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Llenb MccnenoBaHus — BbISIBUTb XapakTep BAMAHWS MHCTUTYLMOHANbHOTO AMCKYpCa Ha npossie-
HWME JIMHMBOKY/LTYPHBIX OCOBEHHOCTEN KOMMYHMKATUBHOMO MOBEAEHWsI MONWUTUKOB. MaTepuanom
MCCNEenoBaHUs CYKUT POCCUMCKMI M BbETHAMCKMIA NapnaMeHTCkuit auckypc. Mpw ero aHanuse Gbuiu
MPUMEHEHbI COMOCTaBUTENbHBIN, OMMUCATENbHbIA, KNACCUPUKALMOHHBIA, KBAHTUTATUBHBIA U (YHK-
LIMOHANbHO-MparMaTM4Yecknin MeToAbl. Bbin U3yyeHbl CTpaTerum U TaKTUKK BEPGaNbHOMO BbIpakeHus
OTPULATENbHOM OLLEHKM, MPUMEHSIEMbIE POCCUICKMMU M BbETHAMCKMMM MapiaMeHTapuamMu. Pesynb-
TaTbl UCCNIELOBAHUS MOKA3anu, YTo, HECMOTPA Ha JIMHIBOKYNLTYPHbIE pa3nnuus Poccun u BbeTHaMa,
CnocoBbl BbIpaXKEHUst OTPULLATENBHOM OLLEHKM B POCCUMCKOM M BbETHAMCKOM Map/iaMeHTCKOM AUCKYp-
ce 06HapyXMBaloT 3HaUYMTENbHOE CXOACTBO. OHO CBUAETENLCTBYET O CIIAKMBAHWUM JIMHIBOKY/BTYPHbIX
Pasanyuin B MHCTUTYLMOHANBHOM AUCKYPCE.
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Abstract.

The study is carried out to investigate specifics of the influence of the institutional nature of
discourse on linguo-cultural differences in politicians’ communicative behaviour. The material
of the study, which is Russian and Vietnamese parliamentary discourse, has been analysed using
comparative, descriptive, classificatory, quantitative, functional-pragmatic methods. Strategies and
tactics of verbal expression of negative evaluation used by Russian and Vietnamese parliamentarians
were analysed. The results of the study showed that despite the linguo-cultural differences between
Russia and Vietnam, there are substantial similarities in the way negative evaluation is expressed
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in the parliamentary discourse of the two countries. This indicates the blurring of linguo-cultural

differences in the institutional discourse.

Key words:

Russian linguoculture, Vietnamese linguoculture, parliamentary discourse, institutional discourse,

negative evaluation, pragmatic linguistics, collectivist culture, individualist culture

For citation:

Nguyen Thi Minh Nguyet, Guermanova, N. N. (2025). Blurring of linguo-cultural differences in the

institutional discourse (based on Russian and Vietnamese parliamentary discourse). Vestnik of
Moscow State University. Humanities, 3(879), 25-32. (In Russ.)

INTRODUCTION

Understanding the differences between typical
communicative behaviour of representatives of
different linguocultures plays a key role in the
success of intercultural communication, especially
when it occurs between a collectivist culture and an
individualistic one. Numerous linguocultural studies
have classified Vietnamese culture as collectivist [Vu,
1997; Pham,2008; Le,2013; HryeH,2022a]. Meanwhile,
according to some scholars, Russian culture may be
classified as transitional, since scholars have observed
in it a syncresis of the values of individualism and
collectivism  [CredpaHeHko, [oHuoB, PoanoHoBa,
2017; Bo#renko, 2019]. This may be the reason why
Vietnamese people highly value positive politeness in
interpersonal communication with an accent on the
positive face of the addressee, while Russian speakers
are somewhat more concerned with their own
positive face, sometimes even to the detriment of the
addressee’s face. T.V. Larina calls this feature of Russian
communication ‘self-centeredness’; among other
characteristics of Russian communicative ethnostyle
she mentions its direct, categorical, impositive and
emotional character [JlapuHa, 2013].

