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INDIRECT AGGRESSIVE SPEECH ACTS AND THE PROBLEM OF LEGAL
QUALIFICATION

This study investigates indirect aggressive speech acts and the challenges associated with
their legal qualification within forensic linguistics. While explicit forms of verbal aggression have
been widely examined, covert and implicit forms realized through mechanisms such as implicature,
presupposition, irony, sarcasm, evaluative language and rhetorical questions remain insufficiently
systematized, particularly in multilingual and digital communication contexts.

The aim of the study is to operationalize an integrative analytical procedure for identifying,
classifying and legally evaluating indirect aggressive speech acts, building on established
approaches in pragmatics, discourse analysis and forensic linguistics. The research is based on a
multilingual corpus of 420 text fragments in English, Russian and Kazakh, collected from digital
communication (social media posts, comments, forums), professional correspondence, media
discourse, public speech and forensic materials including court decisions, expert linguistic reports
and legal complaints.

The methodology integrates lexico-semantic, pragmatic, discourse and linguo-legal analysis
with contextual interpretation and explicit operational criteria for identifying indirect aggression.
The results demonstrate that indirect aggression is systematically encoded through identifiable
linguistic and pragmatic mechanisms, with presupposition, implicature, irony and evaluative
language functioning as dominant strategies across communicative registers.

The study proposes a typology of indirect aggressive speech acts and refines criteria for their
legal qualification, taking into account contextual factors such as social hierarchy, communicative
setting and audience. The findings contribute to forensic linguistics by offering a structured and
reproducible analytical procedure applicable in legal practice.

Key words: forensic linguistics, indirect aggression, speech acts, pragmatics, legal
qualification, discourse analysis.

MAIN PROVISIONS

Indirect aggressive verbal acts are increasingly prevalent in contemporary and digital
communication. Unlike direct verbal insults, which rely on explicit offensive expressions, indirect
aggression conveys hostility through covert means. Such acts are realized through presupposition,
implicature, irony, sarcasm, rhetorical questions and evaluative expressions, making them
considerably more difficult to analyze from both a linguistic and legal standpoint.

The growing prevalence of indirect aggression is closely associated with digital
communication platforms, where interactions occur without direct face-to-face contact and the risk
of legal or social consequences is reduced. Professional and media discourse similarly employs
indirect forms of criticism and sarcasm. Understanding the linguistic mechanisms of indirect
aggression is therefore important for identifying concealed hostility and assessing its potential legal
consequences.

From a legal standpoint, indirect verbal acts differ fundamentally from direct insults. Under Article
131 of the Criminal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan (No. 226-V, 3 July 2014, as amended by
Law No. 94-VIII of 19 June 2024), insult is defined as the humiliation of honor and dignity of another
person expressed in an indecent form, with aggravated liability applying when committed publicly or
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through mass media, telecommunication networks or online platforms. Defamation is addressed by
Article 73-3 of the Code of Administrative Offences of the Republic of Kazakhstan (No. 235-V of 5
July 2014, as amended by Law No. 95-VIII of 19 June 2024), which defines it as the deliberate
spreading of knowingly false information that discredits the honor and dignity of another person or
undermines their reputation, carrying a fine or administrative arrest. On the civil side, Article 143 of
the Civil Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan (No. 268-XIII, 27 December 1994) entitles individuals
and legal entities to demand in court the refutation of information that discredits honor, dignity or
business reputation, and to claim damages and compensation for moral harm caused by such
distribution [1].

Indirect aggression frequently does not satisfy the formal linguistic criteria set out in these
provisions, yet may cause comparable harm. The indecent form required by Article 131 CC RK is
typically absent in indirect speech acts, while the explicit knowingly false statement required by
Article 73-3 CAO RK is difficult to establish when the negative meaning is conveyed through
implicature or presupposition rather than through explicit statement. This gap between legal definition
and communicative reality is precisely the problem that forensic linguistic analysis must address.

Forensic linguistic expertise plays an important role in identifying communicative purposes
and distinguishing latent aggression from informed criticism or contextually appropriate expression.
Such assessment requires attention to both linguistic form and extralinguistic context, including the
social and hierarchical relationship between participants, cultural norms, and prior communicative
history.

A principled distinction must be maintained between indirect aggressive speech acts and
general evaluative or critical discourse. Not every negative evaluation, critique or expression of
disagreement constitutes indirect aggression. The distinction rests on three converging factors: (a) the
targeting of a specific individual or group with implied negative intent that goes beyond reasoned
criticism; (b) the use of pragmatic mechanisms to encode hostility in a form deniable by the speaker;
and (c) the contextual interpretability of the utterance as harmful by a reasonable member of the
relevant communicative community. Where these factors are absent, an utterance may be classified
as evaluative discourse rather than indirect aggression[2].

