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IN DIFFERENT CONTEXTS
ABSTRACT

Noazakatsizliyin sozlorin birbaga vo dolay: yolla ifade olundugu iki formasi
var. Manfi monada, birbasa monada isladilon sozlors daxili nozakatsizlik deyilir. Bu
clir sozlor istehzali, zarafatcasina, dolay1 yolla islodildikde iso saxta nozakotsizliyi
ifado edirlor.

Impoliteness has two forms in which the words express directly and
indirectly. When the words being used in negative meaning, mean direct meaning
they are called inherent impoliteness. If such words are used ironically, ina jockular
way, indirectly they express mock impoliteness.

Mock impoliteness is classified by researchers as false, artificial impoliteness,
and joking expressions. The naming of such cases as false, artificial ipoliteness is
claimed by J.Culpeper, Huff, D.Bousfield, but G.Leach states that it is synonymous
with joking expressions. J.Culpeper broadly classifies this issue in his book under the
name of inherent and mock impoliteness. He expresses mock impoliteness as
superficial, indirect impoliteness based on close relationships and context, and
interprets inherent impoliteness as expressions used directly in a real sense.

Leach believes that mock impoliteness is the perception of impolite words as
polite addresses rather than as they are intended for the other party. One of the
researchers who was not unambiguous about the classifications of artificial
impoliteness by J.Culpeper and Leach was S.Mill does not agree with the close
relationship and aimless, thoughtless expression expressed in the classifications of
J.Culpeper and Leach. He (S.Mill) refers to Yedes' (1996) analysis of insults and
jokes used to complete tasks in difficult situations at work to confirm this opinion.
Miriam Webster's online dictionary indicates that the term mock is classified as
having the property of imitating something or pretending, or being insincere. When
evaluated as mock impoliteness, such expressions said during a conversation are
perceived superficially by the addressee. The superficial, superficial perception of
impoliteness by the addressee is based on the close relationship between the
interlocutors. When, in a joking manner, mock impoliteness is taken as a synonym,
the expression uttered during a conversation is perceived as mock impoliteness by
one interlocutor, while it is perceived as genuine impoliteness by the other
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interlocutor. In order to eliminate this contradiction, it is appropriate to classify both
terms separately. In general, when important factors such as close relationship, social
status, and context are taken into account, impolite expressions addressed are
perceived as mock impoliteness or inherent impoliteness.

Keywords: mock impoliteness, inherent impoliteness, context, social behavior,
social evaluation.

Introduction.

The essence of language has been of great importance throughout history.
Various theories of language have tried to explain its nature in detail. Let us consider
some of them: In anthropological linguistics, language is formed in a social and
cultural environment. Language is a biological and mental ability. This means that
language has an innate nature [1, p.380]. In anthropological linguistics, diversity and
differences are at the forefront. However, there are some overlapping features of
functional linguistics and anthropological linguistics in language studies. Both
functional linguistics and anthropological linguistics evaluate language as a formal
activity and consider the role of context and communication conditions to be
important. Within the framework of both language theories, the relationship of
language to human life is investigated. However, there are differences in the issues
investigated by these two language theories, since functional linguistics emphasizes
the communicative function of language [4, p.99], while anthropological linguistics
tries to explain its role in normal human life by examining language in its cultural
and social context.

Behavior in the communication process serves certain purposes and like all
social behavior, is regulated by rules. To achieve a communicative goal, participants
in the act of communication use certain methods and rules known as communicative
strategies, communicative tactics, and communicative habits. The main task of
pragmatics is to identify and refine these rules and methods. For this reason, various
scholars have developed a number of principles that contribute to successful
communication, such as H. P. Grice’s Cooperative Principle, R. Lakoff’s Politeness
Principle, and D. Sperber and D. Wilson’s Relevance Principle. Violation of
communicative postulates, for example, failure to provide an appropriate amount of
information, disregard for the rules of speech etiquette, insufficient motivation in
performing a speech act, lack of communicative purpose, and similar factors may
lead to a breakdown of cooperation between communicators and result in conflict.
Thus, two opposite types of communication function in relation to one another:
cooperation (the sphere of agreement) and conflict (the sphere of disagreement).
Such communicative breakdown can give rise to impoliteness [2, p. 265-266]

For more than twenty years, the theory of politeness and how it is used during
communication have been studied. The category of impoliteness, which is considered
the opposite of this category, has been studied in recent years. In this article, we will
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focus on the types of impoliteness, especially the situations in which mock
impoliteness occurs, and the moments of its manifestation.