However, the interlocutors’ main communicative
intentions in various types of discourse may differ,
which affects their communicative behaviour. The
institutional discourse, for instance, differs from the
personal in that in the former the participants of
communication represent a social institute, which
makes communication between them role- and
status-oriented as opposed to the person-oriented
nature of daily life communication [LWe#ran, 2000;
Kapacuk, 2002]. In the present research we attempt
to examine to what extent the institutional nature
of discourse affects the choice of communicative
practices, and whether it lessens communicative
distinctions between different linguocultures.

EMPIRICAL BASIS AND RESEARCH METHODS
The research is carried out on the material of

parliamentary discourse as a type of institutional
political discourse. Strategies and tactics of verbal
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expression of the speech act of negative evaluation
in Russian and Vietnamese parliamentary discourse
are compared. The data was collected from video
recordings of the meetings of the Federation
Council of Russian Federation’s Federal Assembly
(hereinafter referred to as the Federation Council)
and the National Assembly of the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam (hereinafter referred to as the National
Assembly) during the period from 2010 to 2023,
which were published in free access on the Internet
by official mass media of the two countries.

The material was collected using the random
sampling method. 80 video recordings of the
meetings of the Federation Council with a total
duration of 205 hours and 71 video recordings
of the meetings of the National Assembly with
a total duration of 203 hours were analysed.
Communicative situations in which the speech act
of negative evaluation occurred were identified
using the method of discourse analysis. Both
general scientific methods (comparative, descriptive,
classificatory, quantitative), and linguistic methods,
such as functional-pragmatic analysis of speech acts,
linguo-cultural analysis and conversation analysis,
were used to study strategies and tactics of verbal
expression of the speech act of negative evaluation.

RESULTS

There are four strategies of verbal expression
of negative evaluation identified in Russian
and Vietnamese parliamentary discourse: direct
expression, indirect expression, intensification,
and mitigation of negative evaluation. In our view,
negative evaluation is direct when expressed using
lexical units with negative evaluative meaning,
regardless of the position of these units (predicative
or not). An indirect evaluation is negative evaluation
expressed without using such lexical units. Both
directly and indirectly expressed negative evaluation
can be subjected to mitigation or intensification.
Thus, we consider strategies of direct or indirect
expression of negative evaluation as the main
ones, and strategies of mitigation or intensification
as auxiliary ones since the latter cannot function
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Table 1
TACTICS OF IMPLEMENTING VARIOUS STRATEGIES

FOR VERBAL NEGATIVE EVALUATION EXPRESSION IN RUSSIAN AND VIETNAMESE PARLIAMENTARY

DISCOURSE

Strategy Tactics for strategy implementation

Direct expression 1) Use of negative evaluative object (e.g. words such as “van d&" (problem); “tinh trang”
of negative (negative state), “I6i” (fault), “npobnema”, “owmbka” etc.)
evaluation 2) Use of negative evaluative predicate (e.g. “khdng thé chdp nhan duoc” (unacceptable),
“x&8u” (bad), “nIoXoi”, “kOPbLICTHLIA", “Henpuemnemblin” etc.);
3) Use of the modus of obligation.
Indirect expression | 1) Directives;
of negative 2) Agreeing with a negative evaluation previously expressed by another communicator;
evaluation 3) Content-logical expression of negative evaluation;
4) Question demanding an explanation of a negative situation;
5) Disagreement;
6) Positive evaluation of the opposite;
7) Rhetorical question;
8) Self-answer to a rhetorical question;
9) Irony;
10) Expression of wishes, hopes for the better;
11) Promise to look into and/or resolve the problem;
12) Accusation;
Mitigation 1) Hedges (hedges such as “theo y kién cla ca nhan tdi" (in my personal opinion),
of negative approximators such as “npumepHo”, “rae-To”, etc.)
evaluation 2) Focus shift;
3) Lexical mitigation (with such words as “hadi” (a bit), “HemHoro” or structures such as “khéng
... l&m” (not really ...), “He odeHb ...” etc.);
4) Preliminary or subsequent disclaimer;
Intensification 1) Presenting arguments in favor of a negative evaluation;
of negative 2) Mentioning of measures that have been or may be taken;
evaluation 3) Expression of emotional state;
4) Lexical intensification (with such words as “rat” (very), “qua” (exesively), “oueHb”, “crnmiu-
KoM”, “4pe3mepHo”, etc.)

independently without the main strategies. There is
a total of 23 tactics used by Russian and Vietnamese
parliamentarians to implement the above outlined
strategies (see Table 1).

