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The paper offers the author’s idea on social networks as a subject for research in the sphere
of criticism of media speech, namely, from the point of view of compliance with the etiquette
principles in the communication process. As a linguistic material, the social network for par-
ents “country of moms” was chosen: it brings together women of reproductive age to discuss
issues related to family and children. Discussion in social networks develops a dispute mod-
el, yet it has a spiral structure. This makes it particularly interesting to consider the second
remarks of dialogues in terms of possibility or impossibility of turning them into remarks-
incentives, which is largely due to their compliance or non-compliance with the norms of
network etiquette. In the study, such models of the second remarks as a remark of response,
a remark of argument, a question, a blocker question, a blocker remark were defined. It was
found that an important manifestation of second remarks’ etiquette is the principle of using
citation in them. When the user is focused on the constructive continuation of the dialogue
(in remarks-reponses and remarks-arguments), the citation is carried out by means of lexi-
cal formulas that are semantic dominants of the discussion and that allow the interlocutors
to establish (or confirm) the subject of the dispute, their assessment and behavioral attitudes
(motivation). When provoking a refusal to communicate or continue the discussion in a de-
structive way, this principle of etiquette is not observed: the user either shifts the semantic ac-
cents towards semantically less significant, but more advantageous ones from the perspective
of the opponent’s speech disorientation elements (this is typical for the blockers — questions),
or develops his/her own formulas, engaged in self-citation at each turn of the discussion (in
remarks-blockers).

Keywords: etiquette, social networks, the second remarks, dialogue, comment.

Problem statement. Social networks “are online platforms designed to organize,
reflect, and structure social relationships in the Internet” [Samsonova 2018: 413]. There
are several approaches to the study of social networks in modern science, depending on
the scientific direction in which they are studied. One of the vectors of understanding
this phenomenon is the consideration of social networks as a kind of social media along
with blogs, forums, messengers, etc. [Scott 2010]. At the same time, social networks
are an open communication system and have the form of a dialogue, which is formed
by users’ remarks and has a spontaneous and situational character. Like any dialogue,
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a dialogue in social networks needs to be harmonized which is a necessary condition
for effective communication. It is well-known, a harmonious dialogue is determined by
the following conditions: “1) the consistency of the interlocutors’ strategies and tactics;
2) tone of communication, mutually acceptable for the communicants; 3) sincere (not
ostentatious) interest in the subject of discussion, as well as in the content of what was
said by the interlocutor; 4) adequate verbal and non-verbal embodiment of the par-
ticipants’ communicative attitudes in the dialogue; 5) achievement of at least partial
understanding and agreement of the parties in the process of speech act” [Kolokoltseva
2009]. However, within the social networking, the nature of harmonization is defined by
the following trends: 1) using units typical of the spoken language, — colloquialization;
2) game-style expressivity; 3) poly-codes used; 4) reduction and coarsening of speech
style associated with lack of users’ education, and with the anonymity of communica-
tion in social networks [Matusevich 2016]. Thus, it can be assumed that a social network
is a communicative system characterized by special ethical and aesthetic characteristics
of speech behavior caused by the pragmatics of communication in the network. In par-
ticular, the network etiquette as a means of dialogue harmonization, opposing speech
aggression, which is perceived by the addressee as a threat, insult, dislike, etc., has its
own peculiarities [Maidanova 1997]. Consequently, one of the possible approaches to
the study of social networks may be considering them in line with the criticism of media
speech, which also considers media speech in terms of its compliance with ethical and
aesthetic norms [Vasilieva 2018: 45]. Although research in this area mainly concerns in
the speech activity of a professional in the media sphere [Bessarabova 2015; Surikova
2004], we should also consider changes in the norm of network communication, their
compliance or non-compliance with constant norms (politeness, respect for the inter-
locutor, truthfulness, ability to listen).

