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Abstract. The article is devoted to establishing of the influence peculiarities in the British and Ukrainian virtual
dialogical communication on the material of such genres as chats, blogs and forums. The isomorphic and
allomorphic features of the use of lexicon in interlocutors’ behavior as a significant instrument of
communicative influence are established and analyzed. The lexicon is compared according to the strata of
elevated and low vocabulary of the present-day English and Ukrainian languages. The percentage of the words is
presented in every genre of a dialogue in the comparative view and a general statistic conclusion is made on the

basis of the data of the whole virtual format of communication.
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Introduction

The topicality of the research is conditioned by
the overall tendency of the modern anthropocen-
tric linguistic studies to learn procedural and
regulatory aspects of discourse activities that
shape their final results, namely successful and
unsuccessful communicative and object-oriented
achievements of the interlocutors. The dialogue
is the most ubiquitous form of speech communi-
cation. It is the basic sphere of a communicative
language function realization. If it's true to state
that the language finds its real life only in the dia-
logue, then it’s fair to state that the dialogue is a
part of that general communicative system that
bears the name of the language.

In case a person is not satisfied with the condi-
tions they exist in, they start a purposeful and
willful initiation of a real or virtual social-verbal
interaction producing an impact effect on the in-
terlocutor to make them act. Impact presupposes
different verbal means of realization, one of
which is the vocabulary used. Their choice, no
doubt, is intentionally and contextually prede-
termined. The aim of the paper to demonstrate
the prototypical choice made by British and
Ukrainian interlocutors in the genres of chat,
blog, forum.
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Review of Literature

The typological comparison of the lexical aspect
of British and Ukrainian chats, blogs and forums
has been done for the first time in this paper.
This stipulates the novelty of the research.
Though, it is worth mentioning that these genres
have already been the object of the research by
I. Pozhidaeva [6], I. Tonkyh (blog research) [7],
N. Andrianova [1], O. Chrystinko (chat research)
[8], S. Volohonsky [2], H. Mostsevenko (forum
research) [4]. The material for the comparative
research was taken in ethnic electronic resources
of chats, blogs and forums, namely Allergy UK,
Bestukforums , Free Uk Chat Rooms, Livejournal
UK, Ukchatters Free Uk Chat, World of Chat and
Ykpaincbka npaaa, baoru, ®opym TopUa.net,
@®opymu Maiipnany, Yatuner, Yar Bizarre,
Korrespondent, Politiko.

Research Methodology

The research has been carried out with the help
of the general methods of induction, deduction as
well as a contrastive analysis of the words of dif-
ferent stylistic layers followed by the statistical
analysis aiming at clearing out the typical lex-
emes usage in a particular genre and the descrip-
tive method in data interpretation.

4.1


http://dx.doi.org/10.22178/pos.15-7

TRAEKTORIA NAUKI / PATH OF SCIENCE
International Electronic Scientific Journal. 2076. Vol. 2, No 10

www.pathofscience.org
ISSN 2413-9009

Results and Discussion

While studying the genre of a chat, we found out
the actual absence of the literary vocabulary; a
small percentage of terms functions there: global
warming, inauguration, LAN, emittance and
Baldai, nmpoTecTtuTH, iHCiHyauis (0.9% in the
British discourse and 0.8% in the Ukrainian one).
Colloquial or vernacular vocabulary is used less
in British chats (27.5% difference, cf. 38.7% vs.
79.1%): celeb, admin, mum, awww, yummy and
YKp. MyJIbT, AYpPe€Hb, KJAacHO, Tpe(6a), axasa,
ryrauTy, ¢ayaHung, irHoputu. The percentage
of slangisms is higher in British discourse: dude,
screw, fart, marky, scruffy and moHnTH,
BUIIMBATH, 6a3apuTH, 3aBicatu (44.1% differ-
ence, cf. 56.6% vs. 12.5%). In spite of the fact of
moderators’ control of swear words not to come
into a chat-room, still they function there: crap,
screw, piss, arseholes and Buaynok, cpaty,
najio, cyka (3.8% difference, cf. 3.8% vs. 7.6%).
This list also includes Ukrainian words that
seemingly do not coincide in their form with
swear ones though the form they transfer the
idea or emotion is quite clear: ms, msis, TBa
(tBap), n13xare. Dialecticisms were found only
in Ukrainian chats: ¢aiinuii, kpymmi, ioi, 3opa
(2.9%). In general, the same saturation of ethnic
chats with elevated (0.9% vs. 0.7%) and low
(99.1% vs. 99.3%) vocabulary is observed. The
genre distribution of the lexicon under study tes-
tifies to the higher degree of frequency of the sty-
listically coloured lexicon of British chats (5.7%
difference, cf. 43.3% vs. 37.6%).

