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ABSTRACT

Modern linguistics pays more than ever attention to the study of verbal aggression in various types of
discourse. Day-to-day discourse is of special interest: on the one hand, communicants disclose their individual
features in it; on the other hand, it most fully reflects the cultural and national specificity of communication.
Speech aggression in day-to-day communication has a number of differences. So, both verbalized voiced
elements and unvoiced ones - zero communication sign ‘silence’ - serve as a marker of this type of speech
behavior. Silence is polyfunctional. This research studies silence as a speech act, as an elementary unit of
speech interaction in everyday life. By means of linguistic observation dialogues were recorded where silence
was included in the structure of speech behavior of participants. The analysis of functioning of this zero
marker made it possible to identify the specifics of verbal aggression in day-to-day communication.

Keywords: Day-to-day interaction, verbal behavior, verbal aggression, silence, intentional and non-
intentional silence.

PE3IOME

CoBpeMeHHast THHTBUCTUKA BCE OOIBIIEC BHUMAHHUS y/eIseT H3YyYCeHHIO PEUeBOil arpecCuy B Pa3IHIHbIX
TUIAX JUCKypca. BBITOBOI qUCKypC mpeacTaBiseT 0coObI MHTEPEC: ¢ OJHOI CTOPOHBI, B HEM INPOSBISIOTCS
HHIUBHIYaJIbHbIC OCOOCHHOCTH KOMMYHHKAHTOB, C JIPYrOd — MaKCHMAJbHO IIOJHO OTPAXKAaeTCs KyJIbTYPHO-
HalMoHaIbHAs crenuduka obmenus. PedeBas arpeccus B OBITOBON KOMMYHHUKAIMH HMeeT psj oramuuid. Tak,
MapKepoM JaHHOTO THIIA PEYEBOTO MOBEAEHMS SBISIOTCS KaK BepOaaM30BaHHBIC BOKAIH30BAHHBIC JIEMEHTHI,
TaK ¥ HEBOKAJM30BAaHHBIC — HYJIEBOW KOMMYHHMKATHBHBIN 3HAaK ‘Moiyanue’. MonuaHue Mmoiau(pyHKIHOHAIBHO.
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B 1aHHOM HCCICIOBAaHUH M3YYaeTCs MONYAHUE KaK PEUYCBON MOCTYIOK, KAK JIICMCHTApHAs €AMHHUIA PEYEBOTO
B3aUMOJCUCTBUS B ObITOBOH chepe. MeTo0oM IHNHIBUCTHIECKOTO HAOIIOACHMS ObUIH 3a)MKCUPOBAHBI UAJIOTH,
IJie MOJYaHHe BXOIAHUT B CTPYKTYpy PEUeBOTO NOBEICHUS YYACTHUKOB. AHanmM3 (QYHKIMOHUPOBAHUS JAHHOTO
HYJIEBOTO MapKepa MO3BOJIMI 0003HAYUTh cHenU(UKY pedeBOi arpeccud B OBITOBOM OOILICHHUU.

Knrouesvie cnosa: ObITOBOE OOIICHHE, peUeBOC IOBEACHUE, peueBast arpeccusi, MOJIYaHHE, MOJIYaHHE
MHTEHINOHAIBHOE U HEHHTCHI[OHAIBHOE.

n the context of communication research the study of speech behavior of communicators

is taking on increasing importance. The term ‘verbal behavior’ having appeared in

the sphere of interests of sociology, psychology and pragmalinguistics still has no
definite interpretation (Skinner 1957; Chomsky 1959; Wolfson 1988; Normand 2001;
Leigland 2007).

A number of researchers deny the awareness and purposefulness of speech behavior
(dpunze 1980; JleontbeB 1999, etc.). Meanwhile, R. Jakobson argued that ‘any verbal
behavior is goal-directed’ (Jakobson 1960). This approach is also characteristic of modern
sociolinguistics where verbal behavior is understood as ‘the process of selecting the
optimal variant for constructing a socially correct statement’ (LLsedimep 1990: 481).
Without denying the activity nature of speech behavior T.G. Vinokur also emphasizes
its socio-communicative aspect. She considers speech behavior as a set of speech acts.
From an interlingual perspective any speech behavior is determined by the patterns of
language use in speech, and from the extra-linguistic perspective — it is determined
by socio-psychological conditions for implementation of linguistic activity (Bunokyp
1993: 12).

