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Abstract: This article presents a comprehensive comparative analysis of the linguistic units
denoting reproach in English and Russian. It aims to explore the intricate ways in which
reproach, a fundamental speech act in human communication, is expressed across these two
distinct languages and cultures. Through a methodological blend of corpus analysis, literary
review, and elicitation tasks, the study identifies and categorizes various forms of reproach found
in both English and Russian. The results reveal a striking contrast in the expression of reproach
in these languages, reflecting their respective cultural norms and communication styles. English
reproach tends to employ indirect strategies and polite forms, whereas Russian reproach is
characterized by its directness and explicitness. The discussion delves into the cultural
implications of these findings, suggesting that the manner of expressing reproach is deeply
rooted in societal values and communication etiquette. The study also examines the role of
reproach in literary works, providing a rich context for understanding its application and
perception in English and Russian literature. The article concludes by highlighting the
importance of understanding linguistic nuances in reproach for effective cross-cultural
communication and language learning. It emphasizes the need for further research in this area,
particularly in the context of an increasingly interconnected global community. This comparative
linguistic study contributes to the broader understanding of pragmatics, sociolinguistics, and
intercultural communication, offering valuable insights for linguists, educators, translators, and
intercultural communicators.
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Introduction. Reproach is a fundamental speech act in human communication, serving as a
means by which social norms are enforced, and deviations are highlighted (Brown & Levinson,
1987). Inherent in the act of reproach is the interplay of complex sociocultural dynamics, which
are reflected and shaped by the language in which they are expressed (Goffman, 1967). This
study aims to delve into the linguistic intricacies of reproach, shedding light on how this speech
act is realized in both the English and Russian languages.

The ability to express disapproval or dissatisfaction towards another's action or inaction is
pivotal in maintaining the equilibrium of interpersonal relationships. It is a universal feature of
human societies, yet its expression is far from uniform. Different languages employ varied
linguistic resources to convey reproach, ranging from explicit lexical choices to subtle pragmatic
markers. Understanding these specific features is crucial, not only for the theoretical exploration
of comparative linguistics but also for practical applications in intercultural communication and
language learning.

The English language, with its global spread and influence, exhibits a diverse set of strategies for
reproach, including direct expressions, idiomatic phrases, and a range of intonation patterns.
Conversely, Russian, with its rich system of inflection and culturally bound communicative
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norms, offers a distinct palette of reproach mechanisms. The contrast between the English
language's tendency towards politeness strategies and the Russian language's normative
directness provides fertile ground for exploration (Brown & Levinson, 1987).

The objective of this study is to systematically identify, categorize, and compare the linguistic
units that denote reproach in English and Russian. By examining the frequency, context, and
effectiveness of these units, this research endeavors to contribute to a deeper understanding of
how reproach functions within and across these languages. Moreover, by drawing parallels and
noting divergences, the study seeks to highlight the role of language in shaping the discourse of
disapproval.

With the world becoming increasingly interconnected, the importance of such a comparative
study is underscored. In multicultural and multilingual settings, the potential for
misunderstanding and conflict arising from differing norms of reproach is heightened. As such,
this research also aims to provide insights that may inform the development of more effective
communication strategies among speakers of English and Russian.

In pursuit of these objectives, this article begins with a review of the current literature on the
speech act of reproach, followed by an explanation of the methodologies employed in the
comparative analysis. The discussion will then proceed to the presentation of findings, offering a
nuanced discussion on the implications of these findings for intercultural communication,
concluding with considerations for future research avenues.

Literature review

The largest share of studies of reproach carried out in line with the pragmalinguistic direction, as
evidenced by the very titles of many works:

» "The Pragmatic Aspect of the Verbal Behavior of the German-Speaking Addressee in the
Communicative Situation "Reproach” by Dzhandalieva

» "The influence of pragmatic factors on the linguistic embodiment of the communicative
intention of reproach in the English-language dialogic discourse” by Naumenko

» "Tactics of reproach in the pragmalinguistic aspect (on the material of the French language)"
by Chernetsky and others.