Indirect aggressive speech acts thus represent a complex intersection of language, pragmatics
and law. Their covert nature challenges the application of existing legal provisions and necessitates
careful interdisciplinary analysis. This research offers both theoretical insights and practical
recommendations for forensic linguists, practicing lawyers and policymakers addressing
sophisticated forms of verbal aggression in contemporary communication.

INTRODUCTION

Previous research in forensic linguistics has examined the role of language in legal contexts,
particularly in relation to defamation and speech acts (Tiersma and Solan, 2002). Studies by Karasik
(2002) and Paducheva (2004) have contributed to understanding discourse structures and the semantic
characteristics of evaluative language. Kukushkina (2016) has provided analytical tools for
distinguishing statements of fact from expressions of opinion in legal contexts. However, these works
focus primarily on explicit linguistic markers or do not extend their analysis to the full range of
indirect mechanisms relevant to legal qualification.

Recent forensic linguistic studies highlight the importance of implicature and pragmatic
inference in legal interpretation (Munirah and Apriyanto, 2020; Umiyati, 2020), yet they do not offer
a systematic typology of indirect aggression applicable consistently across communicative registers.
The methodological guidelines of Belchikov, Gorbanevsky and Zharkov (2010) address the conduct
of expert linguistic analyses in legal proceedings but do not provide explicit operational criteria for
identifying covert aggressive intent. Karymsakova (2007) addresses linguistic security in the
Kazakhstani legal context without offering a unified cross-register framework.

Three critical gaps remain in the existing literature. First, research predominantly addresses
explicit verbal aggression, leaving indirect and covert forms insufficiently theorized. Second,
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pragmatic mechanisms such as implicature and presupposition have been studied in isolation rather
than within a unified forensic-linguistic procedure oriented toward legal interpretability. Third, there
is an absence of clear operational criteria allowing researchers and legal practitioners to consistently
identify and classify indirect aggression across different communicative contexts and legal systems.

The present study responds to these gaps not by proposing an entirely new theory but by
operationalizing identification criteria for indirect aggression through explicit, applicable conditions,
applying these criteria systematically to a multilingual, multi-register corpus, and grounding legal
qualification criteria in actual forensic materials including court decisions and expert linguistic
reports. This orientation toward forensic applicability distinguishes the present research from existing
pragmatic and discourse-analytic studies of indirectness.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study examines indirect aggressive speech acts and the challenges associated with their
legal assessment using an interdisciplinary approach integrating linguistics, pragmatics, discourse
analysis and legal studies. The dataset was compiled to represent the communicative settings in which
indirect aggression characteristically occurs.

Corpus Composition and Justification

The dataset consists of 420 text fragments distributed across five communicative registers:

— 180 digital communication examples (social media posts, comments, forum threads);

— 90 professional communication texts (workplace emails, internal memoranda, reports);

— 80 media texts (news articles, opinion columns);

— 70 public speech extracts (interviews, conference presentations, political statements);

— forensic materials: 25 court decisions, 15 expert linguistic reports, and 20 legal complaints from
Kazakhstan and selected international cases.

These categories were not selected for statistical comparability with one another. Their
combination reflects a deliberate analytical choice: indirect aggression manifests differently across
communicative registers, and a corpus restricted to a single register would produce an incomplete
picture of the phenomenon[3]. Digital communication, professional correspondence, media discourse
and forensic materials each represent distinct conditions under which indirect aggression is produced
and interpreted, and the comparison of these conditions is intrinsic to the study’s research question.
The purpose of cross-register analysis is not to establish uniform prevalence rates but to identify
recurrent pragmatic patterns observable across diverse communicative environments characterized
by different institutional constraints and pragmatic norms.

The forensic materials deserve particular comment. The 25 court decisions and 15 expert
linguistic reports included in the corpus represent cases in which the legal qualification of potentially
aggressive speech was actively contested. Reviewed cases include workplace disputes involving
implied professional incompetence, media publications with evaluative framing challenged on
grounds of reputational harm, and online communications in which irony and presupposition were
submitted to forensic linguistic analysis. These materials anchor the study’s legal analysis in actual
judicial and expert practice rather than hypothetical scenarios[4].

The multilingual corpus — combining texts in English, Russian and Kazakh — enables cross-
linguistic comparison within the same analytical framework. All examples were selected on the basis
of their illustrative value for the identified mechanisms and not on the basis of language alone.

Operational Criteria for Identifying Indirect Aggression

To ensure methodological transparency and analytical consistency, the study introduces
explicit operational criteria. An utterance was classified as indirectly aggressive if it met at least two
of the following four conditions:

(1) presence of implicit negative evaluation targeting a specific person or group;
(2) reliance on pragmatic inference — specifically, implicature, presupposition, irony or sarcasm —
to convey the negative meaning;
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(3) context-dependent interpretation requiring shared background knowledge for the negative
meaning to be recoverable;

(4) potential to cause harm to reputation, dignity or psychological well-being within the given
communicative context.