In its turn, the stylistically coloured lexicon of
ethnic blogospheres can be characterized as fol-
lowing. The literary vocabulary is divided into
terms: mustard gas, to decry, sarine and cor,
MaHinysasTop, Aedasuisa (2.2% difference, cf.
6.8% vs. 4.6%) and bookish words proper:
whilst, God wot, commence, unto and 6ogH,
ro6it, opk (2.3% vs. 2.3%). Vernacular vocabu-
lary consists of colloquial words proper: weirdo,
mug, nosey, yeah, classy and sezangora, cymep,
IITaHU MPOTUPATH, KJaC, PECHEKT, Jiy3ep, ToIl,
deiic (3.1% difference, cf. 55.7% vs. 58.8%),
slangisms: boots, troll, m8, ziggy and reiy,
KOPUTO, IOMHUMKA, JIM3aTH, JIOX, jargon units in-
clusive: typo and naxaH, ronHik (9.7% difference,
cf. 7.9% vs. 17.6%), professionalisms: no-fly
zone, to emote, run-up and 60T, 3a6aHuTH (6%
difference, cf. 9.1% vs. 3.1%), dialecticisms: boyo,
polt, weasand and 3ax/JilaHHUH, JieXMa, HOW,
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kobiTa (4.9% difference, cf. 17% vs. 12.1%), vul-
garisms: crap, shut up, piss off, fucking, shit,
bloody, damn and s1aitHO, 6UA/10, MalIaHBOIIIKA,
cBosioTa (1.2% vs. 1.5%). The frequency of the
lexicon usage in blogs is practically the same in-
side the format (35.9% vs. 36.2%), but the ele-
vated vocabulary predominates in British dis-
course (2.2% difference, cf. 9.1% vs. 6.9%) and
low vocabulary in Ukrainian (2.2% difference, cf.
90.9% vs. 93.1%).

The research of the genre of forum showed the
following. Literary vocabulary predominates in
British discourse and consists mostly of terms:
injunction, long-range missiles, level blocking,
disingenuous; in Ukrainian forums the Internet
terms prevail thematically: npoxci-cepsep,
o6pangmayep, aomeH, Jlinykc (11.9% difference,
cf. 27.5% vs. 15.6%). More than that, historisms
have been found in British forums (3.9%): en-
deth, pal, servage, M’'Lord. Vernacular lexical
units have been used less in Ukrainian forums
(34% difference, cf. 52.9% vs. 18.9%): hassle, to
drive nuts, porn, scruffy, howdy, dump and
LITHO, OOBKHYTH, JOYPHEHDbKa, MPUKOVJI,
npuaypkyBati, ydJio, xenni-eH, OH-JIalH, OKi,
peas, Meci/pK, JeM jgac 3aiHe. Slangisms are
more often used in Ukrainian dialogues (13.1%
difference, cf. 5.8% vs. 18.9%): lol, sack duty,
thread and kob6iTa, HabkmkaTH, MalllMHa, MakK.
The analysis demonstrates functioning of swear
lexemes that in the form of vulgarisms predomi-
nate in British forums (2.5% difference, cf. 9.9%
vs. 7,4%): ass, to bomb the crap out, to make cock
up, fan-bloody-tastic and cpaka, nepayH, Tpax,
noxyBaTu cormi, though this lexicon is not used
by Ukrainians to offend other interlocutors as it
is done in British forums. Dialecticisms (1%)
have been revealed in Ukrainian forums solely:
CBIT/IMHA, TPyHb, paliHuUK, JoWTpa. In general, a
genre distribution of the stylistically coloured
lexicon demonstrates that 1) these units are less
frequently used in forums in comparison to other
British and Ukrainian genres and 2) the domi-
nance is revealed in the sphere of the Ukrainian
discourse (5.4% difference, cf. 20.8% vs. 26.2%).
According to the degree of frequency, the lexicon
of the elevated language layer predominates in
the British discourse (15.8% difference, cf. 31.4%
vs. 15.6%), meanwhile, the low language layer
prevails in the Ukrainian one (19.8% difference,
cf. 68.6% vs. 84.4%).
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Conclusion and terminology. An isomorphic feature is the
absence of professional words in chats and fo-
rums, bookish words in blogs, as well as the dis-
tribution of terms in chats and dialectal units in
blogs and forums. Allomorphic are the parame-
ters of terms usage (4% advantage of the British
discourse), literary words proper (1.3% advan-