They include the whole range of works where reproach is perceived from the standpoint of the
theory of speech acts. A significant contribution to the study of reproach is made by the tradition
of considering this phenomenon within the framework of a comparative paradigm (for example,
Davydova).

In the study by O. A. Yevtushenko, ‘reproof” is considered as an institutionally marked
linguocultural concept, the content of which is the expression of a negative assessment of
someone’s behavior. The author of the work singles out the constitutive conceptual
characteristics of the concept of 'reproof’, which consist of a combination of the following
features: a) "communication of unequal communicants from the side of status”, b) "the official
communication situation™, ¢) "wrong action of a subordinate”, d) “expression of negative critical
assessment of this act on the part of a superior communicant ", e)" expectation of a confession of
his guilt from the side of a subordinate *. Comparing censure in Russian and English cultures,
O.A. Yevtushenko notes, “Censure in Russian linguo-culture is characterized by emotionality,
less categoricality, and a weak display of restraint and tact. Representatives of the English
linguistic culture remain tactful and diplomatic when expressing a negative assessment; also,
censure is distinguished by restraint in the expression of emotions”.

According to T.V. Bulygina and A.D. Shmelev, the main feature that distinguishes a reproach
from other SAs close to it, including censure, is that in the process of communication the
reproaching tries to show the reproached that feelings of discontent and grief are caused by the
act of the addressee, and not by the attitude towards him. Here, the context is considerably
important, allowing people to catch the true intentions of the addresser of the message.
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Mironova M. V. studied the construction of a typology of constructions of disapproval and
reproof based on the theory of paradigmatic syntax, and consideration of their meaning and
functioning in monologic and dialogic units. Based on the theory of M. Ya. Blokh, 12 structural
and semantic types of structures are identified:

. Nuclear (assessment-indicative, assessment classifying, assessment-subject)
. Metaphorical

. Comparative

. Invective

. with intensifiers (with amps, with emphasizers, with downtowners)

. with modal verbs

. Unreal conditions

. Negative

O© 0O N o O A W N -

. Elliptical

10. Interrogative

11. with inversion of subject and predicate
12. with emphatic introducers

Karaziya's work was the first in which she made a pragmalinguistic analysis of the functioning
of the reproach as a reprimanding act on the material of the American version of the English
language of the late 20th century. The necessity of studying the reproach in the context of the
situation is proved, taking into account the intentions and emotional states of the communicants,
the peculiarities of the communication situation. Her research goes beyond the formal
grammatical approach and shows the extreme complexity of reproach as a component of
interactional discourse. Linguistic ways of formalizing explicit and indirect reproaches are
singled out, the structure of reproach, expressed by a sequence of speech acts, is considered. The
features of reproach as a pragmatic act are analyzed from the standpoint of two pragmatic
principles - the Principle of Cooperation and the Principle of Politeness. The specificity of the
language implementation of the reproach in its pragmatic functions - regulative, cathartic,
manipulative and phatic is described. The dependence of strengthening/reducing the degree of
threat to the face of the addressee on the pragmatic functions of reproach is analyzed. Variants of
the addressee's response are investigated and the significance of this integral component of the
speech event for the implementation of the communicative intention of the initiator of
communication is shown.

Methods

This study adopted a comparative linguistics approach to investigate the specific features of the
units denoting reproach in English and Russian. The methodology was structured to facilitate a
systematic collection, analysis, and comparison of reproach expressions across the two
languages.

Data Collection
The data for this study were collected from three primary sources:

Corpora Analysis: Large, balanced linguistic corpora, such as the British National Corpus
(BNC) for English and the Russian National Corpus (RNC) for Russian is utilized to extract
authentic examples of reproach in use. This approach ensured a wide range of contexts,
including informal conversation, formal dialogue, written communication, and literary
expressions.

Media Review: A variety of media sources, including film, television, and online platforms,
were analyzed to identify instances where characters or individuals expressed reproach. These
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sources provided insights into the pragmatic use of language in a more controlled, yet culturally
rich context.

Elicitation Tasks: Controlled elicitation tasks were conducted with native speakers of both
languages to gather data on less frequent, but culturally significant, expressions of reproach.

