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PHENOMENON OF “COMMUNICATIVE ACT™
A PSYCHOLINGUISTICS PERSPECTIVE

The article presents the theoretical study of thenpmenon “communicative act” from
the point of view of psycholinguistics. The artialescribes different approaches to the
phenomenon “communicative act” and provides a mspr@tive and analysis of the main
structural components. The article proves the texbe the basic unit of communication,
determines the universal characteristics of the tex the basic manifestation of the
communicative act (there are 11). The purpose@ftticle is to present the communicative
act theoretically in an optimally wide range of Iplems that are relevant to modern science
in general, and psycholinguistics in particulad afso to represent the theoretical analysis of
the universal characteristics of the text as achasinifestation of the communicative act. In
addition, the article presents the data from a Ipsleguistics proper perspective and also
incorporates perspectives from psychology, philbgopnd philology that are necessary from
the point of view of the essence of the problens Hetermined that a speaking person acts
as a subject of communication, appearing at eacimenb of his/her communication
simultaneously in three parts, as a set of “ped#ghgphenomena — as a personality
1) language, 2) speech, and 3) communicative. Rhiswn that communication can be
structuralized. The basic unit of communicationaiscommunicative act, understood as
a functionally integral piece of communication, ttwre of which is a text (a monologue,
a dialogue or a polylogue). In each communicatiefe faur components are distinguished
and, therefore, four aspects 1) the extra-linguia8pect; 2) the semantic aspect; 3) the
cognitive aspect; 4) the proper linguistic aspect.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Having crossed the half-century frontier, psychmliistics is confidently moving from
a multidisciplinary science, born as a result obmbination of the object of linguistics and
the subject of psychology, to an independent sifieiranch of knowledge with a clearly
defined methodology of psycholinguistic researoiparticular, with developed and applied
psycholinguistic toolset. Accordingly, there are rexcand more publications on the
problems of psycholinguistics, there is a distridsutof the latter to solve many individual
and social problems. At the present stage, psyoaistics exists as an independent
discipline, whose premises can be found in theohjsbf science. The origins of
psycholinguistics are in the writings of famousglimsts, psychologists, physiologists:
W. von Humboldt, W. Wundt, A.A. Potebnia, |.A. Baglude Kurtene, A.A. Shakhmatov,
L.S. Vygotskii, .M. Sechenov, S.I. Bershtein, AlMNeontev, A.R. Luriia, N.l. Zhinkin etc.
Most studies on the history of the development efcpolinguistics dwell on the
determination of three main stages of its develagnef which the first is associated with
the name of Ch. Osgood and is called assocyahéssdcond is named after Ghomsky
and is known as transformational, the third — wille names of modern scholars
(V.P. Belianin, O.0. Zalevskaia, D. Carroll, A.Aetntev, J. Ferguson, R.M. Frumkina,
T. Harley etc.), and is called the modern one @dsa, Zasiekin, 2008). The main
difference of the latter is the transition from tentence to the complete text/discourse,
i.e. to communication. Significance takes on thentext and within the limits of
psycholinguistics the meaning of the word becatisedonstructed in accordance with the
specific situation of the subject’s life or academikperience.

Psycholinguistics studies the processes of progiuethd understanding of the text, the
social, communicative conditions for the coursetafse processes, taking into account
extralinguistic factors and the psychological siigance of the language tools used.
Moreover, the text as a phenomenon of linguistid extralinguistic reality is a complex
phenomenon that performs various functions: it imeans of communication, a way of
storing and transmitting information, and a reflectof the individual’s mental life, and
a product of a certain historical era, and a fofneudtural existence, and a reflection of
certain sociocultural traditions. That is why thexeuch a variety of definitions of the text,
such a variety of approaches to it. The constraoctiba psycholinguistic model of text
perception should be based both on the basis @igakto account the substantial and
formal characteristics of the text, as well asghgchological patterns of text perception by
various recipients.

