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The trade of exchanging insults is as old as hutpaiself. However, it
has only recently found its expression in the tedhat exists in parallel with
ours, the world of Information Technologies and @mmications. Today,
the Internet offers a wide range of electronic fosuand discussion boards
where controversial opinions on a variety of issuesy generate heated
online debates and arguments. Unfortunately, Aahal communication on
the net is harmonious and organized. Like faceat®finteraction, virtual
communication also implies situations when partios contradict or
criticize each other, express their negative altit@and emotions towards
each other. In such situationsersvirtually turn intoabusers

What is perceived as conflict in face-to-face iatdion is known as
flaming in e-communication. Flames denote verbahcks in electronic
forms, like via e-mail or in a chatroom, and flasia@re people keen on
starting fights in virtual reality. The communicadi intent of flaming
messages is to criticize, offend or insult the uSksually, flames do not start
from scratch but may be provoked by various factiike the negative
disposition of the users or their conflicting vieausd actions. In some cases,
flaming may be a kind of strategy of inviting thiteation of other users or
aggravating their aggression.

In the second part of the ®@entury, linguists started considering the
importance of context in the interpretation of sewcks. Most of the
conventional features of context, which includeakees, hearers, time and
setting of communication, lose their value in oelinteraction and acquire
new functions and definitions. Thus, unlike facddoe interaction, online
communication offers us an opportunity to conduatnerous conversations
at the same time and with a wide range of addre$$esdistinction between
a speaker and a hearer may seem very slight heneseas actually do not
communicatewnith butamongeach other. In flaming we havamers(those
who post aggressive and hostile messagesjlameéeshose who are flamed.

Unlike, traditional forms of conflictual interachiosuch as arguments,
disputes or quarrelfiamingtakes place in the so-called virtual reality where
the conventions of time and space do not work omrkwdifferently
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for individual users. Therefore, it seems inappiaipr to talk about time
within the framework of virtual reality as one mpyn at midnight an e-
forum the local users of which have just witnessedsunrise. However, the
space for online communication, as well as for ipgstlaming messages is
always the same, theyberspace the communicative intent of flaming
messages is tattack, insult or abuse the addressee, and theafahilaming
messages is mostly that of a chat.

Our study reveals that users tend to be more cemifilnd aggressive in
online interaction than in face-to-face situatidmscause of the distanced and
direct nature of the communication and the lackpEssure to conform to
norms.

Yet, many channels of communication available oefto-face encounters
are missing on the net. Online communication ugudéprives us of the
opportunity of registering our interlocutors’ praso and non-verbal means
of communication, unless we have a webcam or aapihmne handy. To
make up for such missing signals as facial expoes&ye contact, and body
movement, users take advantage of the visual dkttle computer screen to

produce new kinds of cues.

Our analysis of flaming messages retrieved fromouar bulletin boards,
forums, and chat parlors has revealed that useyscorae up with a range of
technigues to compensate for this. Thus, to indi¢che intensity of their
negative emotions supposed to be reflected in thaoe pitch, users may
type their messages in all upper case to suggestthiey are angry and
annoyed. Using only capital letters correspondsstiouting loudly into
someone’s ear and is considered to be impolite-@@nemunication. For

In 1981, Scott Fahlman, devised the so-cafiedleysfor encoding and
conveying one's feelings in electronic mail, messagards and Internet
newsgroups. Actually, smileys were soon succeegeenfoticons, as some
of the emotions denoted by these symbols coulaiwaly be associated with
smiles. Today, emoticons make part and parceleftrternet culture and no
wonder that their number increases daily. Our stdiave revealed more
than 40 emoticons, widely used in flaming messaljes.interesting to note,
that in some situationemotionsmay smooth the conflictual interaction
between users and prevent further conflicts onliRer example, the
statementYou’re an idiot©) looks and sounds less offensive with a smiley
than without it.

Another widely-employed trick is excessive pundat In e-com-
munication, particularly in flaming messages, puatibn does not simply
perform the function of dividing sentences or pesalsut may be
used deliberately by flamers to signal their disapal of each other’s
comments or simply to emphasize how strong thewtems are. One of the
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mMOSt_charactersic reatwures or Tlamlng message§ﬁes undue use of

exclamation and question marks, as it is illusttatethe example below:
1. I h8 umbridge she is ttttttoooooo mean i think sheuld b dead

Frequent are the cases, when the so-called flamtegt of the message
can not only be perceived from the content and fofrthe message itself,
but from such extralinguistic factors, as the niokscolours chosen by the
users for chatting online. In this case, the bamkgd information of the
addresses is to be taken into account. Thus, tise have readHarry
Potter books may easily guess that the user behind thne Na@ldemortcan
hardly be supposed to lead a poetry discussion wigm, or that the
hellraiseris definitely not an angel. At the same time, ssage typed in all
red may prompt that the user is ready to startamdl and make a verbal
attack, whereas a message in a colourful format empurage a positive
disposition. For instance, in the following encamtQuitana types her
sentence in red signalling her intention to staftme, whereas, Jenva, her
interlocutor, does not swallow the bait and resgowith a message, where
he deliberately misspells Quitana’s name and wiitaslow case, indicating
his reluctance to get involved into a flame.