In pragmalinguistics verbal behavior is “‘understood as a set of conventional (carried
out in accordance with the rules) and nonconventional (carried out at will) speech
acts performed by an individual or a group of individuals’ (Kmroes 2002: 15). Thus,
awareness and purposefulness are considered as key characteristics of speech behavior.

In accordance with this understanding we consider speech behavior as a goal-
oriented, motivated, predominantly controlled (through the conscious choice of speech
strategies and tactics as well as the selection of speech and linguistic means) process.

Therefore, it is speech behavior that determines the correctness/incorrectness of
communicative interaction. Entering into a communicative relationship each of the
communicants has his own vision of the communication process and his role in it, has
his own value priorities and his own ideas about this or that subject of speech. Choosing
the type of speech behavior within a specific dialogic communication the communicant
seeks to create his communicative space as a zone of real and potential contacts of each
of the communication parties (Boponiosa 2009).

When choosing the type of speech behavior the addresser (the speaker) targets
one of these three goal sets:

1) to transform the communicative space of the addressee in accordance with his
own worldview, beliefs, valuations, etc.;

2) to explicate his own views and valuations without seeking to significantly change
the views and valuations of the addressee;

3) to create a common but brand new communicative space for both the addressee
and himself.
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In accordance with the above-mentioned paradigms the main types of speech
behavior are designated as aggression, tolerance and politeness (Boponmosa 2012).

Aggression as a type of speech behavior is most commonly the subject of
sociopsychological studies (Bandura 1983; Baron 1994; Beatty 1997; Buss 1961;
Infante 1995, 1996). Meanwhile, the study of verbal aggression from the perspective
of pragmalinguistics, in our opinion, is an important factor in optimizing speech
communication.

From the point of view of the communicative-discursive approach speech aggression
is a destructive speech behavior whose parameters are determined by the conditions
and conventions of a particular discourse. Regardless of the communication type the
addresser’s attitude to communicative domination underlies aggressive communication.
This type of speech behavior is characterized by a double intention: 1) an expression
of a negative attitude towards someone (conditionally it can be designated as an
affective vector of verbal aggression); 2) an attitude towards a subject-object nature of
communication with an addressee (a pragmatic vector).

At the level of direct speech interaction speech aggression manifests itself in the
desire to seize the communicative initiative and to appropriate a priority ‘right for
speech’. Thus, the addressee becomes an object of speech aggression. The addresser
with help of various semantic and structurally-semantic methods intrudes into the
addressee’s speech space; in other words, he seeks to impose his own scenario of
communication not taking into account the interlocutor’s interests (Boponmosa 2006).
This is a goal-directed motivated speech behavior where the speaker controls the choice
of speech strategies and tactics, as well as the selection of speech and language means.
However, not so much individual linguistic and speech units (negative emotionally
loaded vocabulary, rude colloquialisms, slang words, etc.), but the purpose and specifics
of their use become relevant.

The manifestation of speech aggression in day-to-day communication is interesting
as, on the one hand, this kind of communication is characterized by spontaneity,
unpreparedness, and it expresses individual qualities of each member of this or that
linguistic culture, on the other hand, day-to-day communication is culture-specific.
Unlike social communication regulated by various institutional conventions with a
predominantly supracultural character, day-to-day communication most fully reflects a
nation’s specific communicative behavior.

By means of linguistic observation dialogues were recorded indicative of aggressive
speech behavior of the communication participant/-s that established a role of silence
in this interaction structure'.

The dialogues’ analysis considered the following indicators to be relevant:

- characteristics of the communication participants: sex, age, communicative role in
terms of a service delivery/consumption (a seller — a buyer, a buyer - a buyer, a

1. The observation has been carried out at socially significant sites of the city of Izhevsk (banks, railway
stations, public transport, post offices, hospitals, shops, etc.) for 1 year. The object of observation is
day-to-day (outside the family) sphere of communication. The participants are residents of Izhevsk.
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seller — a seller, an employee - a visitor, a visitor — a visitor, an employee - an
employee);

- characteristics of the subject of aggression: sex, age, possession of power
(force), degree of social protection, communicative role in terms of a service
delivery/consumption (a seller — a buyer, a buyer - a buyer, a seller — a seller,
an employee - a visitor, a visitor — a visitor, an employee - an employee);

- characteristics of the object of aggression: sex, age, possession of power (force),
degree of social protection, communicative role in terms of a service delivery/
consumption (a seller — a buyer, a buyer - a buyer, a seller — a seller, an
employee - a visitor, a visitor — a visitor, an employee - an employee);

- an attempt to involve third parties, speech methods;

- verbal methods of aggression, markers of aggression;

- ways to avoid aggression.