The issues about the psychological patterns inuagg, about the unconsciousness in
language, about the correlation of consciousnedsuanonsciousness in connection with
language and speech activity have been discuss&d\hyKrushevskii, F.F. Fortunatov,
F. de Saussure, A.A. Potebnia, F. Boas, R. Jakodtson

Although scientists have had different attitudegh® relationship between language
and psychology, they have been unanimous in tleadligtinction between psychology and
linguistics is not good for both disciplines. Inrtes of methodology, this approach
impoverishes linguo-psychology and underminesdtsélations, and deprives linguistics
of prospects and the humanitarian base. Thus gfieitibn of the place of communication
in general and the communicative act in particutathe context of psycholinguistic
research, analysis of the main directions of dewalent of psycholinguistics in the new
century, as well as the identification of the mdirections of psycholinguistic research in
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the field of communication at the present stagdashestic and foreign thought is gaining
timeliness (Kalmykov, 2018). The problem of undansting the text is one of the core
problems under the conditions of modern informatoid communication society. It has
been actively investigated by the scientists ammblscs of different countries and areas of
humanitarian science (Dijk, Kinch, 1998; Zalevsk&@l15; Cummine, Cribben, Luu et al.,
2016; Foucart, Romero-Rivas, Gort, Costa, 2016;dtsibSnijders, Hoop, 2016; Bitan,
Kaftory, Meiri-Leib et al., 2017; Bosco, Gabbata2817; Sharon, Thompson-Schill, 2017;
De Freitas, Peruzzi, Deacon, 2018; Hahne, Goldhamiighne, Naumann, 2018;
Houghton, 2018; Murray, Starr, 2018 etc.).

Therelevanceof the study is due to the fact that the modearguist cannot be familiar
with psycholinguistics, at least with its foundaisp and with the theory of communication
as one of the main areas of psycholinguistic rebeand is also predetermined by the need
for a theoretical and practical study of psychdliistic factors that influence on the
origination and perception of the text in the pssx®f communication, the study of
specific and universal features of communicatiomaracteristic of communication of
representatives of different psycholinguistic higtal-cultural communities.

The originality of the study is to consider theoretically the @nsal characteristics of
the text as the main manifestation of a communieadict, the main focus is on structuring
the basic unit of communication — the communicatieg as well as on the phenomena of
a psycholinguistic nature that are behind the Jddyen of speech and language behaviour
and are included in the psycholinguistic plan ahaaunication.

The purposeof the article is to present the communicative thetoretically in an
optimally wide range of problems that are releventmodern science in general, and
psycholinguistics in particular, and also to reprashe theoretical analysis of the universal
characteristics of the text as a basic manifestasfcthe communicative act. At the same
time, the article presents the data not only ofchselinguistics proper but also of
psychology, philosophy, and philology, which searasessary from the point of view of
the essence of the problem under discussion. Ah@fabove said determines the specific
objectives of this article: 1) to give the readaridea of the most significant and most
interesting data which have had a huge impact erd#velopment of psycholinguistics,
have determined its current face and have reflettiedmain ideas of psycholinguistic
research on the problem of communication; 2) te@methe theoretical points of view of
psycholinguists, psychologists, philologists onpineblem of the communicative act; 3) to
determine the universal characteristics of the tagta basic manifestation of the
communicative act; 4) to represent the totality‘drsonality” phenomena (a speaking
personality, a language personality, and a speecsopality) and to clearly distinguish
them.

2. METHODS AND TECHNIQUES OF THE RESEARCH

The following theoretical methods are used in thgearch: the analysis of scientific
sources devoted to the problems of psychology, ulsiigs, psycholinguistics, the
generalization of scientific investigations, théenpretation of communication laws, the
separation of the baselines, the characterizatfothe discussions selected taking into
account their intentional and purposeful orientaticonclusion, and the method of
observation and introspection.
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3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The emergence of psycholinguistics was due to dbethat there became recognized
the necessity of developing a new scientific apphothat could overcome the narrow
departmental study of facts and thereby could pi®wew perspectives for their vision and
explanation (Zalevskaia, 2013). The fact is thaiditional linguistics and traditional
psychology could not give a theoretical understag@ind practical solution to a number of
problems, such as, for example, language traimat\e and foreign), speech education of
preschool children, speech impact, speech restorafter brain injuries, etc. In addition,
according to scientists (Leontev, 1999; Frumkin@93, Zalevskaia, 2013), traditional
sciences did not describe language as a psychinoptenon. Psycholinguistics was
designed to solve these and other problems.