The stipulated strategies and tactics are
illustrated below. Example 1:

Mot céi cdy cau ma tir nhiing nam 70, thap nién 70
dén bay gid ma chi duy nhat ca nudc chi cé mot cai
cay cau, ma di ca 0 16, ca di dudng bo, 1an dudng st
di cling véi nhau. Bay gid duy nhat mot cdy d6 ma né
néi thdng vdi lai ca Lang Son, Bac Giang, Hai Duong,
Quang Ninh, réi may cai tinh ¢ ddy nita. Cling lai nguy
hiém cai tinh mang clia ngudi dan Béc Giang hoéc la
nhitng ngudi dan di luu thdng qua cai cdy cau. - This
bridge has been functioning since the 70s, and it is
now the only one left in the entire country that was
built since the 70s, and cars use it, and people walk
on it,and trains go on it, all together. Now this single
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bridge connects the provinces of Lang Son, Bac Giang,
Hai Duong, Quang Ninh, and several other provinces
there. It is also jeopardising the lives of the people of
Bac Giang and of those who use the bridge.

In this example, negative evaluation is expressed
directly by means of the tactic of using a negative
evaluative predicate, expressed by the lexical unit
“nguy hiém” (dangerous). In addition, direct negative
evaluation is intensified lexically by means of such
units as “ma” (but), ‘chi” (only), “duy nhat” (the only,
single), as well as parallel structure. Example 2:

Bbl BoyMaiiTech: Hy 4To 3a Gpea HaM co34ano MuHu-
CTepcTBO 3ApaBooxpaHeHus! U Tenepb Mbl NpUHMMaeM
MonpaBkK, Yepes Mecsl, OHW HaM elle OAHM Monpas-
KU B MpuUHATbIe nonpaBku npeanoxar. He npouwe nn
npusHaTb OWMOKY, KOTOpas C CaMOro Hauyala 6Gbina
AonylieHa?
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In Example 2, the negative evaluation is
expressed by the speaker directly with a negative
evaluative objects “6pen”, “owmnbka’, intensified via
supposition of potential negative consequences and

a rhetorical question. Example 3:

Thuc t€ cho thay, & linh vuc nao, khi xa hoi hoa déu
ha gia, riéng sach gido khoa thi cang xa héi héa thi
sach gido khoa cang tang. — Common experience
shows that whatever areas are being socialised, the
prices there go down, only in the case of textbooks,
the further the socialisation, the higher the prices.

In the above example, the negative evaluation
is expressed indirectly using the tactic of a content-
logical expression of a negative evaluation through
comparison. Example 4:

Van d8 thir 2, toi cho réng. |8y thdi gian d& xét xi
vu an d& danh gia gié tri cdng Iy tdi cho rdng khéng
toan dién, khdéng chinh xac. — The second problem,
in my personal opinion, is measuring the value of
justice by the time it took to process a case. It is
incomprehensive, inaccurate).

Example 5:

Sl Takas e, Kak M Bce, Mama M MO3TOMY, HaBepHoe,
60MbLUMHCTBO GUABMOB CMOTPHO AETCKUX MO0 MynbT-
dunbmbl. CUTyaums, KOHEYHO, HE OYeHb Xopoluas U,
HaBepHOe, MMEHHO MO3TOMY OHa 6blna MpoaHanusu-
poBaHa B [MpaButenbctBe 17 deBpans Ha 3acefaHum
[paBUTENBCTBEHHOTO COBETA MO Pa3BUTUIO OTeyecT-
BEHHOIi KMHeMaTorpaduu.