Background. The concept of “social networks” has been actively used in sociology
since the middle of the last century, but in a different meaning than it is assumed in this
study. Social networks were understood as social groups (organizations) of different levels
(see [Travers, Milgram 1969; Fischer 1982; Wellman 1979] and many others). Currently,
social network analysis is an actively developing interdisciplinary research practice [Bear-
man, Moody, Stovel 2004; Koester, Glanz, Baron 2005], which is based on mathemati-
cal graph theory and empirical research in anthropology and sociology. In this case, the
so-called nodes and the interactions between them are studied. With the emergence and
development of the Internet space, some of these studies began to use electronic resources
as empirical material.

Now social Internet networks are actively studied by methods of various sciences:
in sociology [Castells 1996; Dulina, Efimov, Nebykov, et al. (ed.) 2014; Efimov 2015], in
philosophy — as a system that has the properties of autopoiesis and causes the subject
transformation [Lavrenchuk 2011], in psychology — in terms of virtual reality’ impact on
mental development and human health [Nosov 1997], in the theory of journalism — as a
form of electronic media [Akopov 1998].

Social networks also become a subject of analysis in linguistics: first, in the frame-
work of general arguments about the language in the Internet and its influence on the
Russian language [Kostomarov 2005; Goroshko 2007], and secondly, in the works on the
verbal behavior of social network users [Popova, Voznesenskaya, Kolesova and others
2012; Grishanina 2017; Fisher, Smith, and Welser 2006].
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There are also a few works on speech etiquette in social networks, however, they con-
sider it narrowly as the norm of politeness speech formulas use [Zoltner, Shaburova 2017].
L.R.Duskaeva writes: “Speech etiquette in mass media is a speech resource specific not
only for the media sphere as a whole, but also for the speech types and forms in it, aimed
at harmonizing communication: cooperation, taking into account the communicative in-
terests of the addressee, his/her needs, thematic and ideological preferences” [Duskaeva
2018: 235]. A complex consideration of speech etiquette in social networks as a means of
speech activity harmonization in different situations of communication: (about etiquette
in this sense also: [Duskayeva, Kornilova 2012]) has not yet been undertaken. Meanwhile,
the relevance of the stated problem is obvious, which is proved by numerous “non-profes-
sional” generalizations on speech etiquette in social networks, as a rule, which are a set of
rules or tips for a generalized user of a generalized network (for example: “15 golden rules
of etiquette in social networks” («15 30/10TBIX IIPAaBUJI 3TUKETA B COLMAIBHBIX CETAX»),
Interesno. 14.11.2016; “15 rules of etiquette in social networks, which are shameful not
to know” («15 mpaBmI aTHKeTa B COLMAIBHBIX CETSX, KOTOPbIE CTBIAHO He 3HaTb»), Cos-
mopolitan. 4.11.2017 and the like). In this study, it is expected to consider speech means
of harmonization and dis-harmonization of a dialogue in different models of the second
remarks in social networks illustrated with examples from “Country of Moms”.

Research methods. For the development of the presented problem we used the whole
complex of methodological tools of linguistic and stylistic text analysis. The study involves
several stages:

1) identification of the second remarks models in the dialogue of the social network
for mothers;

2) definition of speech tools aimed at harmonization or dis-harmonization of the
dialogue;

3) establishment of pragmatics of the found speech means’ use depending on the
strategy of speech behavior chosen by the specific user.

Material analysis. The social network “Strana mam” (https://www.stranamam.ru/) is
a platform for the parental (or future parents’) discussion of various issues, mainly relating
to children, family relations and leisure activities. The network brings together women of
different ages, levels of education and social status (men are much less likely to be mem-
bers of such communities).

Communication mainly has a value-oriented character — to a greater extent, of
course, they are talking about family values. The mission of the network is formulated by
the resource administration as follows: “our network is created exclusively for pleasant
and interesting communication, useful for its participants”, that is, one can observe the
initial orientation to harmonious communication among the participants. Compliance
with the rules of the forum is followed by the moderators and administration. The main
prohibitions relating to speech behavior are the ban on obscene vocabulary use, on transi-
tion into personal matters, the incitement of ethnic.