The subject of psycholinguistics is extremely witgtethe focus of its attention today
there are the following main areas: mechanisms uimlerstanding, memorizing and
producing speech; processes of generating and stadding speech; functioning language
in the process of generating and perceiving speaaebhanisms for using language; mental
dictionary; mastering the language (native, forgigmtogenesis of children’s speech,
congenital language mechanisms, language enviranoiehe child; the phenomenon of
bilingualism; human speech mechanism and pecudiarif its formation and functioning;
language (speech) disorders; intellectual proceasgmmmunication (Parret, 1993).

At the present stage of development, the followdngblems are the most relevant for
Ukrainian and foreign psycholinguistics: non-vertmmponents of communication;
correlation of the phenomena “language — man -esgcithe phenomenon of the language
personality; the image (picture) of the world; etbualtural specifics of communication;
intercultural communication, aspects of the languairtures of the world; theory and
practice of translation (Krasnykh, 2001; Slama-Caz2007).

Psycholinguistics exists and develops in close tieeennection with psychology. At
the same time, psychology is engaged in interpafscommunication, one of the main
means of which is language (Leontev, 1999). Psyhoistics is most closely associated
with traditional linguistics, as it deals with adei range of problems directly related to
language. The origin and development of a new timecin psychology — cognitive
psychology, which involves the study of the rolecofnitive processes in speech activity,
has led to the emergence and parallel developnfienpaitive linguistics, the aim of which
is to study and describe the “conceptual sphem@ideptosphere) of a person. Based on the
language picture of the world, cognitive linguistis engaged in studying the language
consciousness, the language image of the world. deévelopment of civilization, the
emergence of new technologies has led to thetlattbntacts with representatives of other
cultures have begun to occupy an increasingly itapomplace in human life. As a result,
studies of interethnic, intercultural contacts, arhinately, and conflicts are developing
more and more actively. All the above mentioned bastributed to forming a new
scientific direction in psycholinguistics — ethngplolinguistics. Psycholinguistics is also
closely related to sociolinguistics, since, studysommunication in the broad sense of this
word, it cannot but consider the subject of comroatidbn — man and human society.

Man is a social being, social in nature, humanamis generated by his life in a society,
in a culture created by man (Leontev, 1999). Comsetly, human consciousness is
a reflection of reality, refracted through the prisf socially developed language meanings,
concepts, and individual human consciousness isitjesonly under the conditions of the
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existence of public consciousness. Many psychdiegiand psycholinguists use
consciousness and language consciousness to @estiband the same phenomenon —
man, “To have consciousness is to own languageowiro language is to own meanings.
The meaning is a unit of consciousness (languagial meaning). Consciousness with
this understanding is significant” (Leontev, 1998y the definition of I.A. Zimniaia,
“language consciousness is a form of existencadifidual, cognitive consciousness of
a homo sapiens, a speaking man, a communicating anaran as a social being, as an
individual” (Zimniaia, 1985). So, consciousness hdanguage nature, manifests itself in
language, and language is the best reflection ofamuthought. It follows from what has
been said that language consciousness is one afpects of human consciousness, that
area of consciousness that is associated withpthect activity of man.

The picture of the world and the language picturéhe world are closely connected
with consciousness and language consciousness.rMpdgcholinguists believe that the
concepts of “consciousness” and “picture of thelaVigithe image of the world, the model
of the world) are close, if not synonymous. Thetyie of the world is recognized as
a reflection of the world in the head of man. Mare the picture of the world is understood
as a reflection in the human psyche of the sulsj@ebunding reality, mediated by objective
meanings and corresponding cognitive schemes arehaste to conscious reflection
(Leontev, 1999), as a result of the past of thepjgedo which we classify ourselves
(Ufimtseva, 1993). The picture of the world necebsdears a national cultural imprint.
The language picture of the world is the worldha tnirror of language — the secondary,
ideal world in language expression, the totalitkwbwledge about the world, reflected in
vocabulary, phraseology, grammar. Each natural uagg reflects a certain way of
conceptualizing (perceiving and organizing) theldiofhe meanings that are expressed in
language form a unified system of views, which sral of “collective philosophy”, which
all the speakers of the given language adhere toaaslatory. The language picture of the
world is a kind of material form in which the pictuof the world is fixed and realized.