The dialogues’ analysis identified that aggressive speech behavior is quite frequent
(62.7%). The subject of aggression can be described as: an elderly woman (58%), a civil
officer (23%), a woman with a child (9%), a man in a state of alcoholic intoxication
(2%), sellers of small shops (2%), others (6%). The object of aggression is most often
presented by: men can be younger people (32%), younger people can visit public
institutions (47%), men (11%), others (10%).

The key goal of the addresser is to create a communicative imbalance aimed to
obtain a priority right for speech (communicative preferences) or to ensure himself
psychological or physical comfort at the expense of the addressee (extra-communicative
preferences).

Let us mark here that in day-to-day communication speech aggression is most often
manifested in a verbalized form and implemented through verbalized tactics.

(1) A dialogue in the supermarket ‘Vkusny Dom’ [delicious house], the checkout
lane. Participants: customers standing in a three-man line. A middle-aged woman standing
the first in the line has put a basket of groceries on the belt (A). An elderly woman (B).
A middle-aged man (C). A check-out clerk laying out the products from the basket of
the first woman (D) is evaluating and putting the products into the plastic bag.

(B): Ox, paccmasuna mym kopsuny ceoto / nocmasums HeKyoa / cuil Hem Yiice
Oepacams [/

(A): [...]

(B): Monuum / kax 6yomo He crviwium //

(A): [...]

(B): Hem, vl nocmompume Ha nee / nuxakoeo yeasicenus! //

(A): [...]

(B): Moena 6v1 cama npodykmul ceou 6 nakem ckiaovieams / 6edb 8uoum, aou
arcoym // Bapuvinsa! // Bom met panswe [...] // Ja a Ha 3a800e cmonvko nem! // U oemeii
cama // (to the check-out clerk) Ymo 3a nopaoku mym y eac? //

(D): [...] (proceeds putting products in the bag)

(B): (turning to the man) beszobpazue! //

©): [...]
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(A): (pays, picks up the bag and leaves)

(D): (politely, indifferently) 30pascmeyiime! // [lakem 6pamov 6yoeme? //

The ‘age factor’ turns out to be a sufficiently relevant one when choosing strategies
of aggressive speech behavior:

(2) (At the shop) Mum — to her crying child: He opu yorce! // Haooen! //

(3) (In the bus) A teacher — to a pupil: Ter — uouom? //

(4) (In the library, during a tour for schoolchildren): Ilempocan! // Pom 3axpuin! //

(5) (In the trolley-bus) An elderly woman to a teenager with a rucksack: Becs
npoxoo 3axpwin! // Proxsak-mo cHumams uado! // Monooesxcs! // Boobwe o nt00sax He
oymaem! //

Behavior of the subject of aggression is characterized by violation of communication
conventionality, by an unordered choice of linguistic means (colloquial, rude colloquial,
abusive vocabulary), by use of evaluative vocabulary, direct means of influence such
as imperatives (He opu, He Hol, UOU HOpmanbHo, 3amonuu), verbs in the Past tense and
the infinitive in the role of imperatives (pom saxpuin, 3amonuan ysce, dvicmpo nouien;
ecmamb, mym He cmosams), verbs in the Present tense, more often negative ones in the
3 person (ne oymaem), in the Past tense (paccencs mym, paccmasuna (about bags)),
as well as comparative constructions (C Cawrot Hukakux npobdiem He 0Obvli0, a 2MOmM,
Jlpyeas Ov1 0asHo npowenus nonpocuna), thetorical questions (M umo 30ecv cmewinoeo?).
Personal pronouns play a special role foregrounding this or that emotion of the addresser,
more often a threat through reaching out to authority:

(6) Tor co MHOH maxum monom paszeosapusaeutv? //

The marker of aggressive communication is also an appeal to a person by gender:
Mmyxcuuna, scenwuna, oesywika. In modern Russian speech etiquette the culture of
appealing to a person is at the stage of formation. The function of appeal is often
performed by constructions that were initially intended to draw the interlocutor’s attention
to the speaker (M3zsunume, ...; I[Ipowy npowenus, ...), greeting words (30pascmsyiime!,
Jlobpuiii 0env!). An appeal to a person by gender enhances the influence of the subject
of aggression, especially when it is used together with other means, for example, with
an interrogative constriction:

(7) (In the out-patient department) An office-cleaner - to a patient: Kenwuna! //
Kenwuna! // He crviwume, umo au? // A Bam 2oeopro! // He sudume, yucmo! / Kyoa
oe3 oaxun? //

(8) (In the tram) A check-taker - to a man looking out the window: Myorcuuna! //
Bam-Bam! // [lnamums 6ydem? //

In the example (8) the functioning of the verb in the I person of the plural
form emphasizes the hierarchy of communication and the objectivity of the addressee.
This form, the use of which is more appropriate for the people in power, indicates
the dependence of the addressee on the addresser (for example: an investigator - to a
prisoner: Hy umo, eosopums 6yoem?; a traffic police officer — to a driver: Hapywaem?;
a doctor - to a patient: Ha umo ocanyemca?).

An appeal to a person for some other attributes is also frequent. It is aimed at
belittling the importance of the interlocutor and causing a feeling of inferiority to him.

(9) (In the hospital, at the registration office) A medical officer - to a patient:
bonvuou! // Crooa ne exooums! // JKoume y cmouixu //
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The functioning of the generalized nomination as an appeal to a person should be
pointed out: monodesxncn, sHceHujuHbl, OOIBLHYBLE, THOOU.

(10) (In the tram) An elderly woman - to teenagers: Hy umo, monooesxco, ycmynume
mecmo? //

(1) (In the hospital) A medical officer - to a patient: JKenwuwner! // Tym ne
cmosams! // Xooums mewaeme! //

In addition to the "age factor" that influences the choice of the addresser in favor
of strategies of aggressive speech behavior, the "gender factor" also becomes relevant by
enabling the weaker sex (a woman) to direct her aggression to the stronger sex (a man).

(12) (In the transport) Myowcuuna! // [lomoeume! // He suoume / umo nu / sceHujuna
KOACKY He mooicem noouams // (appealing to a neighbor) Myowcuku nownu! //

Silence is one of the markers that characterize aggressive speech behavior in day-
to-day communication.

However, silence as a speech act in the structure of a communicative act can
perform various functions: to mark consent or indecision, to demonstrate politeness or
unwillingness to speak with a representative of a lower status group, etc. (Jensen 1976).

But silence as a non-verbalized communicative sign most often fulfills the role of an
utterance-reaction (response silence) in the structure of an aggressive communicative act.
If silence demonstrates ‘a refusal to make another statement, i.e. zero deed’ (/lemMbsiHKOB
1989: 43), then such a purposed communicative discrepancy can be considered as a
manifestation of a communicative initiative (Tannen 1990; Jaworski 1993). This speech
behavior ‘simulates a strong interlocutor’ (ITowenmmos 2001: 158) and attributes a higher
status to him (imaginary or real). Silence can be a sign of a refusal of an uncomfortable
topic, an unacceptable style of communication, etc. (Makapos 2003: 218)

The subject of aggression implements various tactics of aggressive behavior by
means of silence, such as:

— disregard

(13) A dialogue in the street, in the courtyard of the house. Participants: mother
(A), a child of 9 (B); Mother without a word is pulling her son home holding him by
the hand.

(B) Mam / ny Oasaii s Hemnoco nozynswo //

A)[...]
(B) Mawm / ny ece osce eyaarom. A mot / kak 6cezoa [...] //
A)[...]

(B) A nemnoeco [...]1 // Mam! //
(A) (pulling his hand) Jlomoii / a ckazana! |/ Oname woime nauan! // Bom npudem
domout! //

— demonstration of offense

(14) A dialogue at the public transport stop. Participants: a young couple - a man
(A), a woman (B).

(A) B mazcasun savioem? //

B) [...]

(A) Bpooe ooma xneb 3axonuuncs //
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B) [...]
(A) Jlen / ny xeamum yoce! // Ckonvko mooucro? [/
B) [...]

(A) Boo! /] [...]

— deprivation of the right for speech

(15) A dialogue in the street. Participants: an elderly woman with a grandson (A),
an elderly woman (B), a boy of 7 (C). The women are talking excitedly with each other.

(C) bab / ny notioem yace! //

(A) Hoooowcou / cettuac // (proceeds talking)

(C) A ecmov xouy! // bab! //

(A) He nepedusaii cmapwux / Cetiuac! // (continues the discussion)

(C) (After a few minutes) ba6! //

(A) [...] (silence is accompanied by a severe condemning look).