The requirement of at least two conditions prevents over-classification of evaluative or critical
discourse as indirect aggression. An utterance satisfying only condition (3), for instance, may be
ambiguous without being aggressive. The combination of conditions (1) and (2) identifies an
utterance that encodes a negative judgment through a mechanism allowing the speaker plausible
deniability — a defining characteristic of indirect aggression as distinct from direct insult[5].

Linguistic markers were systematically coded during analysis. These included: presupposition
triggers (again, still, even, as usual); implicature indicators (contextual understatement, indirect
suggestion); irony and sarcasm markers (contrast between literal and intended meaning); evaluative
lexical units (careless, questionable, inadequate, unfortunate); and rhetorical question structures
functioning as indirect criticism.

Utterances expressing neutral disagreement, analytical criticism or informational evaluation without
hostile pragmatic implication were excluded from classification as indirect aggression. In cases where
multiple mechanisms co-occurred, classification was based on the dominant pragmatic function of
the utterance[6]. Ambiguous cases were re-evaluated through repeated contextual analysis to ensure
interpretive consistency. The study does not claim absolute objectivity in determining aggression;
rather, it aims to establish reproducible interpretive criteria applicable within forensic linguistic
examination.

Table 1. Linguistic Mechanisms of Indirect Aggression and Legal Relevance

Type Linguistic Example Potential legal implication
mechanism

Presupposition Implied negative “It appears he failed to Possible harm to honor and
attribute without complete the task correctly” dignity (Art. 143 Civil Code
explicit statement RK)

Implicature Indirect negative “Some might question her Potential defamation if false and
suggestion through decision-making”’ reputationally damaging (Art.
contextual inference 73-3 CAO RK)

Irony / Sarcasm Contrast between “Excellent job missing the Psychological pressure or
literal wording and deadline again” workplace intimidation; difficult
intended devaluing to qualify under Art. 131 CC RK
meaning due to absence of explicit

indecent form

Evaluative Subtle negative “This approach may be Undermining professional
language judgment through considered careless” standing; civil remedy under
evaluative lexical Art. 143 Civil Code RK if harm
choice to business reputation is
demonstrable
Rhetorical Indirect accusation or | “Are you certain this was the Potential harassment in
question challenge encoded in | right choice?” professional context; requires
interrogative form forensic linguistic evidence of
intent

The analytical procedure began with systematic data collection, followed by annotation of
each text for linguistic markers of indirect aggression. Texts were then coded according to linguistic
mechanism, pragmatic function and potential legal relevance. Particular attention was paid to
contextual factors including social hierarchy, communicative setting, prior interaction and shared
background knowledge [7]. This structured procedure ensures methodological consistency and
supports reliable assessment across communicative contexts.
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RESULTS

The analysis of the collected data revealed consistent patterns in the manifestation and
interpretation of indirect aggressive speech acts across the five communicative registers. The findings
confirm that contextual interpretation plays a decisive role in distinguishing covert aggression from
legitimate criticism or stylistic evaluation.

Classification of Indirect Aggressive Speech Acts

Qualitative analysis confirmed that indirect aggression relies on systematic pragmatic patterns
requiring both semantic and contextual interpretation. Table 2 presents the principal types identified,
together with an explicit indication of which operational criteria (as defined in the methodology) were

satisfied, demonstrating the basis on which classification decisions were reached[8].
Table 2. Classification of Indirect Speech Aggression Types with Criterion Application

Type Description Example Criteria satisfied
Conversational | Hidden suggestion | “I’m sure you ve already (1) implies negative evaluation of the
implicature of negative considered the consequences addressee; (2) relies on
judgment without of that choice” — implies conversational implicature as the
direct expression; carelessness without stating it. | encoding mechanism; (4) capable of
meaning recovered reputational harm in a professional
through contextual context.
inference.
Irony and Criticism “Your argument is truly (1) negative evaluation of addressee’s
sarcasm expressed by original... for ten years ago” competence; (2) irony as the encoding
stating the opposite | — devalues intellectual mechanism; (3) interpretation
of the intended contribution through sarcastic | depends on shared knowledge of the
meaning, aimed at | praise. academic context.
ridiculing or
devaluing the
addressee.
Evaluative Indirect judgments | “While others achieved (1) implied negative evaluation
statements and that undermine the | significant milestones, your relative to others; (2) presupposition
comparisons addressee’s team focused on foundational | of underperformance as the encoding
authority or work” — negative mechanism; (4) potential reputational
competence comparative evaluation by damage in an institutional setting.
without direct implication.
accusation.
Rhetorical Questions “One must wonder if the data | (1) implied negative evaluation of
questions containing implicit | truly supports such a analytical competence; (2) indirect
criticism or sweeping conclusion” — suggestion encoded through
condemnation that | challenges competence interrogative form; (3) context-
do not expect a without direct accusation. dependent interpretation requiring
genuine answer. domain knowledge.
Passive- Indirect expression | “Don’t worry about my extra | (1) implied criticism of others’
aggressive of discontent or workload; I'm used to conduct; (2) implicature of neglect or
remarks hostility under the | handling everything myself” unfair distribution of responsibility;
guise of politeness | — expresses resentment while | (3) context-dependent reading
or self-sufficiency. | appearing to decline help. requiring knowledge of the workplace
situation.
Compliment A formally “That was a brave attempt for | (1) negative evaluation embedded in
with critical positive statement | someone with your limited apparent praise; (2) presupposition of
connotation containing implicit | experience” — embeds limited ability as the encoding
criticism or devaluation within the form of | mechanism; (4) potential damage to
disparagement of praise. professional standing.
the addressee.
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Contextual Influence on Interpretation

