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nekceM 4depe3 (pOHETHYHY 1 CeMaHTHYHY iX OJIU3BKICTh
a0o X I BIUIMBOM 3aprOTH30BAaHOI B POCIHCHKIH MOBI
nekcemu xama. KpiM Toro, 3a OIHIEI 3 €THMOJIOTIYHUX
Bepciif, CIOBO xama MOXOJWUTH Bim yropcbkoro — hdz
«OymuHOK» (M. ®acmep, 1. Orienko), xoua O. Tpybauos
e 3amepevye, OOCTOIOIOYM IPaHChKY €THMOJIOTiIo — 3
MOBH IpaHCBKHX CKipiB i capmariB (auB. «ITHMOIO-
THYECKUIl CTIOBaph CIAaBSHCKUX SA3BIKOB. lIpaciaBsiHCKUil
JIEKCHYCCKU (HOHT).

MNicnacnoso

Kopmyc ykpaiHchkoi MoBU (Ha JIHTBICTHYHOMY MOpPTaT
mova.info) susiuB 10215 npHKIiaiB CIOBOBKHBAHD TLTHKH
B XyIOXXHbOMY mimkomnyci. Anani3 nepumx 100 npuxsianiB
TMOKa3aB, MIO JIEKCEMY BXKUTO SIK JITEpPaTypHY, MPUUOMY
Haiuacrime (67 %) speamzoBanmii JICB-1, JICB-2 — y
27 %. CrilikictTb y JITEpaTypHOMY BXXHMBaHHI JIEKCEMHU
3a0e3rneuye CTHOKOHIICNIT, SIKMH BOHA HOMIHYE, SIKHA
BiIOWTHIA y po3raiyxeHiii pazeocemanTHuHiid rpymi. Lo
crifikicty minTBepmkye 1 mposenenui  1O. JlebeneHko
MJIOTHAM ~ acoIliaTUBHMH  eKCHepuMeHT. Tak  camo
TpajuiifiHi (He aproTUYHi) YABICHHS MPO XaTy BiAOWTI i
Cy4acHOI0 €proHiMi€ro: 3 mpoaHaimizoBanux 120 OHIMIB
HaWYKCENBHINIMMY BUSBWINCS HAa3BH TOTENB Ta MicIb
BimnounHky («Crapa xama», «I'yirynscbka xama», «IIucana
Xama», «KpacHa xama», «bolkiBcbka Xama» TOIIO),
YCTaHOB TpoMajicbkoro xapuayBaus («[ly3arta xama», «bina
xama», «H'10 xama», «IIupixkoBa xama»), OyIiBETbHUX
manpueMcTB i MarasuHiB («Temma Xama», «ExoHOMHa
Xamay tommo) (noxtaauimie qus. mpari 0. JlebeneHko).
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[. Introduction

Slang fills a necessary niche in al languages,
occupying a middle ground between the standard and
informal words accepted by the general public and the
special words and  expressions known only to
comparatively small social subgroups. It can serve as a
bridge or abarrier, either helping both old and new words
that have been used as "insiders " terms by a specific
group of people to enter the language of the general
public or, on the other hand, preventing them from doing
so. Thus, for many words, is a testing ground that finally
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proves them to be generally useful, appeding, and
acceptabl e enough to become standard or informal.

Slang usage in media discourse

Newspaper discourse has some very specific textual
characteristics, some very specific methods of text
production and consumption, and is defined by a
particular set of relationships between itself and other
agencies of symbolic and material power [30, p. 23].
These three sets of characteristics — that is, the language
of journalism, its production and consumption and the
relations of journalism to socia ideas and inditutions —
are clearly inter-rdated and sometimes difficult to
disentangle [3]. In other words, they are different
elements but not discrete, fully separate elements.
Specifically: the sourcing and construct of the news is
intimately linked with the actions and opinions of (usually
powerful) social groups; it is impossible to select and
compose news without a conception of the target or
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intended audience; and, while possible, it is flawed to
consider issues such as contemporary democratic politics,
social values and the continuing existence of prejudice
and social inequalities without reference to the formative
influence of journalism.

Given the power and significance of news journalism to
contemporary society, it should come as no surprise that
the discourse of newspapers has been, and continues to
be, scrutinised [5]. In line with the three characteristics of
newspaper discourse referred to above, the analysis of
how newspapers may (re)produce iniquitous socia
relations needs to be focused at three levels. on the
material redities of society in general; on the practices of
journalism; and on the character and function of
journaligtic language more specifically. Clearly, each of
these three levels of analysis is enormous, attracting the
attention of many, many scholars.

Practically all the dang words have a very strong
stylistic colouring. One word can give the reader the
whole amount of information it includes. For example the
word-combination “crap barge’ shows that the speaker
operates with the slang used by the naval forces and that
he meant “the ship with inexperienced and undisciplined
crew”. “Reporters frequently have little opportunity to
include in their own styligtic preferences, and come to
rely upon a wel-tried range of set phrases and
grammatical constructions.” [4]

Journalists have no space and time to express
themselves in literary words, and that is why they use
dang words which are more expressive. Of course there
are people who insert in their speech or articles too many
slang word even there is no need in doing this. The

groups of linguists who consider slang to be a valuable
part of the vocabulary do not approve predominance of
the slang words over the literary ones. “...we would like
to point out that slang always tends toward degradation
rather than elevation” [5]

Conclusion

To conclude, it is worth saying that the newspaper
discourse above all is to be understood in terms of its
capability of exercising power and the political power
i.e. theideology is the highest form of such power. The
newspapers are an incredible influence tool in society;
they can easily turn on people emotions in favour or
against an issue or something . This is because people
as readers tend to believe everything that is written in
the newspaper even do it might be the wrong
information.
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The article deals with the so called Estuary English (an
accent of English which originated near London within the
estuary of the Thames — hence its name). Characteristic
features of this accent are discussed. Its peculiarities are
compared with the characteristic features of Received
Pronunciation and non-standard Cockney speech, the
dialect of native Londoners. The issue of the Estuary
English social status is also discussed, since certain
researchers claim that this accent is likely to gain the status
of standard English accent, especially taking into account
the increasing number of native speakers who defy
Received Pronunciation.
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coal escence.
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The phenomenon of Estuary English

The notion of Estuary English is not very new. At
least the term itself was coined as long ago as 1984. Its
author, David Rosewarne, an EFL teacher, described it as
‘a variety of modified regional speech’ claiming that EE
was something like a mixture of non-regional and south-
eastern English pronunciation and intonation [1]. He also
maintained that EE was something in between Received
Pronunciation and London Cockney accent [1]. As the
name suggests, EE became primarily popular among
people living aong the banks of the river Thames and its
estuary. However, later, like RP, it lost its regional
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