In this case, the models of the second remarks and the manifestation of etiquette in
each of them are considered basing on the example of “Public breastfeeding” discussion.
The material was chosen not by chance: firstly, its significance is due to the resonance of
this topic among the network users, which is confirmed by a large number of comments
(7440 at the time of writing this paper; only broad topics related to the overall health of
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mother and child have more comments); secondly, it is focused on value-oriented discus-
sion, due to the theme; third, the users express opposite points of view on the problem
submitted to the initial post (whether to feed or not to feed a baby in public).

The structure of any social network discussion can be presented as follows:

— initial post (stimulus cue);
— reactions of the first row (remarks-incentives for secondary remarks of the
second row);
— remarks-reactions of the second row...

Discussion initiates a new discussion, splits into local discussions affecting individual
users. Thus, there may be remarks-reactions of the third row, of the fourth row, etc. Each
second remark can, in its turn, become a remark-stimulus, and a possible basis for their
classification is the ability to undergo this transformation, which will depend on compli-
ance or non-compliance with the etiquette principles.

In this regard, the discussion is often cyclical, going back to the initial post, then go-
ing into private discussions. The number and nature of such cycles is largely determined
by the theme.

I. M. Voznesenskaya distinguishes two types of user’s verbal behavior at the dedicat-
ed forum: aggressive and logical-rational types of discussions [Popova, Voznesenskaya,
Kolesova and others 2012: 44]. With regard to the second remarks, this is manifested,
firstly, in the general willingness to continue communication, and secondly, in the nature
of communication, which the second remark is focused on — a potential remark-stim-
ulus. Thus, the second qualitative characteristic of the second remarks’ models is their
orientation to constructive or destructive communication. This orientation is manifested
in the character of the citations of the second remarks as their constructive feature [Aru-
tiunova 1986; 1990].

We consider the second remarks” models focused on continued communication to be
remarks of response, remarks of argument and questions.

A response-remark is the answer to the question asked in the initial post. This type
is the basis of responding remarks of the first row. Etiquette in this model of the sec-
ond remarks is manifested in the repetition of semantic dominants, which are a means
of expression and formed by the initial post. This becomes especially obvious in the case
when the initial post is a survey. For example, in the studied discussion of public breast-
feeding admissibility, the author offers users the following question accompanied by an-
swers: Breastfeeding in public: unacceptable, normal (Ipyoroe éckapmnusarue Ha nyonuxe:
Hedonycmumo, Hopmanvro). Initially, an evaluation scale is introduced, according to
which users are asked to evaluate this mother’s action (breastfeeding in public) in relation
to the child (orientation to family values). Naturally, it is the evaluative vocabulary along
with the designation of the action and the actors that plays the role of keywords in the
comments.

Two more positions of semantic dominants are taken by words that give a quali-
tative characteristic of the action (it often defines the assessment, too) — covered, open
(npuxpoimo, omkpoimo): it is covered, to feed openly, covered breast (smo npuxpuvimo,
KopMump omxpuimo, npukpoimas 2pyov), etc. These positions are also given by the ini-
tial post, which the author ends with the following presentation of her/his own opinion:
My opinion: if you cover yourself, breastfeeding in public is acceptable (Moe muenue: ecnu
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ykpoimvcs, I'B na ny6nuxe donycmumo) (the presence of another evaluative word — ac-
ceptable — shall be noted (donycmumo)). Thus, a special formality of users’ communica-
tion on a certain topic is formed. The content of the second remarks is partly programmed:
there are key words that form the content side, evaluation and motivation. At the same
time, this programming is often felt by the users themselves, as can be seen from the com-
ments containing language reflection

lesik_1
7 October at 9:08
+1 —+

Covered is the key word (IIpukpbITas — KIi04eBoe CI0BO).