Mock impoliteness is expressed by different terms by different researchers.
J.Culpeper, G.Leach, D. Bousfield, M.Haugh have studied this category in different
ways and interpreted the term they named in their classifications in different ways.
The article will comment on this issue in more detail, as well as touch on the issue of
whether or not mock impoliteness is perceived superficially, indirectly by the
interlocutors.

Depending on the context, impolite expressions can indicate impoliteness.
Sometimes, not the context, but the number of interlocutors is important. If such
impolite expressions are perceived superficially by one interlocutor, they are
understood as impolite by the other interlocutor. All of these points find their
explanation in the article with the classification.

Analyzing inherent impoliteness depending on the context

The concept of acts (means) expressing politeness and impoliteness is also
relative. Depending on the context, impolite acts can also express politeness. B.
Frase and V. Nolan argue that “no sentence is truly polite or impolite. We often
understand certain expressions as impolite, but they are not impolite words and
expressions, but are simply used to determine the rule of politeness in some
situations” [8, p. 96]. It is possible to agree with this opinion, because expressions
expressing true politeness or impoliteness can also be understood in the opposite way
depending on the context. For example, when offering a guest dinner, such a
sentence is used.

“Eat, eat, and drink.” (Go on, eat up.)

In our opinion, this expression can be addressed to a person with whom we
have a close relationship (for example, a brother, a sister, a friend, etc.) and can be
received well. As can be seen, although the above expression indicates impoliteness,
it is not perceived as impolite depending on the context. However, the opposite can
also be the case, that is, there are cases where expressions indicating politeness also
indicate impoliteness depending on the situation. To substantiate this idea, let's look
at an example from the article of the English linguist J. Culpeper: a driver is carrying
three passengers, but he keeps the windshield wipers on even when it is not raining
while driving. Although two of the passengers ask the driver to turn them off, he
does not answer them and continues to drive the car in an angry state. However, the
third passenger intervenes and says:

“It is raining.” Hearing this, the driver turns off the windshield wipers [6, p. 351].

It can be noted that although this expression indicates politeness and is a polite
address, the sentence indicates that there is some deficiency in the person's driving
skills, which is embarrassing for the driver.

Analyzing inherent impoliteness out of context
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Above, we analyzed the cases of inherent impoliteness that depend on the
context. Now let's consider a set of acts that indicate inherent impoliteness that arise
regardless of the context. For example, there are a number of behavioral rules that
contradict social rules. For example, (belching, cleaning one's nose or ears, using
taboo words). However, such behavioral rules are perceived differently in different
cultures, that is, while for one culture (Azerbaijani culture, English culture) the same
behavior (belching - indicating that one eats food with appetite and likes it) is
considered acceptable for another culture (Indian culture). It is difficult to determine
whether the act of politeness or the change in context creates impoliteness,
depending on the way the word is said. J. Culpeper clarifies this issue as follows:
“both forms of inherent impoliteness (context-dependent and context-independent)
indicate acts that are contrary to social behavior, and this is more of a blow to the
face of the addressee with unsocial behavior than an insult. Based on this argument,
it can be noted that although there is a close connection between the act of
threatening the face, which is related to the act of politeness, and the acts that express
inherent impoliteness, the distinguishing feature is that while threatening acts express
only hurt, heartbreak, acts that express inherent impoliteness express more of a
person’s antisocial behavior than an insult” [7, p. 178; 62, p. 49].

Mock impoliteness

As for the question of mock impoliteness, let us note that this form of

impoliteness is understood superficially and is not used with the aim of causing
offense. J. Leach associates this term with the principle he calls “banter principle”.
The author shows that “two methods are used to show solidarity with the listener.
First, what the speaker says is superficial and this seems clearly impolite to the
listener. Second, although what the speaker says shows impoliteness to the listener, it
is perceived superficially because of what is said” [11, p. 144].
J. Culpeper in his article commented on J. Leach’s idea that the banter principle
reflects social proximity: “Here, social proximity means proximity in terms of social
distance and equality in terms of legality. That is, the more proximity there is, the
less politeness there is” [6, p. 352]. Commenting on J. Leach's approach to this idea,
it can be noted that J. Culpeper's different attitude can be noted that, in his opinion,
this happens only within the context, that is, depending on the context, this
impoliteness is understood superficially.