The interpretation of indirect aggression depends substantially on situational and social
context. As Paducheva (2004) and Karasik (2002) demonstrate, the propositional content of an
utterance does not fully determine its illocutionary force; the communicative effect is co-determined
by contextual assumptions, the relationship between interlocutors and the institutional setting[9].

Identical formulations produced significantly different interpretive outcomes across the five
corpus registers. Analysis of the court decisions and expert reports in the forensic subcorpus showed
that courts and forensic linguists consistently distinguished between the semantic content of an
utterance and its pragmatic import. Several reviewed court decisions treated evaluative statements in
workplace correspondence as legally more significant than formally identical statements in informal
social media exchanges, on the grounds that professional context amplifies reputational harm
potential. Qualified forensic linguists in the expert reports systematically applied contextual inference
to assess whether negative pragmatic meaning was recoverable by an ordinary competent reader,
rather than requiring specialist interpretation. Prior communicative history between parties was
considered relevant in determining whether an ostensibly neutral comment acquired an aggressive
interpretation through accumulated context.

Prevalence of Linguistic Mechanisms across Registers

Table 3. Distribution of Linguistic Mechanisms of Indirect Aggression across Communicative

Registers
Linguistic mechanism | Frequency Register distribution and interpretive note
Presupposition 31.0% (n=130) Dominant in professional emails and media articles. The

prevalence in institutional registers reflects a strategic preference
for implied rather than explicit negative judgment, which
reduces direct legal exposure while achieving the same
communicative effect.

Implicature 24.3% (n=102) Characteristic of online forums and social media. The high
frequency in digital contexts reflects asynchronous, text-based
communication, where absence of non-verbal cues increases
reliance on shared assumptions and contextual inference.

Irony / Sarcasm 19.0% (n=80) Concentrated in digital communication and online discussions.
Irony and sarcasm occur disproportionately in informal digital
contexts, where their ambiguity between humor and hostility
reduces social risk for the speaker while still conveying a
devaluing message.

Evaluative language 14.8% (n=62) Most prevalent in media texts and workplace correspondence.
Concentrated in contexts with institutional authority and broad
audience reach, where its potential reputational impact is
greatest and where it is most frequently submitted to forensic
linguistic analysis.

Rhetorical questions 11.0% (n=46) Characteristic of speeches, interviews and academic
presentations. Appears predominantly in formal public
discourse, where the speaker’s institutional standing lends the
indirect challenge particular social weight.

The absolute counts and percentages are as follows: presupposition 130 instances (31.0%),
implicature 102 (24.3%), irony/sarcasm 80 (19.0%), evaluative language 62 (14.8%), and rhetorical
questions 46 (11.0%), totalling 420 fragments. The distribution pattern reflects a meaningful
relationship between communicative register and mechanism choice. Mechanisms with a higher
degree of semantic deniability — presupposition and implicature — predominate in institutional and
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professional registers, where speakers have stronger incentives to avoid explicit aggression.
Mechanisms with a stronger evaluative performance — irony and evaluative language — are more
frequent in contexts where emotional expression is more normative[10]. This pattern supports the
view that mechanism choice in indirect aggression is shaped by the pragmatic and social constraints
of the communicative situation. These figures are descriptive of the present corpus and are not
advanced as population estimates.

Legal Qualification of Indirect Aggressive Speech Acts

The analysis of forensic materials — 25 court decisions, 15 expert linguistic reports and 20
legal complaints — provided empirical grounding for the legal qualification criteria proposed in this
study. The reviewed cases addressed a range of contexts: workplace disputes in which evaluative
framing and implied incompetence were challenged; media publications in which indirect negative
attribution was contested on grounds of reputational harm; and online communications in which
irony and presupposition were the subject of forensic linguistic evidence.