Leyland

7 October at 9:21

+5—+

I take it as something normal if it is covered, so to say. The other day I saw... a lady in metro her
baby started crying, so she lifted the sweater and her breast fell out of there, sorry, and the next-
sitting guy jumped up — he didn’t expect this. Well, honestly, it was an unpleasant sight. Now
there are a lots of special clothes or she could at least use a nappy cover. Of course, home is the
best place for it, but there are mothers who can not be at home all the time, they have no help, they
have to go shopping or whereelse. I understand it, so I take it normally, but only provided, that
this is done under cover (HopManbHO st K 9TOMY OTHOLIYCh €CIIN 3TO IIPUKPHITO, KAK TOBOPUTCSL.
51 B MeTpO TYT Bufena ... TETIO y Heé MBIl 3alUIaKasl, TAK OHA CBUTEP HOJHs/IA U OTTYAA,
U3BJMHITE, BBIBAMIACH TPYAb, A PAOM IIapeHb X MOACKOYMT — He oxupain. Hy, dectHo, 6b110
HenpusiTHoe 3permite. CelTyac IIOMHO OfieXX/IbI CIeLNaIbHOI VTN XOTb IIeJIeHOYKOI MPUKPBITH.
KoHeuHo, oMa yTydliie BCero, HO €CTh ¥ MaMbl, ¥ KOTOPBIX HET BO3MOXXHOCTHU BCE BpeMs JOMa
6BITD, HET IIOMOLIY, IPYXOJUTCS BHIXOAUTD 3a IIOKYIIKAMM MK elé Kyfa. 51 MoHMMalo, HoaToMy
HOPM/IbHO OTHOLIYCh, HO TOJIbKO IIPYU YCTIOBUY, 9TO 9TO [€/IaeTCs MPUKPHITO)..

In this case, the choice of lexical units from the synonymic series depends on the
position of the user (chest, tit(s), boobs (epyow, cucvxa(u), cucst)). The predicate also often
serves as a means of expression of an assessment (she pulled out a boob, the breast fell out
(cucvky svimausuna, 6v16anIUNACH 2PYOb)).

Remark-argument in favor of the proposed point of view, as a rule, is a remark-
reaction of the second rows, appearing in response to a comment containing the opposite
point of view. The remark-argument is put forward in defense of the previously expressed
position. Peculiarities of etiquette manifestations are similar to the cue-response. The cita-
tion is manifested in the same formula elements formed by the initial post and partly by
the comment, which became a direct incentive for this remark:

Ninnetta
7 October at 13:34
+1 —+

Only women are outraged, may be they are afraid that their man will see someone else’s breast ))))
(BO3MYIIAIOTCS TOMBKO YKEHIIMHBI, MOXKET OOSIThCS, YTO MX MY)XYMHA IPYAb IyXKYIO YBUT)

! In the original texts the authors’ spelling and punctuation is kept.
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https://www.spletenie.ru/users/lesik-l/stranamam/
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/?page=0#com105922335
https://www.spletenie.ru/users/leyland/stranamam/
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/?page=0#com105922438
https://www.spletenie.ru/users/ninneta/stranamam/
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/?page=0#com105924538

mamaLesya 79

7 October at 15:48

+7 —+

What about those boys who haven't even seen a girl’s breasts yet? You could modestly turn away or
cover the breast, instead of showing it off defiantly — I’'m a mother, what’s the problem? (Kax 65iTh

MaJIbYMIIKaM, KOTOpbIE elljé jaxke He BUIENN TPYAb AeBYIIKM? MOKHO CKPOMHO OTBEPHYTHCA MU
NPUKPBITH I'PY/Ib, & HE BRIBAIMBATD JEMOHCTPATMBHO — 5 K€ MaTbh, a Y€ TaKOBa?)

In this case, the comment, based on the remark-argument model, contains an ad-
ditional evaluative element in the form of I am a mother (s e mamyp) formula, used by
opponents of public breastfeeding and other attributes of the so-called “natural” moth-
erhood. There is a citation of a different nature: the user quotes a formula common to
supporters of his point of view, which is widely used in the Internet space in general, and
not only in this particular discussion. In this case, the formula is a provocation for the
opposite point of view supporters and a sign of unification for like-minded people, that
is, the second remark is initially arranged in such a way as to become an incentive for the
continuation of the dialogue. And since the nature of this sign is basically dual, the dia-
logue can be continued both in a constructive and destructive way.