P. Brown and S. Levinson touch on the issue of mock impoliteness in their
work “Politeness: Some universals in language usage”. Although they also associate
the lack of politeness with a close, intimate relationship, they emphasize that such
impolite expressions do not cause offense between the interlocutors. J. Culpeper
notes that “such situations cannot be associated only with a close relationship. They
can also occur between people who are not in this close relationship and are not
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perceived as impolite. Such situations can be shown in advertising slogans”. The
researcher cites the following example to substantiate this idea.

“Eat beef, you bastard”.

This sentence was used by an Australian meat seller. However, buyers do not
perceive this as impolite, and it seems that the seller did not intend to use this
expression in the sense of a derogatory address, but simply used it as an idiom, a
joke. Here it is possible to see that there is no close relationship between the buyer
and the seller [6, p. 352].

Let's look at an example in Azerbaijani.

Almaz: Comrades, peasants, we are working for you [3, p. 155].

In this example, the form of address (Comrades - in Azerbaijani translation-
Ay godo) shows a derogatory case. However, such impoliteness does not create
resentment between the interlocutors, and as a result, mock impoliteness occurs.
When this sentence occurs in a different context, when it is said in the form of an
order, when it is used between the participants in the conversation, and when there is
a close relationship between the interlocutors, a case of inherent impoliteness occurs.

So, what J. Leach calls banter, what P. Brown and S. Levinson call lack of
politeness, and what J. Culpeper calls mock impoliteness occur between both close
and unrelated interlocutors. In general, people who like each other a lot try to
maintain their respect, so even impolite expressions used between them are
accidentally used in a joking manner.

Mock impoliteness in the approaches of various linguists

The term mock impoliteness was first used by J. Leach, who put it forward by
referring to the situations he encountered. In these situations, the speaker perceives
impolite words as polite addresses, not as they are for the other party. For example,

i) You are a fine friend. (face value, i.e what is said)

i1) By which I mean, you aren’t a fine friend. Irony principle).

iii). But actually, you are my friend, and to show it, | am being impolite to you.
Banter principle) [11, p. 145].

According to J. Leach, the principle of irony refers to the first part of the
hidden meaning in the sentence, that is, what the speaker says is impolite to the
listener. However, in the banter principle, the hidden meaning is in the second part.
Here, what the speaker says to the listener is polite and honest [11, p. 144].
Therefore, mock impoliteness is interpreted as a hidden form of politeness in J.
Leach's classification.

Mock impoliteness is given in detail in J. Culpeper's classification. He calls this
form of impoliteness superficial, indirect impoliteness, since it is used in order not to
cause offense [6, p. 349-367]. One of the interesting points in this classification of
the researcher is the analysis of J. Leach's ideas on this issue and the additions made
to that analysis by J. Culpeper. J. Culpepper, expressing his opinion on J. Leach's
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association of artificial impoliteness with close, intimate relationships, notes that
"this form of impoliteness occurs not only in close relationships, but also between
people with a sufficient social distance™. He claims that the context is important here,
and J. Leach did not take this issue into account. This is mainly reflected in
advertising slogans [6, pp. 349-353]. So, if in the classifications of J. Leach, P.
Brown and S. Levinson, artificial impoliteness is based on intimate relationships,
then in the classification of J. Culpepper, in addition to not taking into account
intimate relationships, context plays a key role.

There are also a number of critical opinions in the classifications we have
mentioned about artificial impoliteness. One of these criticisms concerns the fact that
artificial impoliteness indicates that the speaker says something falsely, incorrectly,
that is, in the classifications of J. Leach and J. Culpepper. In this regard, S. Mills
disagrees with the fact that “mock impoliteness allows the speaker to express
something closer to his true, real feelings and thoughts in an exaggerated,
exaggerated form and at the same time convey it in a way that can be interpreted
superficially” [12, p. 124].