The application of Kazakhstani legislation to cases involving indirect aggression reveals a
structural challenge. Article 73-3 of the Code of Administrative Offences of the Republic of
Kazakhstan (CAO RK, No. 235-V of 5 July 2014, as amended by Law No. 95-VIII of 19 June 2024)
addresses defamation, defined as the deliberate spreading of knowingly false information discrediting
the honor and dignity of another person or undermining their reputation. Article 131 of the Criminal
Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan (CC RK, No. 226-V of 3 July 2014, as amended by Law No. 94-
VIII of 19 June 2024) defines insult as the humiliation of honor and dignity expressed in an indecent
form, with aggravated liability now explicitly covering communication through online platforms and
telecommunication networks — yet this provision still presupposes a degree of explicit offensiveness
that is characteristically absent in indirect speech acts. Article 143 of the Civil Code of the Republic
of Kazakhstan (No. 268-XIII of 27 December 1994) provides the broadest civil remedy, entitling
individuals and legal entities to demand refutation of information discrediting honor, dignity or
business reputation and to seek compensation for moral harm — a provision applicable even when
the offending communication does not meet the criminal or administrative threshold[11].

Across the forensic materials reviewed, courts and expert linguists consistently required the
demonstration of a combination of factors before treating an indirect speech act as legally significant.
Based on this analysis, the study identifies four conditions that must be collectively satisfied for an
indirect speech act to be considered potentially actionable:

(1) Demonstrable harm — the utterance results in reputational damage, psychological
distress or social disadvantage. In the reviewed court decisions, harm was established through
documentary evidence of consequences (dismissal, public discrediting, documented psychological
impact) rather than assertion alone.

(2) Contextual interpretability — a reasonable member of the relevant communicative
community would interpret the utterance as negative or harmful. Expert reports in the corpus regularly
applied this standard, assessing whether the negative pragmatic meaning was recoverable by an
ordinary competent reader rather than requiring specialist analysis.

(3) Communicative intent — pragmatic analysis indicates a deliberate intention to convey a
negative meaning. Courts in the reviewed cases accepted forensic linguistic evidence on intentionality
when it was grounded in analysis of the full communicative context, including prior exchanges and
the positioning of the contested utterance within a broader sequence.

(4) Public or institutional context — the utterance occurs in a setting where it can influence
third-party perception. Legal complaints in the corpus showed that the same formulation was treated
more seriously when made in a professional or public forum than in a private exchange.

Not all indirect aggressive speech acts satisfy these conditions simultaneously. Irony and
sarcasm presented significant interpretive difficulty in the forensic materials: courts were generally
reluctant to treat them as legally actionable under Article 131 CC RK unless harmful intent was
clearly establishable from context, the form could be characterized as indecent in a broad
communicative sense, and the audience was defined and identifiable[12]. Presupposition and
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evaluative language, by contrast, were more frequently pursued through civil proceedings under
Article 143 Civil Code RK, where the threshold of demonstrable harm to reputation is more readily
satisfied without requiring proof of explicit offensive form.

DISCUSSION

The findings provide a systematic account of how indirect aggressive speech acts function
across communicative contexts and what conditions govern their legal relevance. The results confirm
that indirect aggression is a pervasive mode of hostile communication appearing across digital,
professional, media and institutional registers, realized through a consistent set of pragmatic
mechanisms adapted to the constraints of each communicative environment[13].

A central finding is that mechanism choice is register-sensitive. Presupposition and
implicature dominate in professional and institutional settings, where speakers have stronger
incentives to avoid explicit aggression. Irony and sarcasm are more characteristic of digital and
informal contexts, where ambiguity between humor and hostility serves as protection for the speaker.
Evaluative language carries the greatest legal risk in media and professional contexts, where the
addressee’s reputation is most vulnerable and the audience is largest. These patterns indicate that any
analytical framework for indirect aggression must incorporate register as a variable.

The distinction between indirect aggression and general evaluative or critical discourse is both
analytically and legally fundamental. The operational criteria introduced in this study address this
challenge by requiring the simultaneous presence of at least two conditions — implicit negative
targeting, pragmatic encoding, context-dependence and harmful potential — before an utterance is
classified as aggressive[14]. This multi-condition approach prevents overextension of the concept to
cover ordinary disagreement or criticism, while remaining sensitive to covert hostile communication.

The relationship between the proposed analytical criteria and existing Kazakhstani legislation
merits specific discussion. The four legal qualification conditions identified in the forensic materials
— demonstrable harm, contextual interpretability, communicative intent and institutional or public
context — map onto, but are not identical with, the statutory requirements of Article 131 CC RK,
Article 73-3 CAO RK and Article 143 Civil Code RK. The statutory provisions require elements
(explicit falsity, indecent form) that are structurally absent in indirect speech acts, which is why the
civil remedy under Article 143 Civil Code RK is more frequently applicable to indirect aggression
than the criminal provisions. The analytical procedure developed in this study is designed to bridge
this gap by providing forensic linguistic evidence that supports legal reasoning in cases where the
statutory threshold is not straightforwardly met.

