
. 3/2012 ~ 27 ~ 
 

 

 316.285  
 

. , -  . , .  
    . .  

 
    –    

   
 

            -
  .  "   "   .  

    (  ,    
),         -  ( . )  -

-  ( . ) .    "  "  " -
   "      . 

   ,         
        : 

1.        –        . 
2.  ,     . 
3.         :    

    . 
     " "    (   

  . ),   , ,        
   .          

       ,      -
         . 

 :  ,  ,  ,  , 
   ,    ,  

  
   '          -

  .  "   "   .   
   (  ,    ),   
      -  ( . )  -  

( . ) .    "  "  "    
"      . 

   ,           -
       : 

1.        –        . 
2.  ,     . 
3.         :    -

    . 
    " "    (     -

 . ),   , ,    '     , 
   .              -

  ,            
 .  

 :  ,  ,  ,  ,  
  ,    ,   . 

The article argues for interrelation between the functions of conflict and the functions of the language of conflict through the 
interpretation of Lewis Coser's Functions of Social Conflict in the light of linguistic-conflictological perspective. The key concepts of the 
linguistic-conflictological approach (language of conflict, linguistic construction of social conflict), as well as the specific features of the 
definition of conflict through a synthesis of value-resource (Coser) and communicative-autopoietic (Luhman) definitions are 
characterized. The relationship of the concepts of language of conflict and linguistic construction of social conflict with the conceptual 
apparatus of the functional theory of conflict is analyzed. 

The author deals with three issues which reflect possibility of transition from the analysis of functions of conflict to the analysis of 
functions of the language conflict in its relation to different social systems: 

1. From the role of conflict in a group's boundary maintenance to the role of the language of conflict in a group's boundary 
maintenance. 

2. The relationships between realistic, unrealistic and linguistically constructed conflicts. 
3. Conflict as a factor of solidarity and solidarity as a factor of conflict: clarification of this relationship through the analysis of 

language conflict. 
The author proposes to develop a "matrix" of functions of the language of conflict (based on Coser's functions of conflict) which can 

be applied, for example, in analysis of texts of interviews which contain characteristics of the language of conflict. By means of this, 
functions of the conflict and functions of the language of conflict can be considered with regard to different systems and subsystems of 
social conflicts, including linguistically constructed conflicts as a subsystem of realistic conflicts. 

Keywords: social conflict, functions of conflict, language of conflict, linguistic-conflictological approach, linguistic construction of 
social conflict, realistic and unrealistic conflicts, functions of the language of conflict.  
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The article analyzes the concepts of social exclusion and social inclusion and identifies their contradictions. On the basis of publica-

tions of H.Silver, R.Levitas, A.Sen and others it is argued that a separate line of elaboration of these concepts has developed within 
European social policy discourse which was influenced by the following ideologies: communitarian-republican, liberal-integrationist, 
social-redistributionist. It is asserted that all these ideologies share the understanding of social exclusion as relative, relational, and 
multidimensional deprivation, while social inclusion is regarded as a compensation of deprivation and repair of social bonds. Such 
understanding is not compatible with a widespread notion in contemporary sociology that in post-modern societies the importance of 
hierarchical inequalities has been replaced with horizontal differentiation. Existing approaches to social inclusion are featured, and their 
heuristic advantages and limitations are demonstrated.  

Keywords: social inclusion, social exclusion, modern society, relative deprivation, relational capability deprivation 
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