In Examples 4 and 5, the negative evaluation is
mitigated by means ofthe tactics of using hedges “t6i
cho réng” (in my personal opinion) and “HasepHoe”
as well as lexical mitigation, namely the formation
of euphemisms consisting of a negation marker
and an antonym of a negative evaluative lexical
unit: “khdng toan dién” (incomprehensive) and
“khéng chinh xac” (inaccurate) instead of “phién
dién” (one-sided) and “sai” (wrong, erroneous),
“He oyeHb xopouwas” instead of “nnoxas”.

Having compared the data on the frequency of
use of the four strategies of verbal negative evaluation
expression byRussian andVietnamese parliamentarians,
we came to the following conclusions: 1) both Russian
and Vietnamese parliamentarians prefer expressing
negative evaluation indirectly to expressing it
directly; 2) among the four strategies of expressing
negative evaluation, the most frequently used is the
strategy of intensification, which makes up almost
1/3 of the total number of cases when various
strategies of expressing negative evaluation were

28

Linguistics

used; 3) members of Vietnam’s National Assembly
use auxiliary strategies of verbal expression of
negative evaluation (mitigation and intensification)
(49,85 %) somewhat more frequently than their
Russian colleagues (46,32 %) (see Figure 1).

= Direct expression
of negative
evaluation

21,61% = Indirect gxpression
33,54% of negative
evaluation
= Mitigation of

<
[ 2852%
o

negative evaluation

Intensification of
negative evaluation

Vietnamese
parliamentary discourse

Russian parliamentary
discourse

Figure 1. Strategies of verbal expression of negative
evaluation in Russian and Vietnamese parliamentary
discourse and frequency of their use

Upon comparing the frequency of tactics
belonging to the two main strategies, we discovered
that in parliamentary discourse of both the Russian
Federation and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam the
most frequently used tactic is the use of directives,
which refers to the strategy of indirect expression of
negative evaluation.On the other hand, although on
the whole the indirect strategy is more frequently
used as compared to the direct strategy, in both
Russian and Vietnamese parliamentary discourse
the next most frequently applied tactics (after
directives) are those related to the strategy of direct
negative evaluation, namely negative evaluative
predicate and negative evaluative object (see
Figure 2).

After comparing the frequency of use of tactics
that belong to the auxiliary strategies for negative
evaluation expressing (see Figure 3) we discovered
that both Russian and Vietnamese parliamentarians
use the tactic of presenting arguments in favour of a
negative evaluation much morefrequentlyas compared
to other tactics. In the parliamentary discourse of both
countries the frequency of this tactic’s implementation
is more than two times higher than the frequency of
the lexical intensification tactic, which ranks second in
frequency among the tactics compared. However, the
third place in terms of frequency of use in Vietnamese
parliamentary discourse is occupied by the tactic of
lexical mitigation, while the equivalent position in
Russian parliamentary discourse is occupied by the
tactic of hedging.

DISCUSSION

As mentioned before, Vietnamese culture
is a collectivist one, which is the reason why in
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Vietnamese linguoculture the concept of “face”,
expressed in the language by the lexical units “mat”
and “thé& dién”, is, in terms of Brown and Levinson’s
politeness theory, of positive nature, reflecting the
communicator’s desire for prestige, good reputation
and impeccable image in the eyes of society.
Moreover, when compared with the “positive face”
described in Western studies, it becomes clear that
the Vietnamese “face” is different in that it is not
simply positive, but shared-and-positive, since a
group member’s “face”is inseparable from the group’s
“face” In other words, every person is committed to
preserving the shared “face” of the group of people
that he / she associates him / herself with, as well as
that of the whole society to which he / she belongs,
since his / her own “face” depends on the group’s or
the society’s shared “face” [Hryen, 2022b].