For socialization, becoming a member of a sociatperson, therefore, an individual
needs to learn, appropriate the experience gaigetthedo members of the given society,
achieve spiritual and material culture, and learude them. In other words, in order to
become a member of one or another national-linigugstitural society, it is necessary to
appropriate the consciousness of this society. @fnlhe main channels for obtaining
information in the process of socialization of adividual is language, which, according to
the idea of E. Sapir, is “a powerful factor in sdization, perhaps the most powerful of the
existing ones” (Sapir, 1993). This position of laage is due to the fact that in the system
of language signs, the social being of people idetenl, and displayed. Language is a part
of social memory, a set of meanings that make aprttlicative basis of activity not only
of speech one but also of the other one, for exaneplgnitive. In this regard, it is necessary
to form various competencies of an individual: laage, speech, communicative, as well
as cultural competency (Kravchenko, 2017).

The phenomenon of a language personality is clagginected with the above said, the
teaching of which has recently become increasipglyular among researchers. But so far
there is no single interpretation accepted and gmiced by all. The spread of its
understanding is wide — from the subject, individaathor of the text, native speaker and
even just an informant (passive or active) to taeglage picture of the world and
knowledge of the world, knowledge of language andwedge about language, up to
language national identity, the mentality of theple (Krasnykh, 2001).
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lu. N. Karaulov proposes a structure of linguigtzsonality, consisting of three levels:
1) verbal-semantic, 2) cognitive, 3) pragmatic @dov, 1987).

The verbal-semantic level assumes normal knowleddbe natural language for the
native speaker, and for the researcher — the ivadltdescription of the formal means of
expressing certain meanings.

The cognitive level, the units of which are notipideas, concepts, developing in each
language individuality into a more or less orderedre or less systematized “picture of the
world”, reflects the hierarchy of values. The cadiyei level of the structure of the language
personality and his/her analysis involves the egmam of meaning and the transition
to knowledge, which means that it covers the iat#llal sphere of the personality, giving
the researcher a way through the language, thrahghprocesses of speaking and
understanding to knowledge, consciousness, prazess®gnition of man.

The pragmatic level includes goals, motives, irgeseattitudes, and intentions. This
level provides the analysis of a logical and caoddl transition from assessments of
his/her speech activity to the understanding off aetivities in the world in the language
personality (Karaulov, 1987).

Scientists have been studying the first verbal-sgiméevel for a long time, the last two
levels have become the object of close attentioesgarchers in recent decades, which is
associated with the development of psycholingugstioe theory of acts, cognitology and
cognitive linguistics.

In connection with the problem of the language @eatity, the question arises of the
relationship between language and speech, whiehtsstis have been pondering over since
the times of F. de Saussure. Currently, it is abergid by a number of researchers through
the prism of the language personality, and thedagg personality is comprehended in the
light of the indicated dichotomy. The logical camibn of such studies has become the
thesis of the presence of not only the phenomeridanguage personality but also the
phenomenon of speech personality. Moreover, “anguage personality is a multilayered
and multicomponent paradigm of speech persondlifiebukova, Mikhalkina, 2001).
Otherwise, according to the words of Iu. E. ProkiogProkhorov, 2007), if a language
personality is a paradigm of speech personalifies), on the contrary, a speech personality
is a language personality in the paradigm of realmunication. In A.A. Leontev’s opinion,
the language personality is correlated with languegyan object, and the speech personality
is correlated with language as an ability (Leonfd99).

The language personality and speech personalitpanadigmatic phenomena, and if
the language personality is the paradigm itsedfnttihe speech personality is an element of
such a paradigm. But, as it is known, the systemif@sts itself in functioning. In the
presented case, functioning the system (paradigmaniguage as a process. The last
component corresponds not to the language and lsgeersonality, but to the person
participating in the communication at the given neop that is, the “communicative”
personality. Thus, the totality of “personality” g@iomena is presented as follows:
a) a speaking personalitig a person, one of the types of whose activigpsech activity,
covering both the process of generating speechiengrocess of perceiving speech works;
b) a language personalitis a person who manifests himself/herself in spestivity,
having a certain set of knowledge and ideaa;speech personaliig a person who realizes
himself/herself in communication, expresses andléempnts one or another commu-
nication strategy and tactics, selects and usesioaeother set of tools, both linguistic and
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extralinguistic; da communicative personality a specific participant in a communicative
act, actually acting in real communication.