In our opinion, S. Mills disagrees with this idea with the issue of close
relationship and aimless, thoughtless expression expressed in previous classifications
(C. Culpeper, C. Leach). He even refers to Janet Yedes’s (J. Yedes, 1996) analysis of
insults and jokes used to complete tasks in difficult situations at work to confirm this
idea. It is difficult to fully agree with this idea. The point we disagree with here is
that insults used or rude expressions used as a joke can create mock impoliteness, but
this can happen only when there is a close relationship between the addresser and the
addressee and the expressions are not perceived in their real meaning. Another point
of disagreement is that sometimes such expressions are perceived in their real, true
meaning by the addressees, which also causes controversy. So, the first situation is
an indicator of artificial impoliteness, and the second situation is an indicator of
impoliteness. At the same time, Gringer's research also shows that nurses generally
use mockery or humor to control patients, and the purpose of doing this is to show
that they are in a close relationship with them in order to alleviate their anxiety
(Gringer2004). In addition, P. Brown and S. Levinson note that “insulting someone
in front of an audience in a joking manner is evaluated by the audience as a close,
intimate relationship between these individuals (the addresser and the addressee)” [5,
p. 134]. Summarizing the critical opinions, it can be noted that mock impoliteness is
not only a form that is used accidentally and purposefully between friends and family
members, but also occurs between people who have a sufficient social distance,
provided that it does not cause offense. Here, by purposeful, as seen in the analyses
of both J. Yedes and Gringer, it is meant to perform some task.

After mentioning the classifications related to mock impoliteness, let's pay
attention to this term and what relationships it reflects and the points of its use in
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conversations. The Miriam Webster online dictionary states that the term “mock” is
classified as “having the quality of imitating something”, or “to pretend”, or “to be
insincere”. In this regard, the meaning of “fake, applied to thoughts or actions” is that
although it seems to reflect reality, it does not show the true feeling and object. J.
Culpeper classifies this issue in his work and distinguishes between real and fake
impoliteness. Fake impoliteness is classified as the absence of contextual situations
that provide real, inherent impoliteness. He claims that “fake impoliteness is
associated with both the relationship between the participants and the identity work
in the social group. Here, identity work refers to the intra-group status of group
members. That is, it is fake impoliteness used between the group leader and the
group members, between employees and the boss. For example, a boss uses such
expressions on the condition that it does not cause offense to his employees
regarding the performance of their work”. According to J. Culpeper, “fake
impoliteness affects both interpersonal relationships and status, and this fake
impoliteness is reflected in its multifaceted functions. The first function strengthens
solidarity, and this occurs between friends and close relatives with equal rights, and
at the same time provides mutual understanding between these individuals. The
second function can also be called covert oppression, where humor is used to hide
cruel and oppressive intentions while having high rights and status. The last, third
function of fake impoliteness is used to amuse some participants, especially for this
target, causing pain, but entertainment for others” [7, p. 208].

Regarding these functions, we can note that such situations are often
encountered in society. The first function occurs between family members, friends,
close relatives of equal age and rights. It happens by chance and does not cause any
offense. This function occurs in family and household discussions. The second
function reflects inequality and is a status used by some executives. The third
function is more often reflected in family discussions. In our opinion, the essence of
the latter function is to ridicule, which can be unpleasant for the target and amusing
for others. Let's look at a situation we encounter: One of the conversation
participants speaks sarcastically to his interlocutor, who has undergone cosmetic
surgery, about this operation. Although this conversation is a heartbreaking blow for
the person addressed, it is funny for some interlocutors.