The cross-register and multilingual corpus design strengthens the study’s applicability. The
analysis of Russian, Kazakh and English texts demonstrates that the core mechanisms of indirect
aggression operate across these three languages, though their cultural and contextual framing varies.
Cross-cultural variability underscores the importance of culturally informed contextual analysis in
forensic settings[15].

The implications for forensic linguistics practice are direct. Forensic experts assessing
potentially aggressive speech acts require an explicit, transparent and reproducible procedure
communicable to courts. The typology and criteria developed in this study provide such a procedure,
offering a structured basis for expert evidence and moving the analysis beyond impressionistic
judgment toward a demonstrable and auditable methodology.

The study has limitations that should be acknowledged. The corpus is numerically modest,
and its composition reflects the availability of accessible forensic materials rather than a statistically
representative sampling design. Frequency figures should be understood as descriptive of the corpus
rather than as population estimates. Future research should expand the multilingual dataset, include
additional legal systems, and investigate computational tools for systematic identification of indirect
aggression markers in large-scale digital corpora.
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CONCLUSION

This study has examined indirect aggressive speech acts from the intersecting perspectives of
linguistics, pragmatics and forensic law. The analysis confirms that indirect aggression is realized
through a consistent set of mechanisms — presupposition, implicature, irony and sarcasm, evaluative
language and rhetorical questions — which operate systematically across digital, professional, media
and forensic communicative contexts, adapted in their distribution to the pragmatic constraints of
each register.

The study makes three specific contributions to forensic linguistics. First, it operationalizes
identification criteria for indirect aggression through four explicit, applicable conditions, providing a
transparent basis for analytical decisions that can be communicated and audited in legal
proceedings[16]. Second, it applies these criteria systematically to a multilingual, multi-register
corpus, demonstrating both the cross-contextual consistency of the mechanisms and the register-
specific variation in their deployment, with explicit criterion-application shown for each category in
Table 2. Third, it grounds the proposed legal qualification criteria in actual forensic materials — court
decisions and expert linguistic reports — connecting the analytical framework to judicial and expert
practice rather than to theoretical propositions alone [17].

The legal dimension of the study reveals a structural gap between existing statutory provisions
(Article 131 CC RK, Article 73-3 CAO RK and Article 143 Civil Code RK) and the communicative
reality of indirect aggression. Indirect speech acts typically lack the explicit offensive form required
by Article 131 CC RK and the explicit knowingly false statement required by Article 73-3 CAO RK.
The civil remedy under Article 143 Civil Code RK, which does not require explicit offensive form
but requires demonstration of reputational harm, provides the most applicable legal mechanism for
addressing indirect aggression in Kazakhstani legal practice. Forensic linguistic expertise is
indispensable for establishing the pragmatic conditions under which this mechanism can be activated.

Future research should expand the multilingual corpus to additional languages and legal
systems, develop computational tools for automated detection of indirect aggression markers in
digital communication, and investigate the psychological effects of sustained covert verbal hostility
on targets — an area whose findings could inform evidentiary standards and preventive policy.
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/Kanama arpeccuBTi ceiijiey akTijepi :k9He 0/1apAbIH KYKBIKTBIK capajiaHy MaceJsesiepi
A.M.Kaman6ex', A.K. Taycoraposa', P. Oyecxan®

lOn-dapabuateinaarsr Kazak yiTTeik yausepcuteti, Anmmarsi, 050040, Kasakcran

Ka’ ®ockapu Benenus ynusepcureti (Universita Ca’ Foscari Venezia), Jopcomypo 3246, 30123
Benenus, Utanus

Amanmeiuy makana scanama azpeccusmi couliey akminepine dcone 01apoblH KYKbIKMblK
HbICAHbIH  capanay  bapvlcblnOa  Kezdecemin — npobremanapea  apuanzan.  Kazaxcman
Pecnyonuxacvinviy Kviimvicmolx xkooexciniy 130-wwvl scone 131-wi 6anmapsl auwwbly minde dHname
betiaden HblCaHOA JHCACANRAH A2pecCUsinbl pemmeyee 0ablmmanzaH, al Azamammuolk KOOeKcmiy
143-wi 6abvl azamamya azpeccusmi JHcaHama coO30epMeH 0e HYKCaH KelmipeeH Hcaz0aunapoa
a3amammuolk KOp2ay MyMKIHOI2IH KAMmMamacsl3 emeoi.