A question as another model of the second remarks is, as a rule, initially provoca-
tive and is used to stimulate a dialogue with users who adhere to the position oppo-
site to the author’s comment. Although the same keywords are used in the questions,
the nature of their use is qualitatively different from those in responses-remarks and
responses-arguments. The keyword can be used to deny the subject of the dispute, for
example, as in this case:

Ninnetta

9 October at 6:48

0—+

Where are those breasts? How much can you see behind the child’s head? (Ime Tam Ta rpyan?
MHoro /i1 BUIHO 3a TO/I0BOJ pebeHka?)

mamalLesya 79
9 October at 19:21 .

+1—+

TThe answer for Ninnetta: Where are those breasts? How much can you see behind the child’s head? ...
You either pretend or really do not understand what many are trying to convey to you. First, breasts’
size matters. Agree that 1 and 2 will not catch the eye of others like 4, 5 will. Yes, the child’s head
will hide 1 and 2 size. If a woman has a large breast, she just physically can not get it out unnoticed
by others. That’s what this is all about. Although some do not care, having small breasts, and
DEFIANTLY expose it for feeding. I hope I explained it clearly (TOtBer g Hunnera: Ide mam ma
2py0v? MHO20 71t BUOHO 3 20710801 ...

Bel wan memaete BUJ WIM JENICTBUTEIBHO He IOHMMaeTe TOTO, YTO JO BAC MHOTUE IBITAIOTCA
IoHecTH. Bo IepBBIX — pasMmep rpyau uMeeT 3HaueHe. CornacnuTeck, 4To 1 1 2 He 6yayT 6pocaTbes
B I/Ia3a OKPY>KAWIINM, TaK Kak 4, 5 1 T.7. VI 1a, 3a ronoBoii pebenka He Oyzet BuaHo 1 u 2. Ecmn
Y JKeHIIVMHBI 6OJbluas IPyfb, TO OHAa IPOCTO (U3NUECKM He CMOXKET e€ JOCTaTh He3aMeTHO
I OKpY>KalolyX. Bor 06 aToM 1 peub. XOTsA HEKOTOpbIe He MAPATCsA, VIMes MaJIeHbKYIO IPYZib
u JEMOHCTPATVIBHO o6HaxaroT eé ajst KopMmieHusi. Hajieroch HOHATHO 00bsICHMIIA)
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https://www.spletenie.ru/users/mamalesja-79/stranamam/
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/?page=0#com105925837
https://www.spletenie.ru/users/ninneta/stranamam/
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/?page=0#com105945322
https://www.spletenie.ru/users/mamalesja-79/stranamam/
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/?page=0#com105953348
https://www.stranamam.ru/post/13771529/#com105945322

How effective was the provocation in this example, can be judged by the volume of
the comment, and the use of graphic selection (CapsLock), as well as by the presence of
emoticon, expressing bewilderment, and the number of evaluative vocabulary (to catch
the eye, unnoticed, do not care, defiantly (6pocamvcs 6 enasa, He3amemHo, He NAPSIMCS,
0eMOHCMPAMUBHO)).

As the second remarks, aimed at breaking communication, we have found such mod-
els as question-blocker and remark-blocker in the study material.

A question blocker differs from a simple question in its focus on the lack of an an-
swer. If silence in response to a question in the general situation is a violation of etiquette,
the question-blocker by its nature is aimed at “speech paralysis” of the interlocutor. In this
case, silence becomes just a means of speech etiquette, in many cases allowing to avoid
further conflict.

The citation of the second remark, organized according to the model of the question-
blocker, is based on the preceding remark. In this case, the author of the question-blocker
chooses no semantic dominants, but positions of someone else’s text that are significant
for him personally. There is a peculiar semantic and speech disorientation of the oppo-
nent, often having a manipulative character. In this respect, the refusal to answer can be
also considered a protective reaction of the user, because the response in this case would
be a deviation from the theme (the so-called flood), which is punishable by moderators
of the network.

nil 21

10 October at 0:08

+3 —+

Ninnetta writes:

Why are you irritated by the view of an eating child but aren’t by the view of an eating adult?

Not the “eating child” but the breast thrown out, often of far from the classic shapes (Huuuera
met: ITouemy U0 Kywianoujezo pebeHKa 6ac 603myuiaern, a Kyuanuezo 83pociozo Hem?