©[..]

Silence as a response speech act is often accompanied by paralinguistic means
of communication: a gesture, a look, pursed lips, a disapproving shake of the head,
etc. These language codes and the location of the addressee within the communicative
situation make it possible to interpret silence without fail.

It is critical to distinguish between intentional silence, which is a conscious choice
of a communicant, and non-intentional forced silence of an addressee caused by an
addresser’s aggressive behavior.

Forced silence is the result of achieving the communicative goal by the subject of
aggression. This goal determines the choice of strategies aimed particularly at depriving
the addressee of the right to speak Yeco mer mam ewe cosopuuiv?; Yeco-ueco? Umo mut
ckazan?; Pom 3akpoii!; C moboii nukmo He paszosapusaem, 3amkHucyw!, etc.); at eliminating
the addressee out of the communication process (Bac, myowcuuna, He cnpawusaiom!;
Tebs 3a6vi1u cnpocumsv!; A ¢ mobou 600buge Hukmo He paseosapusaem!; A ne ¢ moboii
paseosapusaro!, etc.). In most cases silence is a forced response to aggression verbalized
through direct means of influence: imperatives, interrogative sentences enhancing the
effect by the repeated use of a question word, and narrative sentences-constatives. A
silence-response can also be a consequence of silence as a zero marker of aggression
(see the Dialogues 1, 15).

Forced silence is characterized by the fact that the addresser starting his own
communicative scenario deprives his interlocutor of the right to choose communicative
actions according to his own strategies. Thus, the addressee acts in favor of the
aggressor. The addressee’s communicative behavior is a result of the goal achieved
by the addresser: he becomes silent, does not interfere, gives place to the interlocutor,
leaves his turn, does not bother, etc. In case the addresser achieves the targeted by
means of aggressive silence, the addressee’s responsive communicative behavior
manifests this zero marker:
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Zero Aggression Marker ~ Zero Marker Verbalization Zero Marker Manifestation

An addresser’s silence 1) I won t talk to you as you are guilty.  an addressee’s feeling of guilt

2) I'm ignoring your request to stay  subjection, an addressee goes home
for a walk. having bent his head

3) You must keep quiet and do not  subjection, an addressee keeps silent
interfere with a response.

4) Stop arguing with me. You cannot  subjection, an addressee stops standing
argue with me. his ground

The compulsory nature of defensive silence emphasizes non-verbal means of
communication: an addressee can get embarrassed, blush, get red spots; he may get
tears in his eyes, his hands may start trembling; an addressee can start fussing about
and the like. This silence is accompanied by a hyper-negative emotional background:
insult, despair, frustration (please see the dialogues). Together with the loss of control
over his speech behavior an addressee often loses control over his non-verbal actions:

(16) A dialogue in the public transport. Participants: a woman (A) is sitting, a
woman (B) is holding on the handrail near a seated passenger, there are heavy bags in
her hands. There are a lot of people in the salon. The woman with the bags is being
constantly pushed onto the seated woman.

(A) Ocmopoorcno! // Bol yorce 6oobwe ceou cymku Ha meus noaodcunu! //

(B) [...] (She is trying to keep the bags away)

(A) Kenwuna! // Bor mue ece noeu oocmynanu! // Ocmoposcuo! //

(B) [...] (She starts blushing, getting embarrassed and looking around to find an
empty seat).

The bus stops dead. The woman under the pressure of a crowd almost falls down
on the sitting passenger.

(A) [...] (The woman is frowning, she demonstratively moves away, shakes off
her coat, prims up her lips).

(B) [...] (She’s getting even more embarrassed, fussily shifts the bags from one
hand to the other, maximally moves away from the seated passenger, her hands are
trembling, she’s looking around in bewilderment).

Let us mark that silence as a conscious choice of the response line of the addresser,
so called intentional silence, is of special interest. Moreover, the choice is made under
influence of different motives.

(17) A dialogue in the public transport. Participants: a check-taker (A), an elderly
woman (B) is entering the transport, looking around for an empty seat; a young man
is sitting and listening to music on headphones (C).