2. QUITANA: Hi everyone, | see that nobody here can talk prope
English

JENVA: quintana, have you come to teach us how to sjpeagerly?
(ESL Café Forum)

As far as the semantic content of flaming message®ncerned, their
characteristic language means may include:

e Offensive salutations. Most flamers address their victims aserds,
geeks or lamersObviously, these salutations achieve the desrafiect on
the addressees and the latter swallow the bait.

¢ Personalization. What can be considered rude and impolite in faee-to
face interaction gains a touch of individuality aadcentricity in online
communication. Thus, most of the users are keerpamsonalizing their
messages, using such staress immensely dislike, i hateloathe etc.

¢ Intensifiers. The examples provided below demonstrate how the in
tensifiersutterly, terribly tend to have a heightening effect on the adjestive
they modify and denote a scale upwards from theunasd norm.

4. Umbridge isutterly loathsome! Can you please vote against her on my
poll? (Harry Potter Forum)



172 Bekaryan L. A.

5. It wasterribly written. (The Da Vinci Code Forum)

¢ Interjections signal the users’ negative emotions and feelidgsong
these araurrrgh, indicating the flamer’s negative disposition eee disgust
towards the flamee or the subject of the discusdier heemostly used to
mock the flameegaahexpressing the speaker’s disagreement, etc

e Derogatory or insulting words and expressions express the speaker’s
critical attitude. Taboo words on the other hand,reot so frequent in virtual
reality, as we expect them to be. Netiquette destdihat users should respect
each other and restrain themselves from swearitgande banned from
chatrooms and e-forums.

As we can see, the choice of medium used for contation also
dictates the way communication should precede.s Indt necessary to
associate conflicts with political fractions, fagnilscandals or hostile
encounters. Today, face-to-face interaction isnipsground to electronic
discourse, the language of e-mail, online forums, text messaging.

Still, we believe, that users might benefit moreowdd they realize the
simple fact, that the battlefield in the cyberspaae easily be transformed
into the field for cooperation, where discussionpraductive exchange of
opinions or negations can provide and achieve ntioa@ aggression,
antagonism and offensive words.
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Lhpju dudwtwljuopownid, ghnnipjut b wkjuuhjuyh qupqugduin

qnigpupwg, hwjuwdwpimput nunmdbwuhpnipnitt wpphwuwb k
nupdl] twl, wjuybu Ynsgws, pyugiu) hpwluwiinmpjut wuwydwhbbpnud,
npukin hwjudwpunipyut npubinpnidutpp hwynth Eu g4 winduindudp b
dwnbwiuomd ki wgpbuhy  punyph, quypnyp  wpunwhwynng
hwnnpnyugpnipnibikp, npntp dwduyynud  Eu LEjupnbwght
twdwlugnmpjut Ukp Jud hunbtptubnmd ptupwugnn qpnigh pupwugpnid:
dihutph hunnppuljgujut tyuwwnwli E pubugunt] jud Jhpuynplp
qpnigujghti: d1bpd-ninkpdutipp upnn b wadhpwljuinpbu juwdws 1hutg
hwdwlwpghs ogunugnpénnutph hnghpwtwlwb npwlukph, twpnpy hw-
nnppuljguljut thnpdh htwn b wyh: Zudwlwpgsuyhtt phuljnipunid Hrkyd-
nintpdutpp hhdtwlwind tonipuwynpynid Eu junupuwyphtt (hnpowngupd
Jhpwynpwpttp, wbwpquip b wybk) b wnyugpuliub dhongubpny
(gnuyubp, JYhnwnpmpmnil, snuwuwn, wuydwbwlwb tpwbubp b wyb):
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SI3bIK BUIPTY AJIbHOT'O KOHQJINKTA

BEKAPAH JI. A.(Pecny6uka Apmenus, r. Epesan)
Pe3zome

IToraTtue xKoH(IMKTAa B TIOCIemHee BpeMs CTAjJO IIPUMEHATHCA B PA3IMYHBIX
o01ecTBeHHBIX cdepax: B IIOIUTHKE, CIIOPTE, eJI0BOM U 3JIEKTPOHHOM OOLIEHUN
U T.J.

MexJIMIHOCTHBIM KOHQIUKT B KOHTEKCTe BHPTYyaJIbHON peajbHOCTH HMeeT
CBOU o0y AUTeTbHBIE IIPUYUHEI. CoumanpHO-IICUXOIOTHYECKIe u
KOMMYHUKAaTHBHO-IIParMaIMHTBUCTHYEeCKHE OCOOEHHOCTH  MEXJIMYHOCTHOTO
KOMMYHHUKATHUBHOTO KOH(IMKTA BBIABJIAIOT peueBOM MeXaHU3M KOH(IMKTHOTO
IViajioTa BO BCEMUPHOI CeTH U dJIeKTPOHHOM OOILIeHHH.