3epmmeyoin maKcamvl — dHcaHama azpeccusmblly AHbIKMay, HCyueneHoipy HcoHe KYKblKmblK
canoapvli MyciHoipy YuliH aHwlK Oeleiiep apKblibl ONepayusiivlk Kpumepuiiiepoi aukblHOay.
3epmmey Kazak, azvliubli dHcaHne opwvlc mindepinoeci 420 gpacmenmmen mypamvlh KONMiLOi
Kopnycka cytienedi. Homuoicenep oicanama azpeccusiHvbly NpacMamuKkaiblk miloik Mexanusmoep
APKbLIbL JHCY3e2e ACaAmbIHbIH Kopcemeoi.: Npecynno3uyus, UMNJIUKAmMypa, UpoHusl HcaHe 0aanaysiii
JIEKCUKA IKCHAUYUMMI azpeccusimer OauIanbiCma icyueieHeoi.

Kinm cesdep: com nuneeucmukacsel, cotiney axminepi, dHcauama azpeccus, npazmamuxd,

KYKbIKMbIK capanay.
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Marepuan 28.12.2025 Gacnara TycTi

KocBeHHble arpeccuBHbIE pedeBbie AKTHI U MPO0JIeMbI HX NPABOBOI KBAJIU(UKAUT

A M. XKaman6ek!, A.K. Taycoraposa', P. Ayecxan?

'Kazaxckuii HarnoHanbHBIi Yuuepcurer umenu Anb-®apadu, Anmatsl, 050040, Kazaxcran
2Vuusepcutet Ka’ ®ockapu Benerms (Universita Ca’ Foscari Venezia), Jopcoaypo 3246, 30123
Benenus, Uranus

Hannas cmamvs noceéaujena KOCBEHHBIM ACPECCUBHBIM pedesbiM akmam U Hnpoobiemam,
BO3HUKAOWUM 6 npoyecce ux npasosoi kearugurxayuu. C mouku 3peHus Oelcmeyroueo
3axkonooamenvcmea PK koceennas acpeccus, kak npasuno, He yoosiemeopsem npusnaxkam cm. 131
VK PK (omcymcmeue uenpunuunou ¢opmer) u cm. 73-3 KoAIl PK (omcymcmeue 3aedomo

79



1. Yonuxanos arsinaarsl KY xa6apuisicsl. @uitonorus cepusicsl. Ne 3 2026 Bulletin of S.Ualikhanov KU.
Bectauk KY umenn III. Yanmuxanosa. Cepust ¢punonorudeckas. Ne 3, 2026 Philological Series. Ne 3, 2026
ISSN 2788-7979 (online)

JIOJCHO20  YMBEPIHCOEHUS), OOHAKO MOJCem HNPUdUHAms conocmasumviii  eped. Haubonee
NPUMEHUMBIM NPasobiM mexanusmom ocmaémces cm. 143 I'K PK, npedocmasnsarowas epaxrcoanam
U fopuouyecKkuUM JUYaM npago mpebo8amsv ONPOBEPI’CEHUS CBE0eHUll, NOopoHYaujux 4Yecmv,
00CMOUHCMBO UNU 0€NI08YI0 Penymayuio, a Mmaxdice 83vbiCKamy 803MelujeHue MOpaIbHO20 épeda Oe3
mpebosaHust 00KA3AMeNbCMBEA SIBHOU HeNPUTUYHOU POPMbL.

Ocho6HOU 661800 3aKNI0UAETNCA 8 MOM, YMO CYOEOHO-TUHSBUCMUYECKAsl IKCNEePMU3A ABNAEMCS
HeobX00UMbIM UHCMPYMEHMOM OJifl YCMAHOBIEHUSA NPASMAMUYEeCKUX YCI08Ul, NPU KOMOPbIX HOpMA
cm. 143 I'K PK mooicem 6bimv npumeHena K CLy4asim KOC8eHHOU peuegoll azpeccull.

Knrouesvie cnosa: cyoebnas nunesucmura, peuegvle akmol, KOCGEHHAS a2peccus, NPazmamuxd,
npasoeas Keaiupurkayusl.
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H.H. Konkaesa!, H.K.Cmary.sioBa!
1. Vonuxanos arsinparsl Keximeray ynusepcureri, Kekmreray, 020000, Kazakcran