(A) Monooexcv / mecmo ycmynume! //

(C) [...] (does not respond, does not hear)

(A) (He’s touching him by a shoulder) Ywu-mo samxuym eeuno! // Mecmo
yemynum? //

(C) (He takes off the headphones, listens, looks at the check taker) [...] (again
puts on his headphones, listens to music, and keeps sitting in his place)

(B) (He turns to the check taker) Huueeo! // A cxopo evixoocy! //
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The communicant C ignores aggression of the Communicant A (he responds on
her aggression with aggressive silence). In this case aggression serves to avoid the
interlocutor’s aggression.

(18) A dialogue in the store. Participants: a man pushing a heavily loaded cart
(A), a woman with a child walking alongside (B).

(B) Mystcuuna! // Bot umo, ne suoume, kyoa edeme? // Ocmopooicrno! // Pebenox! //

(A) [...] (He’s smiling guiltily, quietly takes a little to the side, carefully passes by).

Intentional response silence stipulates allocation of different types of aggressive
interaction:

- Type 1

aggression - aggression (dialogue 17)
- Type 2

aggression - politeness (dialogue 18)
- type 3

aggression - tolerance (dialogue 1)

Out of 270 recorded dialogues, type 1 "aggression - aggression" (2.6%) is the
least characteristic of day-to-day communication (communication outside the family);
type 3 "aggression - tolerance" (74%) and type 2 "aggression - politeness" (23.4%) are
the most frequent.

Forced response silence in the structure of aggressive speech behavior does not
form an interaction as it is not an addressee’s own communication strategy aimed at
achieving a goal. The addressee acts in accordance with the addresser’s plan.

Thus, as a result of observation and analysis it was found that:

1. In the structure of a communicative act aggressive statements can act both as
replicas-actions and as replicas-reactions.

2. One of the leading verbalized tactics is emphasizing age inequality. This tactics
can be implemented both implicitly and explicitly. In this case an addresser can
use such techniques as comparison (6om mwl panvuie), an appeal to experience
(0a s Ha 3a600e cmoavko n1em, A Ha cmpouike donvuie 40 1em omnaxarn), t0 OWn
merits in the past (1 mesrcdy npouum eemepan,; Mue cam oupekmop 3a800a opoex
spyuan). This tactics is often accompanied either by a tactics of depersonalizing of
an addressee which is presented through either a generalized appeal or an indirect
appeal in the third person (on deixis), or a tactics of "deleting" an addressee
from the communicative interaction (Huwb-mot / monodas ewe muenue umems /
A 68 meou 200vl 2nasa bosnace noowams). Implicit tactics are most often aimed
at stimulating the feeling of guilt in an addressee (cun yowce mem Oepowcamv).
The tactics of appealing to third parties can also be used in aggressive speech
behavior to increase the number of participants in the conflict.

3. Language markers for implementation of aggressive tactics are most often the use of
negative evaluative vocabulary (6apwsins, 6e300pasue, o6Haznenu, 803mMymumensHo,
etc.) and rhetorical questions and exclamations (Ymo 3a nopsaoku mym y éac?),
etc.
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4. Speech aggression can also be implemented with help of a zero marker - silence.
Silence of the subject of aggression is intentional. It is a deliberate choice of
an addresser in order to realize his communicative goal. The aggressor most
often implements tactics of ignoring, demonstrating resentment and denial of
the right to speech. Aggressive silence is accompanied by certain paralinguistic
means: gestures, glances, pursed lips, disapproving shake of the head, etc.

5. Aggressive speech behavior is more characteristic of weak, socially unprotected
communicants: elderly women, clerks, representatives of non-prestigious
professions. Speech aggression is mostly directed from an older person to a
younger one, from a woman to a man.-

6. Silence is also a forced response to aggression when an addressee corrects his
speech behavior in favor of the addresser. Response silence can be intentional
as a deliberate choice of avoiding aggressive behavior. It can be included into
the structure of various types of aggressive interaction: aggression - aggression,
aggression - politeness, aggression - tolerance. The most frequent type is
"aggression - tolerance" (74%).

7. Silence as a response to aggression may not be an addressee’s own communicative
strategy. It means that silence in this case may not fulfill the addressee’s
communicative goal. This type of silence is designated as non-intentional and
forced; it has a protective function. The nature of such silence is emphasized
by special non-verbal means and hyper-negative emotional background. An
addressee may lose control not only over his speech actions, but over his non-
verbal actions as well (fuss, tears, hands trembling, etc.).

8. Both intentional and non-intentional silence in the structure of aggressive day-
to-day communication is presented as the most frequent tactic response to
aggression (97%) aimed at avoiding the unwanted communication.
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