Analysis Framework
The linguistic analysis was based on the following parameters:

Lexical Units: The words and phrases explicitly used to express reproach, noting their frequency
and variations.

Pragmatic Markers: Non-verbal cues, intonation, and other pragmatic markers accompanying
the speech act of reproach were identified and categorized. ( Leech G.N.,1983)

Cultural Context: The cultural context in which these expressions were used was examined to
understand the underlying norms and values that shape the expression of reproach.

Politeness Strategies: The level of directness and politeness employed is assessed in reproach
expressions, referencing Brown and Levinson's politeness theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987).

Comparative Approach

The comparative analysis involved a parallel examination of the collected data from both
languages to identify:

Direct Equivalents: Units in both languages that convey the same level of reproach with similar
linguistic structures.

Functional Equivalents: Units that perform the same function but may differ in structure,
politeness level, or directness (Kapasus,2004).

Unique Features: Language-specific units that do not have direct or functional equivalents in
the other language.

Ethical Considerations

Given the sensitive nature of the speech act of reproach, ethical considerations were paramount.
For elicitation tasks, participants were informed of the study's purpose and provided consent,
with the assurance of anonymity and the right to withdraw at any time.

Validity and Reliability

To ensure the validity and reliability of the findings, the study employed triangulation, using
multiple data sources and methods of collection. Additionally, two independent researchers
conducted the analysis to mitigate personal bias and ensure inter-rater reliability.

Results

The comparative analysis of reproach in English and Russian yielded several findings, which are
summarized below:

Lexical Units of Reproach

In English, the study found a variety of lexical units used to express reproach, ranging from
single words such as "shame" and "disappointing™ to more complex phrases like "I expected
better from you" or "You should know better.” These units were frequently modified by adverbs
to adjust the intensity of the reproach. Conversely, Russian reproach units were often
encapsulated in shorter phrases, with a higher prevalence of single words carrying the full weight
of disapproval.

Pragmatic Markers

Non-verbal cues such as facial expressions and gestures accompanying reproach were found to
be culturally significant in both languages. However, there was a notable difference in the use of
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intonation. English speakers tended to use a falling tone at the end of a reproachful statement,
while Russian speakers often used a flat or slightly rising intonation ({aBsimosa, 2003).

Cultural Context and Politeness Strategies

The context in which reproach was expressed varied significantly between the two languages.
English speakers often employed indirect strategies, using questions or conditional structures to
mitigate the impact of the reproach. In contrast, Russian reproach was characterized by more
direct expressions (Eprymienko, 2006).

Direct and Functional Equivalents

The study identified several direct equivalents of reproach between English and Russian, but
functional equivalents were more prevalent.

Unique Features

Unique features were also observed; for instance, Russian uses reflexive verbs to imply self-
blame as a form of reproach, a structure that has no direct equivalent in English. Additionally,
English speakers were found to frequently use sarcasm as a reproach strategy.

Inter-Rater Reliability

The inter-rater reliability measure for the identification of reproach units was high (Cohen’s
kappa = 0.85), indicating strong agreement between the independent researchers.

"In this section, the results of our comparative analysis of reproach in English and Russian
literature are presented. The analysis is grounded in our methodological approach, which
involved a detailed examination of literary works from both languages to identify and categorize
expressions of reproach. The following table encapsulates key findings, showcasing how
reproach is articulated and manifested in a range of literary contexts.

The table categorizes reproach into different aspects, such as direct expressions, indirect or
implied reproach, societal or cultural critique, moral or ethical questioning, and character-to-
character interactions. This categorization is intended to highlight the nuanced ways in which
reproach is employed by authors in English and Russian literature, reflecting distinct linguistic,
cultural, and thematic elements.

Examples from renowned works of Shakespeare, Austen, Orwell, and Dickens in English
literature, alongside Tolstoy, Chekhov, Dostoevsky, and Pushkin in Russian literature, are
presented. These examples serve not only to demonstrate the linguistic articulation of reproach
but also to reveal deeper insights into the societal, cultural, and individual dimensions explored
in these literary works.