Mock impoliteness or inherent impoliteness

The multifunctionality, that is, the multifaceted nature of mock impoliteness
creates a problem in understanding it as false or inherent impoliteness during a
conversation. In this regard, J. Culpeper notes that “interviewees may not perceive an
event in the same way: while one understands the event as mock impoliteness, the
other understands it as inherent impoliteness” [7, pp. 213-215]. In solving this
problem, it is necessary to pay attention to the differences in the analysis of mock
impoliteness. In this regard, D. Bousfield proposed a conceptualization of mock
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impoliteness. In his opinion, “mock impoliteness constitutes an assessment in both
the addressee and the addressee, and this is theorized separately from the social
activity and habit corresponding to this assessment”. This means that mock
impoliteness or banter are expressed as separate concepts. Here, mock impoliteness
constitutes the evaluation, and the joke constitutes the activity. Such evaluation
(social evaluation) consists of judging a person and an attitude, or evaluating that
person and an attitude. Let us note that social evaluation is understood as the idea
and judgment formed on the basis of the behavior and speech of a person. Social
behavior is the verbal and nonverbal behavior of individuals that takes into account
the reactions and actions of others. What is analytically important here is that the
evidence we pay attention to for the joint construction and mutual acquisition of this
social behavior is not synonymous with the evidence required for the specific
evaluation of that behavior [9, pp. 251-274]. Regarding such social behavior, it
should be noted that since the reaction of the addressee is taken into account in this
form of behavior, it is called a banter, otherwise the real evaluation of this behavior
would mean the presence of impoliteness. As we have seen, the concepts of mock
impoliteness and banter are very close to each other. Considering this proximity,
although J. Leach uses these terms as synonyms, D. Bousfield considers that there is
a barrier between them, that is, he considered the problem of analyzing mock
impoliteness separately or in conjunction with the second form (jokingly - banter). In
their article on mock impoliteness, written together by D. Bousfield and M. Haugh,
they explain mock impoliteness as a term that evaluates “impolite behavior”,
“unpolite behavior” [10, p. 1119]. Here they take the number of participants in the
conversation as a basis. If the conversation is between two people, then mock
impoliteness should be perceived as mock impoliteness. Moreover, if the
conversation is between three or more people, then mock impoliteness may be
perceived by one of the participants not as impolite behavior, but as impolite
behavior. In such situations, noticeable tension arises. The presence of homonyms
between these terms (impoliteness and impoliteness) is associated with mock
impoliteness. Therefore, mock impoliteness is understood neither as politeness nor
impoliteness, but rather as impoliteness from a conceptual point of view. The
concept of “non-impolite” is based here on an allowable offense, that is, it is not
evaluated as polite or impolite. The threat that causes offense is associated with the
characteristics of the person addressed among individuals, and the fact that these
characteristics are known to the addresser creates the conditions for the addressee to
speak in this way.

Conclusion.