However, it should be noted that such a distinchetween personality phenomena is
conditional. Each human, as a “speaking persoaaalh moment of his/her speech activity,
acts simultaneously as a language personality amsrenunicative personality. The main
channel of socialization of an individual, the aggiation of social means, the
achievements of the development of previous geioast cultural information is
communication, in which an individual is includedihce childhood. Discourse or
communication is one of the parties of the intécacbf people in the process of their
activities. The basic unit of any discourse is ideed the text.

Text as a phenomenon is a very multidimensionalkerde and multifaceted
phenomenon. In this regard, there is no, and, pstithere cannot be a single understanding
and definition of the text. In the framework of theentific paradigm that has developed
lately and which integral component is psycholistjas, the text is considered primarily
as a product of speech and thinking activity. Hosveat present, it is absolutely obvious,
and few people reject the assertion that the texsueh (or its part, fragment) can be
expressed by non-verbal means. In many studiestetkieis considered precisely as
a “creolised” product, expressed both by verbal mmakverbal paralinguistic, visual, etc.
means. Today, even the most “persistent” linguasts psychologists do not dismiss the
fact that in the direct communication up to 80%nédrmation is received by communicants
through non-verbal channels, and agree that mossible to study speech without taking
into account extralinguistic factors affectingit.other words, to analyse speech behaviour,
ignoring the general context of communicative béhay not taking into account the
inclusion of speech activity in the general cirofeother activities (and this is one of the
postulates of psychology and psycholinguistics}, taking into account the situation in
which communication is carried out, and factorsetfhg the processes of generation
and perception of speech work, without considerthg linguistic (linguocultural)
consciousness of the communicants, today doeseeot fustified, expedient and correct.
The “paradox of the text”, its verbal-non-verbatura, is explained by the fact that from
the whole spectrum of means of expressing someingéamderstood in this case from the
standpoint of psycholinguistics), the author selewit only verbal, but also non-verbal
(paralinguistic) means (for example, facial expi@ss, gestures and so on; much has been
written about this (for example, by E.A. Zemska3@)7, G.V. Kolshansky, 2013, and other
researchers).

Speaking of a comprehensive psycholinguistic amabfthe text (as one of the possible
approaches), it should be borne in mind that alnaktnon-verbal components of
communication and even all “dumb replicas” can bebalized. Metaphorically speaking,
the text can be presented as a finished pictutenapshot” (a kind of “clean” example of
this approach is the understanding of the text Ry Galperin and his followers: the text is
considered as a prepared, finished product thauhdsrgone some processing (Galperin,
2008). If we continue our metaphor, discourse sacess and what surrounds it. Thus, it
can be said that the text is what happened whefattist” (author/authors of the text) put
aside a brush or pencil. It can be a drawing, atairt sketch or a complex canvas. But the
work on the product is completed, and what has Iskaped turns into a life of its own.
Discourse is not only and not so much what comé®obthe author’'s hands, but also all
the sketches in the margins, and all the sketarebs drafts, and the process of work, and
the workshop, and the artist (author) himself/nér€x course, with the perception of the



40 T. Dotsevych, T. Tkach, V. Slabouch

text (and the text lives at the moment of its gatien and perception by the
recipient/recipients), all the aspects that arevastt to the discourse, all the parameters of
the latter, are fundamentally important. And thisunderstandable since the text is an
integral “element” of discourse. We speak morertyeand categorically: for us, the text is
the main unit of discourse.

Discourse and text are impossible outside the comeation process (much has been
spoken and written about it by linguists and psyiclgoists); it has been emphasized and
repeatedly said that the text is a unit of commation; however, we will make a reservation
right away that for us communication is not onlyracess of direct communication: it can
be “scattered”, “distanced” in time and space). @amication is carried out with the aim
of transmitting / receiving / exchanging informatjavith the goal of some definite impact
on the recipient (which of these is primary, whislsecondary is a separate issue, it is not
important for our study). Communication is a pracasd, like any process, can be divided.
The basic unit of communication, from our pointvagw, is the communicative act (CA).
The components of the CA are the situation anddise; the main unit of the latter is the
text.