YJTTBIK MOJIEHU KOHUENTIVIEPAIH KOTHUTUBTIK
PEINIPE3EHTAIIUAJIAHYbI

byn maxanaoa wemendix sicone omanowlk anbiM-3epmmeyuinepoiy TUHEB0MIOeHU KOHYEeNnm
MeopusCLING Kamuvlcmbvl eHOeKmepine MOKmanbin, Ma0eHU KOHYenm YebIMblH Kapacmulpyoadvl
ELUILIMU  KO3Kapacmapvl MeH RiKipiepine Calblcmvlpmaibl manoay cacanraovl. Kazax min
EbIIBIMbIHOARbL  TUHSBOMIOCHU KOHYenminepoiy, MmeopusiiblK He2i30epi MeH penpe3eHmayusicol
KOCHUMUBMIK JHCIHE TUH2BOMIOEHUETNINAHY MYPEbICIHAH KAPACMbIPbLIAObL. 3epmmeyoiy MaKcamol
— CHAMbBICH MIOEHU KOHYENMICIHIH YIMmblK OYHUEMAHLIMOARbl AlAMbIH OPHbIH HCIHE KYDbLILIMObIK-
MasmMyHovlK epekuienikmepin anvikmay. CoHOQU-aK OHbl «KAMULbLY, «MApPbLy, «KA3aK dUeli», «ap»
JIUH2BOMIOEHU KOHYenmilepiMen caublCmulpa manoan, cojl apKblibl Amaiean Konyenminepoiy Ka3ax
OYHUEMAHBLIMbIHOARDL, KYHOLLILIKMAP HCYleciHoe2i poliH aHbIKMA).

3epmmeyoe smnupuKkanviy 0epekkosoep peminoe Kazax miliHiy mycindipme ce30ici dHcaue
a0ebu min cezdixmep, Kazax mininiy YaimmulK KOPNycbl Mamepuaioapvl Koio0aHuliovl. «Hamvicy
JIUH2BOMIOEHU KOHYENMICIiHIY SOPONIbIK AUMARbl, WemKepi auMazvl MeH accoyuamuemi epicmepi
AHBLIKMANObL.

Kinm ce3dep. Jlunesomadenu kouyenm, HAMbIC KOHYENmMici, KYHOBLILIKMAD, M20eHU KOO,
minoix cana, A0po, nepughepus, accoyuamuemi epicmep.

HEI'T3I'T EPEXKEJIEP

byrinae T FRUIBIMBIHAA JIMHTBOMOJIEHUETTAHBIMBIK 3€pTTEYJIep AaMBbII, Ka3akK TUTIHJIETI
MOJICHH, PyXaHH YFBIMIAPIbIH STUMOJIOTHSCHL, TYII-TAMBIPbI, CEMAaHTHUKAJIBIK aCTapiIbl MarbIHATAPHI
KEIIeH I KapacThIPbUIBIN Kenesl. ATtan aiiTKaH/1a, MOIEHU KOHLENTUIEpl 3epTTey Maceneci 0eneq
aJIbIT, MaHBI3/1bl OaFbITTApAbIH OipiHE alfHABIN OTHIP. JINHIBOMO/IEHU KOHILIENTLIEP XaIbIKThIH T11
MEH MOJIEHUET apachlHAarbl OaillaHBICHIH, YITTHIH JYHUETAHBIMBI MEH aKCHOJOTHSUIBIK KYHECIH,
XaJIBIKTBIH OPKEHUETTIK (TapUXU-MOJIEHU) TXKIPUOECIHIH JIMHIBUCTHKAJBIK PENpPE3eHTALUSICHIH
Tajjayjaa Heri3 peTiHae anblHaAbl. FampiMmapablH MiKipiHINE, KOHIENT TUIAIH MAaFbIHAIBIK
KYPBUIBIMBIHJIA FaHa €MeC, COJI YJITTHIH MEHTAIUTETIHJE, TapUXbIHIA, MOJCHH MYpachIHJA,
XaJBIKTBIK TOXipuOecinae alkpiHaanaabl. OchlFaH opail YITTBIK MOJIEHM KOHULENTUIEpAl ipiKTey,
Tanaay, oJapaAbH (YHKIIMOHAIIB KYPBUIBIMBIH KapacTHIPY, TMHTBUCTUKAIIBIK JEPEKKO3IEP apKbLIBI
penpe3eHTalusIIany 9ICTEPIiH 3epTTEey MaHBI3AbUIBIFBI )KOFAPhI MACceere aiHaJIbl.

Ochl Mocerne XKoHIHAEC OTAaHJBIK JKOHE MIETEIIK TiJ FRUIBIMBIHAA 3€PTTEYIIi-FaTbIMAAPIbIH
eHoOekTepi O6ap. Muicansl, B.I'ymb6onbar, [1.C.JIuxaues, B.A. MacnoBa, A.BexOwuiikas 1.T. FabIMaap
TIT MEH MOJCHHMET apachbIHIarbl Ca0aKTACTBIKTBI YIITTHIK KOHIENTOC()EpaHbIH KabITaCyhl
MoceJIeNIepiH 3epTTeYLIUIIK OaFbITTa KapacThlpca, OTaHAbIK FabiMIapbiMbiz ©.Kaiinap, P.Cei3apik,
H.Yomu, JX.ManxkeeBa, I'.CmarymoBa, b.M.HypmoyneroBa, D.OpazanueBa, A.OmipOekoBa T.T.
FAJIBIMJAP YITTBIK MOJCHU KOHIETITUIEp Il TUIIIK TYPFBIJIaH TallJjayFa Ha3ap ayaapibl.
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