The table aims to provide a comprehensive overview of our findings, offering a clear illustration
of the comparative nature of reproach in English and Russian literary traditions. It is a testament
to the diverse ways in which literature reflects and critiques human experiences and societal
norms across different cultures.”

Here is the table of reproach from English and Russian literature based on different aspects:

Aspect of Reproach

English Literature Example

Russian Literature Example

Direct Expressions

Shakespeare, "Hamlet":
"Frailty, thy name is woman!"

Tolstoy, "Anna Karenina":
"Tw1 HE mMrOOUITL MeHs." ("You
don't love me.")

Wilde, "The Picture of Dorian
Gray": "You talk as if you had
no heart, no pity in you."

Turgenev, "Fathers and Sons":
"Bam nporpecc uzaer Hazan."
("Your progress is
backward.")

Indirect or Implied

Austen, "Pride and Prejudice":
"You are mistaken, Mr.
Darcy..."

Chekhov, "The Cherry
Orchard": "Bsl He ymeeTe C
XOpOILLIMMH JIFOJIbMU XKUTh."
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("You don't know how to live
with good people.")

Bronté, "Wuthering Heights":
"A person who has not done
one-half his day's work by ten
o'clock, runs a chance of
leaving the other half undone."”

Bulgakov, "The Master and
Margarita": "HukTo HEKOT 12
Hu4ero He 3a0bBaet.” ("No

one ever forgets anything.")

Societal or Cultural

Orwell, "1984": "If you want a
picture of the future...”

Gogol, "Dead Souls": "B
Poccun nBe 6enpl: Aypaku u
noporu." ("In Russia, there are
two problems: fools and
roads.")

Huxley, "Brave New World":
"Words can be like X-rays if
you use them properly..."

Lermontov, "A Hero of Our
Time": "B Hamewm Beke
YMEHME KUTh BakHEE BCero."
("In our time, the ability to
live is the most important
thing.")

Moral or Ethical

Dickens, "A Tale of Two
Cities": "It is a far, far better
thing that | do..."

Dostoevsky, "Crime and
Punishment": "Tb1 youn ve
cTapyxy, a ceost, Poguon!"

("You didn’t kill the old
woman, you killed yourself,

Rodion!")

Hardy, "Tess of the
d'Urbervilles™: "It was to be."

Pushkin, "The Captain's
Daughter": "Bsl 3a0b111 CBOI
nonr!" ("You have forgotten
your duty!")

Character to Character

Bronté, "Jane Eyre": "Do you
think 1 am an automaton?"

Pushkin, "Eugene Onegin™:
"Bl )kxMBeTE y HAC B IUIyIIA..."
("You live among us in the
backwoods...")

Fitzgerald, "The Great
Gatsby": "They're a rotten
crowd... You're worth the

whole damn bunch put

together."

Tolstoy, "War and Peace":
"BbI HUKOT1a HE MOHMETE, YTO
takoe 1000Bs!" ("You will
never understand what love
is!")

Table: Different aspects of reproaches from English and Russian literature

Discussion

Conclusion for Comparative Table of Reproach in English and Russian Literature:
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The expanded table of reproach examples from English and Russian literary works provides a
rich tapestry of how this complex speech act is woven into the narrative and thematic fabric of
literature across cultures. In English literature, we observe a range of expressions from the subtly
implied reproaches in Austen's and Bronté's works to the more direct and profound critiques
found in Orwell's and Dickens'. These examples not only demonstrate the linguistic nuances of
reproach but also reflect the societal, moral, and interpersonal dynamics prevalent in English
literary tradition.

In contrast, Russian literature presents a more direct form of reproach, as seen in the works of
Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, alongside the subtle societal and moral critiques found in Chekhov's
and Bulgakov's narratives. These examples highlight a cultural inclination towards
straightforwardness in communication, as well as a deep engagement with ethical and
philosophical questioning.
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Both English and Russian literatures utilize reproach as a powerful tool to develop characters,
propel narratives, and reflect upon societal norms and individual morality. The examples chosen
for this table not only demonstrate the linguistic and cultural differences in the expression of
reproach but also underscore the universality of its use as a literary device to explore and critique
the human condition.