Some characteristics of the psycholinguistic anslykthe text have been distinguished
in the course of observation and analysis. Thegaef such an analysis is to understand
whether the communicants have succeeded in a (getech) activity. The text has the
following typical characteristics:

1. the consituationwhich, following E.A. Zemskaya (Zemskaya, 2003 )understood
as the extralinguistic reality in which a commutiiea act takes place; here are
included all the main changes in the situation dwur in the course of a specific
communicative act and are important for the comigation process;

2. the timeor the time factor in some cases is of fundamentpbrtance for the course
of a communicative act and, accordingly, the anslg§the latter; pauses between
the replicas of the communicants are especialgveait;

3. the sequence of communicants’ replieaeplicas are not considered mechanically,
but their semantics and functional loading should taken into account:
communicative statements spoken sequentially garesent one or several replicas
(the number of replicas is determined by the fuomatl-semantic loading and the
“role” that these statements play, since the fitatement, for example, can “close”
the previous (micro) text, and the next, respebtivean “open” the next); the
important (but far from the only) indicator, in $héase, is pausing;

4. the specific subjecis a communicant, an author generating a spesifieech-
-cognitive and thinking product;

5. the stimulugo speech action and thrgentionof speech generation;

6. the verbal form of the product of speech-cognitind thinking activityi. e. it is the
text itself in direct presentation; the presentatibthe text is accompanied by certain
comments, noting the main features of the use mjuage tools in this particular
product;

7. the reaction to a specific speech actiore. there is a reaction — verbal or non-verbal
— to this action or not;

8. the structure of the texinicrotexts and macrotexts);

9. the logical and semantic structure of the tdagiical-semantic blocks are identified,
by which certain fragments of communication are mhea
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10. the concrete speech act as a minifragment of conuation, the communicative-
pragmatic orientation of the speech act is detegdhiits illocutionary meaning (this
parameter is associated with the intention andreéotly, with the stimulus of the
given speech action);

11.the connections between speech actionanections between the speech actions of
one communicant are revealed and shown (if theckp@etions are “spaced” in time
and space, if the words of one communicant areruqtéed by the words of another
one, if there is some logical sequence of speetbracof one communicant) and
among the speech actions of different communicéatehain of “connected”
remarks during dialogue, for example).

So, the text is considered as the main unit ofadisse. The text may have a simpler or
more complex structure. The smallest “textual” ismimnicrotext, which is characterized, in
particular, by one predication, one microtheme, oneroconcept when generated.
Microtexts can be combined into units of a more plaxstructure —macrotexts. Macrotexts
can have a certain number of microtexts in thengosition, and, as our observations show,
can also be summarized in texts of a “higher” lewelthis case, one can speak about
macrotexts of the first level, the second levat, étpeculiar “peak” of such a hierarchical
pyramid of texts is the macrotext of the “highdst/el or, if the communicants manage to
create a single text in the process of communioatids macrotext can be called “global”.
A similar view is correlated with the understandofghe text in psycholinguistics, which
considers the text as “a form of expression of ilerarchy of semantic formations of
varying degrees of complexity and significance”dtmarovich & Apukhtin, 1981).

The suggested typical characteristics of the texhfthe linguistic point of view allow
determining the psycholinguistic characteristicshaf text:

a) the presence/absence of the communicants’ unifsiimgle motive for carrying out

their activities;

b) the presence/absence of the communicants’ unifymitary setting towards the
implementation of their joint activities;

c) the implementation of joint (including speech) ditiés by communicants;

d) the receiving of a single text as a result of themmunicants’ joint activities;

e) the communicants’ response to changes in the e@tigih (and if so, how);

f) the communicants’ active and adequate participatioan the process of
communication.

All the above said allows determining the psychmiliistic characteristics of the text
which are as follows: 1) actualizing a common sgttowards the implementation of joint
speech activities in the absence of a single glohative and a macroconcept that
implements it, unfolding in the macrotext; 2) iretmacrotext, the macroconcept of one
communicant unfolds, while the second communicamtively participates in
communication and contributes to the generatiamsihgle macrotext; 3) carrying out joint
(speech) activities, the communicants demonstnaitenfutual understanding, which is
manifested at the verbal and non-verbal levels demonstrates that the communicants
belong not only to one ethnic group but also to smgety (i.e., communicants possess not
only one cognitive base but also a single collectiggnitive space); 4) the communicants
are on the same social level and are fairly familim general, in the process of
communication, the communicants manage to cresitegée macrotext.

Communication is a necessary and specific condifiiwrhuman life in society. The
basis of communication is a problem situation, iigcommunication) begins with the fact
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that a person has a need for communication. G.Ghdpsov defines the communicative
act as “the act of interaction between the senddrthe recipient, which is based on the
message”, i. e. when committing any communicatite @mmunication participants also
make a speech one (Pocheptsov, 1986). Communicatitime psychological sense is
always the process of solving a communicative gnoblSince communication is two-way
in nature, the perceptual task, which determinespttocess of speech perception, is also
solved in the communication process.

