHIX HeBepOaJIbHUX 3ac00iB, @ TAKOXK CTPATETriil i TAKTHK, SIKi
3aCTOCOBYIOTBCSI IIPH pearyBaHHi Ha MepeOMBAHHS MOBICHHS, 1110 A03BOJIMUThH JETalbHIlIE BUBUUTH (AKTOP
azpecara.

Kiouosi ciioBa: IlepeOuBanns, penaparypa, CTHMYJI-BUCIOBICHHS, PEAKIis-BUCIOBICHHS, CIIUIKYBAaHHS,
B3a€EMOJIis.
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OCOBJIMBOCTI PEAJIIBAIII CTPATETTi JUCKPEJIUTALII B AHTJIOMOBHOMY
JUTAYOMY ABTOPUTAPHOMY JUCKYPCI

Amnacracis [laxapenko*

Abstract

The study presents the results of a discourse analysis of the confrontational discursive strategy of
discrediting in the English authoritarian discourse of children. The work views the discourse of children as a
field for implementing their communicative intentions. In the process of formation of their character and
personality, children follow adults’ and peers’ example; they also experiment with a wide range of linguistic
means in order to establish interpersonal control within the discursive surrounding. The discrediting strategy
in the English authoritarian discourse of children is analyzed through the influence that a child-speaker is
trying to exert over an addressee. Discrediting is understood in the paper as a macro-speech act which means
damaging the reputation of the speaker and belittling his importance in communication. The necessary pre-
condition for actualizing this strategy is its occurrence in public as it is intended for recipients, including an
addressee himself and other hearers present. Discrediting is considered to be a face-threatening act which
activates the category of impoliteness and belongs to the area of evaluative influence. The results point to
three most communicatively productive tactics of actualizing the strategy of discrediting: the tactics of
insult, mockery, and belittling merits of the speaker. Their implementation occurs through exerting the
authoritarian child’s influence upon an addressee/a third person. The linguistic means contributing to the
implementation of these tactics include negative assessment markers (adjectives, comparisons, vocatives),
the ironic/sarcastic mode of communication, rhetoric interrogative and exclamatory constructions,
subjunctive mood structures. Skills of discrediting the speaker verbally find their development in the further
shaping of a child’s discursive personality.

KEYWORDS: addressee, English authoritarian discourse of children, belittling merits, discrediting, exerting
influence, insult, mockery, strategy, tactic.

1. Beryn

MoBieHHsST — TPOAYKT COWIalNbHOI isTIBHOCTI JIOAWHHW. 3HAHHS Ta BMiJIe KOPHUCTYBAHHS
HOro mpaBWaMH [OINOMAraioTh JOCSITH OaXaHOrO pe3ylbTaTy B KOMYHIKauii i peaiisyBaru
HamiveHi mim. Came y MOBIICHHI, IO NPOAYKYETHCS, MPOSBISETHCS TUCKYPCHBHA OCOOMCTICTBH
JIIOJIMHY, SIKA OIePye MOBICHHEBHMH CTPATErisiMU Ta 3aco0amu IX yTileHHs Juist Hale()eKTHBHIIIOT
IMILIEMEHTAIIi1 CBOTO KOMYHIKATUBHOTO 33IyMY.

Buxonsun 3 T100adbHOTO HANAIITYBAaHHA Ha KOOMEPAII0 YN KOH(IIKT, HPHHHATO
BHOKPEMJIIOBATH Meracrtparerii koonepauii Ta koHdponrauii. Koonepatusuuii Mogyc koMmyHikawii
30pieHTOBANMIT HA MAPTHEPA, KOH(POHTAIIIHIIT — Ha HOTO IPHHILKEHHS Ui TPUTHIYCHHS .

Cepen KOHOPOHTATUBHHUX CTpaTeriii OKpeMe Micle MOcifae crpaTerist AUCKpeAuTamii
anpecata. i posyMiloTh fIK MAKPOMOBJCHHEBHH aKT, AKMi peali3yeThCs y paMKax MeBHOI
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