[la He “Kyratomiero pe6eHKa’, a BbIBa/IEHHOI IPY/M, 9aCTO JAIEKO He KIACCHMYeCKNX 0YepTaHMit)

Vallderama

10 October at 1:01 .

+5—+

Is the problem with the shape?

Can fat people walk in the streets, eh? Can bold ones?
(ITpo6nema B 04epTaHUAX?

A TOZICTBIM IO Y/IULIAM XOAMUTb MOXHO? A JIBICBIM?)

It is obvious that in this case the problem of public feeding was discussed which can
also provoke esthetic rejection of people around, it wasn't at all about humiliation of peo-
ple with appearance other than ideal, but the question- blocker takes the readers away to
this subject, being at the same time the hidden charge of intolerance.

Response-blocker is also a means of opponent’s speech disorientation. However, the
principle of its work is different than that of the question-blocker. Disorientation is not
due to the shift of semantic accents and substitution of semantic dominants in the second
remark, but due to the complete absence of citation in it. Outwardly, a blocking response,
if it occurs in a discussion for the first time, is completely unrelated to the previous discus-
sion:
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MAKAKA

9 October at 19:24

+3 —+

I read the above sequence of opinions. The main idea is that public feeding, so that everyone can

see it — causes rejection... (Yurana s Bime BeTKy. OCHOBHasA MBICTb — IPWIIOJHOE KOPM/ICHHE,
TaK, YTOObI BCe BCE BUJIEMI — 3TO BBI3BIBAET HEIPUATIE. ..

Ninnetta
10 October at 6:39

0—+

Don’t look at it — and that’s all))) (He cmorpure, genos 1o)

Further on, the author of the response-blocker is engaged in self-citation. Since the
network discussion is not a dispute in its classical form and has, as we mentioned above,
a spiral composition, the possibility of using the found formula is provided at each “turn”.
The user, having once found a successful formula, repeats it again and again, while main-
taining it almost unchanged with some variability (sometimes up to emoticons use): Do
not look at it, and that’s all)); Do not look and there are no problems)); Well, if it is unpleas-
ant, you can simply avoid looking; Do not look and there are no problems)) (He cmompume,
oenos mo))); He cmompume u nem npo6nem)); Hy ecriu Henpusimmo, mo moxiHo npocmo He
cmompemu; He cmompume u nem npo6nem))). The polite answer to the blocking response,
as in the case of the blocking question, is silence.

Research result. The analysis of the material showed that several models of the sec-
ond remarks can be distinguished: remark-reponce, remark-argument, question, ques-
tion-blocker, remark-blocker. Each of these models is characterized by its degree of focus
on productive communication, and therefore, its degree of etiquette expression. An im-
portant manifestation of etiquette in the second remarks is the citation, which helps the
addressee to orient in the interlocutor’s opinion. For this purpose, key lexical positions
are used, which assume the role of formulas, which are markers of the topic of conversa-
tion, evaluation and motivation. Through the use of such formulas, the second remarks
become, in turn, remarks-stimuli, which form a new round in the spiral structure of dis-
cussion in the social network. The imposition of other elements of stimulus-remarks as
a semantic dominant or the failure of the already established formulae is the basis of the
user’s orientation onto destructive communication, as is the case with questions-blockers
and remarks-blockers.

Summary. Within the framework of communication in the social network, its own
system of etiquette is formed: some comments provoke new remarks, others are focused
on interrupting communication or its continuation in a destructive way. Ignoring the lat-
ter is not a violation of network etiquette norms, but, on the contrary, a sign of following
them.