As it is known, any process, one way or anothemnddeitself to segmentation.
Communication is of no exception either, which aladrawing a certain distinction within
itself. A communication act (CA) can be recogniasdsuch a fragment of communication,
a segment of communication.

The following clarification also seems necessarg:dcommunicative act and the speech
act are different phenomena. Without dwelling oa theory of speech acts (J.L. Austin,
J.R. Searle, J. Barwise, J. Perry, N. Fotion, ERAducheva, N.D. Arutiunova,
E.E. Razlogova etc.) it should only be noted thatenn linguistics, psychology and
psycholinguistics consider first of all separateesth actions (the word “act” in the name
of this theory is, in our opinion, is an Englisading-paper in which “act” means “action”).
A speech act is understood as a certain commuwicatition, a structural unit of linguistic
communication, a discretely allocated tact, a quanbf discourse. We mean a larger
fragment of communication. The core of such a fragimis the text, which can be
represented by a monologue, dialogue or polylogims, the theory of speech acts is
applicable in this case in a rather limited fornmlyowhen considering separate speech
actions that are included in the analysed text).

A communicative ags a real and at the same time conditional urie paradox is due
to the fact that, on the one hand, communicatianaaprocess, has the property of
divisibility/segmentation, but on the other harfte boundaries of such a unit are mobile,
somewhat blurred and subjective. Each communicadiee has two components: the
situation and discourse, which are two sides ofstrae coind situationis a fragment of
an objectively existing reality, of which a verlaak can also be a part. As tbe discourse
in linguistics, psychology and later in psycholitics, the interpretation of this concept
has changed along with a change in the generadiganaof knowledge of the above
sciences, as well as due to a change in approatthegudying oral and written
communication and its results in various schootbdirections representing this paradigm.

Thus, it can be assumed that the communicativeygotars to be a broader concept
regarding speech. So, for example, T.A. Van Digyealing the essence of the term of
a communicative act, also correlates it with a spext, arguing that a speech act is a unit
of transmitting information, when, as a communiatict, is a unit of communication. He
also defines the units of the communicative actolilews: a speech act, an auditing act
(a listener’s act), and a situation of communigatigan Dijk, 2015).

According to the concept of A.E. Kibrik, the follawg components of a communicative
act are distinguished: 1) discourse — “a commuiveatsituation, including the
consciousness of communicants and the text creatélte process of communication”;
2) speech act — “discretely distinguished tactis€aurse”, in turn, the main elements of
which are the speaker, the addressee, and thejextfragment of reality “introduced into
consideration in this discourse: the external sibmawhich is the topic of communication”,
the communicative situation; 4) the communicatimgi®nment — “the consituation that
makes up the subject environment of communicantsirie and space) in the process of



Phenomenon of “communicative act”:... 43

communicative interaction” (Kibrik, 1992). Studyirtige structure of the communicative
act, Kibrik pushed off from the direction of thetéormation, that is why, in his conception,
one can trace the tendency of functioning the lagguepending on the context of its use,
while extralinguistic factors come to the fore heBet his concept emphasizes the act of
the speaker, which makes it difficult to understaimel structure of language interaction,
which includes not only the act of the speakerdist the act of the listener.

One of the most important factors that determieeaittequacy of communication is the
presence of a common knowledge fund of communicant®mmunity of iconic means
and a certain community of social experience. Tgeeiics of communication when using
a specific national language consists of 1) theifipse of building a speech chain, which is
carried out according to the grammatical rules given language, and 2) the specificity of
images of consciousness that reflect objects afrticoilar national culture. And to achieve
mutual understanding, it is necessary that the comirants possess a community of
knowledge about the language used, a communitkié &1 verbal communication, and
a community of knowledge about the world in thenfoof images of consciousness
(Tarasov, 1996).

For adequate communication, the necessary condgidhe presence of a common
presupposition base among the communicants otthi&r ¢erms, a common apperception
base. The presupposition is a general fund of kedg¢, common experience, a common
thesaurus, general preliminary information that oamicants possess. The categories of
presupposition are the personality of the communmijdas/her life experience, his/her social
characteristics. Presupposition serves as a zongeavfection of the cognitive spaces of
communicants and is updated in the process of conwamion.