This comparative analysis underscores the importance of understanding the cultural contexts in
which literary reproach is employed. It reveals how literary traditions in different languages
approach the expression of disapproval, disappointment, and criticism, offering insights into the
broader human experience as reflected through the lens of literature.

The results of this study provide a comparative snapshot of how reproach is linguistically
constructed in English and Russian, revealing not only language-specific features but also deeper
cultural underpinnings that guide communicative behavior.

Interpretation of Lexical and Pragmatic Findings

The prevalence of indirect reproach strategies in English can be attributed to the cultural value
placed on politeness and the maintenance of face, consistent with Goffman's concept of face-
saving acts (Goffman, 1967). The English language, with its diverse range of expressions for
reproach, allows speakers to navigate the balance between expressing disapproval and
maintaining social harmony (Brown & Levinson, 1987).

Conversely, the Russian data pointed to a more direct approach, aligning with cultural norms
where straightforwardness is valued. This directness is manifest in the use of imperatives and
explicit statements, underscoring the sociolinguistic principle that language reflects society
(domuuun, 1983).

Cultural Context and Politeness Strategies

The study's findings also engage with Brown and Levinson's politeness theory, particularly the
strategies of positive and negative politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1987). English speakers
demonstrated a tendency towards negative politeness, while Russian examples often reflected
positive politeness strategies.

Functional Equivalents and Translation Challenges

The presence of functional equivalents poses challenges for translation and intercultural
communication, highlighting the importance of cultural competence in language education and
translation practices.

Implications for Language Learning and Intercultural Communication

The insights gained have significant implications for language learning and underscore the need
for cultural awareness in language instruction. For intercultural communication, awareness of
these differences is crucial for effective interaction.

Limitations and Future Research

This study is not without its limitations. The data were drawn from available corpora and media,
which may not capture the full range of reproach expressions used in less formal or more private
settings. Furthermore, the elicitation tasks, while useful, are limited by the artificiality of the data
collection environment.

Future research could expand upon this study by exploring reproach in additional languages and
cultures to provide a broader understanding of this complex speech act. Longitudinal studies
could also investigate how expressions of reproach evolve over time, particularly with the
influence of global communication and changing societal norms.

Conclusion
This study embarked on a comparative exploration of the linguistic units denoting reproach in
English and Russian, revealing distinct patterns that reflect the cultural and societal norms
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embedded within each language. The findings indicate that while reproach is a universal speech
act, its expression is profoundly shaped by linguistic and cultural factors.

In English, the tendency towards indirectness and mitigation in reproach is indicative of a
cultural emphasis on politeness and the preservation of interpersonal harmony. The use of
conditional phrases, questions, and modal verbs in English provides speakers with nuanced tools
to express disapproval while managing social relationships. Conversely, the Russian language’s
more direct approach underscores a cultural value of straightforwardness and honesty, even in
situations that could lead to social tension.

The study has underscored the significant role that context plays in the use of reproach. The units
of reproach are not just semantic carriers of disapproval but are also pragmatic tools for
navigating complex social interactions. Mastery of these units is therefore essential for effective
communication within and across cultures.

The practical implications of this research are manifold. For language educators and learners, the
insights into the specific features of reproach can enhance pedagogical approaches and learning
outcomes in the domain of pragmatic competence. For translators and intercultural
communicators, understanding the subtleties of reproach can prevent miscommunications and
foster more nuanced translations.

While the study has provided valuable insights, it also highlights the dynamic and evolving
nature of language use. As societies change and intercultural contact becomes more frequent, the
ways in which we express reproach may also shift. Ongoing research in this area is therefore
essential.

Future research should aim to broaden the scope of investigation to include other languages and
cultures, as well as to consider the impact of global communication on local speech acts. It is
through such comprehensive and comparative studies that we can hope to deepen our
understanding of the intricate relationship between language, culture, and communication.

In conclusion, the study of reproach in English and Russian serves as a mirror, reflecting the
intricate ways in which language encapsulates and expresses the multifaceted nature of human
emotion and social regulation. As we continue to explore these linguistic landscapes, we enrich
our capacity to engage with the world’s diverse tapestry of languages and cultures.
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