The norm itself becomes an extremely mobile concept. The difference in the models
of the second remarks is, in particular, the ability to turn into remarks-stimuli and to gen-
erate remarks-reactions of the next row, which in turn become remarks-stimuli.
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ITHUKeT BTOPBIX PEIUINK B COLMA/IbHBIX CeTAX
(ua mpumepe coumanpHoi cetu «CTpaHa MaM»)

E. A. Illeznosa
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[IpenmaraeTcs B3I/IAL aBTOPA Ha COLMANbHbIE CEeTM KaK MPEIMET IJIs ICCTIeSOBaHusI B 006-
JTACTYL KPUTUKY Mefyapedit, a MIMEHHO C TOUKM 3PeHMs COOIIOfieH sl B IIpoLiecce KOMMYHI-
Kalyy IPUHIUIIOB 9TUKETHOCT!. B kadecTBe Marepmana 6pUra BolOpaHa CoLmaabHasl CETh
nnsa poputeneit «CrpaHa MaM», KOTOpast 00beAIMHACT JKEHIIMH PEIPOAYKTUBHOIO BO3pac-
Ta I pACCMOTPEHNSI BOIIPOCOB, KAaCAOLIUXCs ceMby 1 AeTeil. O6CyXaeHMe B COLMaMTbHDIX
CeTAX PasBUBACTCH IO MOJEIN CIIOpa, HO MMeeT IpY STOM CIMPANeBUSHYIO CTPYKTYPY.
9T10 femaeT 0CO6EHHO MHTEPECHBIMI /TSI PACCMOTPEHMST BTOPbIE PEIINKY [UAIora ¢ TOU-
KI 3peHNS BO3MOXXHOCTM W/IV HEBO3MOXXHOCTY IIPEBPAIEHNS UX B PEIINKI-CTUMYJIbL, ITO
BO MHOT'OM OOYCJIOBJIEHO COOTIOfieHMEM WM HeCOOMIoeHIeM HOPM CeTeBOIl STUKETHOCTH.
B xopie mccnenoBaHus 6pUTM BbIfIeTIEHBI MOJIENV BTOPBIX PEIUINK, TaKye KaK pelinKa-OTBET,
PpeIUInKa-apryMeHT, BOIIPOC, BOIIPOC-0/I0KATOP, pellinKa-610KkaTop. Bpto ycTaHOBIEHO, YTO
Ba)XHBIM IIPOSIB/IEHNEM STUKETHOCTY BTOPBIX PEIUIMK SIBJISIIOTCS HMPUHIMIIBL MCIIONB30Ba-
HUS B HMX Umranun. [Ipy opMeHTauny mo/mp30Bare/s Ha KOHCTPYKTUBHOE IPOOIDKEHIE
muasora (B peIvIMKax-0TBeTaX M PelIMKax-apryMeHTaX) [IUTALNs OCYLIECTB/ISETCS 3a CIeT
JIeKCUYeCKMX (OPMYII, ABIAIOIMXCSA CeMAHTUYECKMMIY JOMUHAHTAMM OOCY)XIEHNS U I10-
3BOJISIOLINX COOeCeTHNKAM YCTAHOBUTD (MM HOATBEPAUTH) IIPEAMET CIIOPa, CBOIO OLEHKY
U TIOBefleHYeCKe yCTaHOBKM (mobyxkpenue). IIpu mpoBonupoBaHuy oTKasa OT OOLIeHMA
VLY IPORO/DKEHNA AMCKYCCUY B IeCTPYKTMBHOM K/II0Ye 3TOT IIPUHIIUII STUKETHOCTI He CO-
OrrofaeTCs: ONb30BaTeNb MO0 CMEIaeT CMBICTIOBBIE AKIIEHTHI B CTOPOHY CeMaHTUYECKN
MeHee 3HAYVMMBIX, HO 60jIee BBITOIHBIX C TOUKM 3PEHIsI pedeBOIl fe30PUEeHTALNN OIIIIOHEHTA
97IEMEHTOB (3TO XapaKTepPHO [JIsi BOIPOCOB-OI0KATOPOB), MO0 BBIPabaTHIBAET COOCTBEH-
HYI0 QOPMY/IbHOCTD, 3aHIMAsICh CAMOLIMTALIVEI IIPU KKIOM BUTKe 00CYXaeHNs (B peri-
Kax-6/10KaTopax).

Kniouesoie cnosa: 9TUKETHOCTD, COLIMIAJIbHbIE CETV, BTOPBIE PEIIJIVIKY, TVATIOT, KOMMeHTapI/H‘/'I.
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