The analysis of the national discourses of elec-
tronic communication shows that the propor-
tions of the expressive vocabularies used in the
British and Ukrainian ones are isometric (34.3%
vs. 34.5%). However, the expressive means fre-

quency is 19.2% higher in the Ukrainian dialogi- " : :
cal discourse (40.4% vs. 59.6%). In both national tage of the British dls.cqurse), colloquial (14'8%
advantage of the Ukrainian discourse), slangisms

(7% advantage of the British discourse), dialecti-
cisms (14.8% advantage of the Ukrainian dis-
course), professionalisms (2% advantage of the
British discourse) and vulgarisms (1.2% advan-
tage of the British discourse).

dialogical discourses the parameters of elevated
and vernacular words usage are allomorphic:
while all speech genres of both national dialogi-
cal discourses use more vernacular units, ele-
vated words predominate in the British dia-
logues (13.8% vs. 7.8%) and vernacular - in the
Ukrainian (86.2% vs. 92.2%). The most promi-
nent lexical strata are low colloquialisms, slang
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Jlekcuueckue 0c06EHHOCTH AUANOrMYECKHX YKAaHPOB YaTa, 6nora u popyma
B GPUTAHCKOM M YKPaMHCKOM MIHTepHeT-NpoCTpaHCTBe: pe3ynbTaThbl
CONOCTaBJIEHUS

bopucos Anekceit AnekcaHgpoBuy

YepHUroBCKuii HaLMOHasbHbIV Nefarornyeckuii yHuBepcuTeT uMeHn Tapaca LlleByeHka,
Kaghegpa repMaHcKoi Guaonoruu, KaHguaat Quaoaorndeckux Hayk, OUEHT, YKpanHa

AuHoTaums. CTaTbsl MOCBALLEHA W3YYEHWIO BAWSHUS B OPUTAHCKOM UM  YKPAMHCKOW BUPTyasbHOM
AVANOrNYEecKoil KOMMYHMKALMN Ha NpPUMepe TaKUX XaHpoB, Kak 4at, 6nor u (opym. YcTaHOBNEHbl M
NpPoaHaNu3npoBaHbl M30MOphHble U anoMopdHble NPU3HAKWM WUCMONb30BAHHOIO BO B3aUMOAENCTBUU
NEKCUKOHA, KOTOPbI SABNSETCA OAHUM W3 WHCTPYMEHTOB KOMMYHUKATUBHOTO BAUAHMA. JIEKCUKOH
PacCMaTpUBaeTCs Ha YPOBHE BO3BbIWEHHOrO W CHUXEHHOTO CTUIMCTUYECKUX PErucTpoB COBPEMEHHbIX
aHrNUIACKOro M YKPauHCKOro A3bIKOB. B cpaBHEHNUN NpuBeAeHbl NPOLIEHTHbIE MOACYETHI IEKCUYECKUX LUHUL,
UCMONMb30BaHHbIX B KaX[OM )XaHpe Auanora, Ha OCHOBE YEro caenaH 06LMiA BbIBOA 06 WUCMOb30BaHUU
NIEKCUKMN BO BCEM BMPTYasibHOM (hopMaTe 3THUYECKOH KOMMYHUKALIUM.

KnioueBble cnoBa: yar; 6J10r; d)opyM; AWNCKYPC, ananor, CTUJINCTUYECKUI NEKCUKOH; BNUAHHKE.
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