From all the above, it can be concluded that mock impoliteness is a type of
impoliteness used with the aim of not causing offense. According to J.Culpeper,
Bousfield, and Huff, mock impoliteness is impolite expressions that are superficially,
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superficially accepted by the other party. The superficial, superficial acceptance of
these expressions is based on a close relationship. Leach, on the other hand, equates
mock impoliteness with a joking expression. J.Culpeper disagrees with his opinion
and claims that although a joke expresses impoliteness, it is sometimes not
superficially accepted. Whether impolite expressions are perceived superficially or
indirectly depends on the context. It is also based on close relationships. Such
expressions are not perceived indirectly between people who are not in a close
relationship. Whether impolite expressions are perceived as superficially impolite
also depends on the number of participants in the communication. If there are two
people (the speaker and the addressee) during the communication, then impolite
expressions express mock impoliteness. If there are two listeners, one may perceive
the said expression superficially, while the other may understand it as direct
impoliteness. In general, mock impoliteness occurs when the above-mentioned points
are present.
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Xiilasa
MUXTOLIF KONTEKSTLORDO HOQIQI VO SAXTA NOZAKOTSIZLIK
Abbasova Aytamiz Abbas
Saxta nozakotsizlik todqigatgilar torofindon saxta, silini nozakotsizlik,
zarafatyana deyimlor ki- mi tosnif edilir. Belo hallarin saxta, siini nozakotsizlik
adlandirilmasiC. Kalpeper, M.Haf, D.Bousfild torofindon iddia olunur, ancaq
zarafatyana deyimlo sinonim olmasinit C.Li¢ bildirir. C. Kalpeper 6z kitabinda bu
mosaloni hoaqiqi vo saxta nozakatsizlik adi altinda genis sokilds tosnif edir. O saxta
nozakotsizliyi six miinasiboto vo konteksto osaslanan sothi Otori nozakotsizlik kimi
ifads edir vo haqiqi nazakatsizliyi birbasa real monada islonon ifadolor kimi sorh edir.
C.Li¢ hesab edir ki, saxta nozakotsizlik nozakotsiz sozlori qarsi torof {iclin oldugu
kimi deyil, na- zakatli miiraciot kimi gobul edilmasi magamlaridir. C. Kalpeper vo
C.Lig¢in siini nazakatsizlik tosnifatla- rina birmonali yanagmayan todqiqatgilardan biri
do Mill olmugdur. Mill C.Kalpeperin, C.Li¢in tosnifatla- rinda ifads olunan yaxin
miinasibat vo mogsadsiz, diislinlilmomis ifados olunmasi masalasi ilo razi- lasmir. O,
(Mill) bu fikrinin tasdiqlonmasi iigiin Yedesin (Yedes, 1996) isds ¢otin situasiyalarda
tap- siriglarin yerino yetirilmosi iigiin istifado olunan tohqir vo zarafatlarin tohlilino
istinad edir. Miriam Vebsterin onlayn liigatindo gostorilir ki, siini, saxta termini
(mock) nayiss yamsila- maq xiisusiyystine malik olmaq yaxud biclik etmak, vo ya
geyri-somimi olmaq, kimi tosnif edilir. Saxta, siini nozakotsizlik kimi
doyorlondirildikdo s6hbat zamani deyilon belo ifadolor {invanlanan to- rofindon 6tori,
sothi gobul edilir. Nozakotsizliyin {invanlanan torofindon Gtori, sothi qabul edilmasi
homsohbotlor arasinda six miinasiboto osaslanir. Zarafatyana deyimlo saxta
nazakatsizlik sinonim gotiiriildiikdo s6hbat zamani deyilon ifado bir homsdhbot
torofindon saxta nozakotsizlik kimi gobul edildiyi halda, digor homso6hbat torofindon
haqiqi nozakatsizlik kimi qobul edilir. Bu ziddiyyetin qaldirilmast ii¢lin hor iki
terminin ayri-ayriliqda tosnif edilmasi magsadouygundur.
Umumiyyatlo, six miinasibat, sosial status, kontekst kimi miihiim amillor nozora
alindigda {iin- vanlanan nozakotsiz ifadolor saxta nozakotsizlik vo ya qeyri-
nazakatsizlik kimi qobul edilir.
Acar sozlor: saxta nazakatsizlik, qeyri-nazakatsizlik, kontekst, sosial davranus,
sosial dayarlondirma, birbasa nazakatsizlik.
Pe3rome
AHAJIN3 BHYTPEHHEHN U TIPUTBOPHOM HEBEKJIMBOCTH B
PA3JIMUHBIX KOHTEKCTAX
A0bGacoBa Aiitemus Addac
HesexmmBocTh mMeeT J1Be (POPMBI, B KOTOPBIX CII0OBA BRIPAXKAIOT €€ MPSMO U
KocBeHHO. Korja ciioBa UCMONB3YIOTCS B OTPUIIATEILHOM 3HAUEHUH, TO €CTh UMEIOT
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IIPSIMOE 3HAYEHHE, OHHM Ha3bIBAIOTCS BHYTPEHHEH HEBEKIMBOCTBIO. Ecim ke Takue
CJIOBa HCIIOJIb3YIOTCA MPOHHYECKHU, B IIYTIUBOM ¢opMe, TO KOCBEHHO OHH
BBIPAKAIOT [IPUTBOPHYIO HEBEKIIUBOCTD.