In contrast, according to T. G. Stefanenko, in
Russian linguoculture at present there is a tendency
of shift towards individualism [CredaHeHko,
[oHuoBs, PoanoHoBa, 2017]. Nevertheless, Russian
and Vietnamese cultures still have collectivist
features in common, which is the reason for
significant similarities in the frequency of use of
most strategies and tactics for expressing negative
evaluation, as well as the reason for the greater
frequency of application of the strategy of indirect
negative evaluation in both countries’ parliamentary
discourse.

However, “Russian politeness” and “Vietnamese
politeness” still differ. The Russian communication
ethnostyle, while being speaker-centered and
status-oriented, is also direct, categorical,impositive,
and has a medium-to-low degree of politeness
[MapuHa, 2013]. This indicates that the Russians
are concerned not only with the “positive face”,
but also with the “negative face”, which is related
to the desire to retain autonomy of thought and
action [Nguyen, 2022b]. Meanwhile, members of
Vietnam’s National Assembly as representatives of
the Vietnamese linguoculture are oriented towards
the shared positive face.

Given that, one may expect to come across
significant differences in the ways of expressing
negative evaluation in Russian and Vietnamese
parliamentary discourse, with Vietnamese politicians
being more polite to their opponents than Russian
ones. However, our analysis revealed more similarities
than differences.

Thus, we can see a rather high frequency of the
strategy of direct expression of negative evaluation
both in Russian parliamentary discourse (22,65 %)
and in Vietnamese parliamentary discourse (21,61 %).
More than that, of all the four strategies for expressing
negative evaluation, in both cases the most frequently
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used is the strategy of intensifying negative evaluation.
In Russian parliamentary discourse, intensification
of negative evaluation occurs almost 2.5 times
more often than mitigation, and in Vietnamese
parliamentary discourse — 2 times more often. This
is a rather unexpected result: in cultures oriented
toward positive politeness, face-threatening speech
acts (FTA) such as negative evaluation are supposed
to be more frequently subjected to mitigation than to
intensification.

The above can be traced to several reasons.
Firstly, in the discourse analysed, communication
takes place between virtually equal status
communicators, which reduces the risk of damaging
the “face” of a higher-status communicator while
expressing negative evaluation directly and makes
the speaker more confident to speak directly.

Secondly, parliamentary discourse, being a form
of institutional political discourse, does not only
perform the functions of preserving power and face,
but also aims at maintaining the proper functioning
of parliament and the order in the whole society. This
requires its participants to be objective, impartial,
and fair in their assessments, which also to some
extent frees them of the obligation to not damage
other people’s “face”.

Thirdly, the speech act of negative evaluation,
when functioning within the framework of
parliamentary discourse, is not always perceived by
communicators as a FTA, since negative evaluation
often refers to social, economic, cultural and other
phenomena or problems, and, in such cases, it is not
directed towards a specific individual's “face”

CONCLUSION

The conducted research allows us to conclude that
there are remarkable similarities in the frequency
of application of various strategies and tactics for
expressing the speech act of negative evaluation
by Russian and Vietnamese parliamentarians. This
is due to the fact that the institutional nature of
parliamentary discourse partially blurs ethno-
cultural distinctions, becoming the main factor to
determine the choice of strategies and tactics of
negative evaluation expression.

The study also shows that the classification
of the speech act of negative evaluation as a FTA is
not fully accurate since it is multi-face oriented and
multifunctional. The negative evaluation may threaten
the listener’s “face”, but also help maintaining the
speaker’s “face” and that of other communicators.
Besides, when tackling an issue that the whole society
is facing, the negative evaluation does not threaten
any person’s “face”.
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Moreover, the research results suggest that in
formal institutional communication ethnocultural
pecularities are less relevant than in informal
interpersonal communication. In parliamentary
discourse communicators mainly express negative
evaluation not for the sake of unfavourable
assessment itself, but to name a problem and call
for its solution, which contributes to maintaining

the “face” of the social institution that they belong
to, as well as gives them more liberty in choosing
how to express themselves. In further studies of the
features of communication in various linguocultures,
it is necessary to consider not only ethno-cultural
differences, but also the specifics of the discourse
within which communication takes place, as they
also have a significant impact on communication.
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