B cratbe paccmaTpuBaeTCsi aHaJIM3 CEMEMHBIX PAa3rOBOPOB, BO3ZHUKHOBEHUE
HEBE)KJIMBOCTU KakK CJIEICTBHE HEIOBOJIBCTBA MEXKIY WICHAMH CEMbHU BO BpEMs
pa3roBopa, MPUUMHBI HEBEXKJIMBOCTU CPEIN COOECETHUKOB, a TAK)Ke MPUUYUHBL, IO
KOTOPBIM YJICHBI CEMbU CKJIOHHBI BECTH ce0si HEBEXKJIMBO BO BpeMs pa3roBopa.
Wuoraa cioBa, KOTOpbIE yIOTPEOISIOT COOECeTHUKH, BBIPAXKAIOT HEBEKIUBOCTh, HO
HE BBI3BIBAIOT OOM] MEXIY YYaCTHHKAMH pPa3roBopa. JTO HAa3bIBACTCS JIOKHOM
HEBEXKIIMBOCTHIO U B €€ OCHOBE JIeXKAT ONM3KHUE (IPYKECKHE) OTHOIICHUS MEXKIY
JTroApMHU. OTa (hopMa HEBEXKIIMBOCTH YaCTO MCIOIB3YETCS B CEMEHHBIX pPa3roBOpax,
U €€ WCIOJb30BAaHHWE WIEHAMH CEMbU HE YyXyAumaer oTHoueHus. [loanuuuas
HEBEXKJIMBOCTh — ATO (pOpPMa HEBEKIIMBOCTH, YCYTYOJSIOIIas CUTYaIlMIO BO BpeMs
pasroBopa. 37ech HEMpPUSATHBIE BBIPAKEHUS BOCIPHUHHMAIOTCS KaK OCKOpOIEHUS,
BBI3BIBAIOT OOMIy MEXIy COOCCeTHHMKAMH M CO3MAI0T TOYBY JJISI TOTO, YTOOBI
pasroBop crai emle Oosee HampspKeHHbIM. Yaie BCcero 3To MPOUCXOJUT, KOrAa y
YYaCTHUKOB DPa3sroBOpa €CThb OXUAAHMS. OJTa (hopMa HEBEXKIJIMBOCTH MNPUBOAUT K
HCIIOJIb30BaHUIO0 HEYMECTHBIX BepOajbHBIX M HEBEPOATbHBIX BBIPAKEHHM, 000CTpsis
OTHOIIEHHSI MEXIY YYaCTHHKaMH pa3roBOpa, 4YTO OOECIeYMBaeT Iepexoll OT
HEBEXJIMBOCTH K rpybocTtu. [IpuunHa, Mo KOTOpoil B CEMEHHBIX pa3roBOpax yarie
BCETO BO3HMKAIOT HEBEXKJIMBBIC CHTYAllMH, 3AKIIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO COOECETHHUKH
NPOXKHUBAIOT BMeCTe (B OJHOM JOME) U B PE3ysbTaTe UM MPUXOJUTCS MPOBOIUTH
BMECTE OIPENEICHHYI0 4acThb JIHs, WICHBl CEMbU B XOJ€ pa3roBopa IO-pa3HOMY
OTHOCATCS K Ipo0jIeMe U OHU HE COTJIAIAIOTCs IPYT C IPYroM.

[anee B craTbe paccMaTpuBaETCS MCIOJb30BAaHUE WICHAMH CEMBU B
pasroBope ACHCTBUM, YrpOKAIOIIMX JIMIY, U JEHCTBUM IO CHACEHUIO JHIA. AKT
YIPO3bI JIMIY BBI3BIBACT HANPSIKEHHE, TOTJAa KAK COXpPAHEHHE JHULA IPUBOJIHUT K
YMEHBIIECHUIO HENO0BOJIBLCTBA. YIPO3a JIMIY U HCIOIb30BAHUE CPEIACTB COXPAHECHMS
JMIA SBISIIOTCSA TIOKA3aTeeM CTaTyca 4eloBEeKa B ceMbe. B 3aBeplieHuu, B CTaThe
U3y4yaeTcs HEBEKIMBOCTh BIACTHBIX JIIOJCH, CUMTAIOIMX ceOsl BBINIE BCEX
OCTaJbHBIX B CEMbE, a TaKXke KIACCUPUIUPYIOTCS METOAbl YCTpPaHEHUS
HEBEKJIMBOCTH B CEMEHMHBIX Oecenax.

KuroueBrbie €10Ba: HEBEKJIMBOCTb, JIOKHASI HEBEKJINBOCTD, MOJJIUHHAS
HEBEeKJIHBOCTh, YIP03a pPenyTaluH, aKT COXpaHEeHH JINLA, CEMEHHbIH AUCKYPC,
aHaJIU3 pas3rosopa.
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