On the basis of what is put at the forefront, whicdpects of communication attract
particular attention and are the subject of comatiten, various types of communication
are distinguished. So, if for the analysis the @&o@r national affiliation of the
communicants is not relevant, if we are only intézd in the universal in communication,
the focus is on interpersonal communication as .séAckimilar approach is typical, in
particular, for psychological research. Thus, ipéesonal communication is the
communication of communicants outside their mentbprin a particular social medium,
i.e. at pre-national, national or supra-nationalels. And if for the analysis of
communication, the social or national affiliatiohtbe communicants is important, which
largely determines the specifics of communicatioa particular language, one has to talk
about two main oppositions: 1) monosocial or irgectal communication and 2) mono-
ethnic (monocultural) and interethnic (intercultii@mmunication.

Communication can be represented as communicatitsooial medium” of different
nature — different national-linguo-cultural commtigs. At this level, monocultural and
intercultural communication are distinguished. Momitural communication is a commu-
nication of representatives of one national-linguitural community, and intercultural
communication is a communication of different na#blinguo-cultural communities,
native speakers of different mental-linguistic cdemes with different national
communicative bases.

In this regard, intercultural communication can defined as the process of direct
interaction of cultures. Moreover, the process mteraction takes place within the
framework of completely incompatible or partiallpicciding national stereotypes of
thinking and behaviour, which significantly affe¢tee mutual understanding of commu-



44 T. Dotsevych, T. Tkach, V. Slabouch

nication participants. There is much in common leefwinter-social communication and
intercultural communication, but there are siggrifitdifferences between them.

The main, basic types of communication are intéucal and inter-social. However,
each person does not exist by himself/herself,itigociety, enters into various socie-
ties and functions in the field of one or anothatignal-linguo-cultural community. As
a result, these types of communication do not apjmea “pure” form, but are the result
of some intersection and interaction, forming tledofving types of communication:
1) monosocial monocultural communication; 2) irdecial monocultural communication;
3) monosocial intercultural communication; 4) insexcial intercultural communication
(Krasnykh, 2001).

Modern communicative models (Komlev, 1996) are abt@rized by the allocation of
poles, which are represented by the consciousri¢ise speaker (at the “entrance”) and the
consciousness of the listener (at the “exit”). hede models, communication is seen as
a triad: origination — speech — perception, eagk f which is equally significant and
important. At the center of this triad is speechjolu is quite natural, since speech is an
activity that is carried out through communicatifviygotskii, 1982; Leontev, 2000;
Leontev, 1999).

A fragment of communication, discourse, is a comicative act. At the same time,
it is important to clarify the ratio of the commuative and speech act. A speech act
is considered a communicative action, a structundtl of language communication. The
main core of a speech act is a text that can bsepted in monologue, dialogue or
polylogue. Each communicative act has two compoparts: the situation and discourse,
which are the two sides of the same phenomenoituéti®n is a fragment of an objectively
existing reality, a verbal act of which can alsoabgart. Discourse is a verbalized speech-
-cognitive activity, which includes not only lingtic proper but also extralinguistic
components.

The last considered concept of the structure afransunicative act is the concept of
V.V. Krasnykh. The communicative act here has ttmocsural components: discourse and
the situation (the external side of communicatefragment of real reality). In total, four
components and four aspects of each communicatiteage distinguished: 1) the
extralinguistic aspect, the consituation is thesotiyely existing extralinguistic situation of
communication; the conditions of communicationlie broad sense and its participants
(i.e. who, what, where, when); 2) the semantic etsplee context is implicitly or explicitly
expressed meanings that are the part of the sityatfiey are circling in discourse and
relevant to the given communicative act; 3) thenitdge aspect; the presupposition is
interaction of individual cognitive spaces of commuants, including the communicants’
ideas about the consituation; 4) the linguisticeaspproper; speech is a product of direct
speech production which communicates produce (Kidsr2001).

The structural component of a communicative attiediscourse, which is a verbalized
speech-thinking activity, which is a combinationafprocess and a result and has both
linguistic and extralinguistic (linguo-cognitive}ams. The first one is associated with the
language, realizes itself in the used language maad manifests itself in the totality of
the generated texts (discourse as a result). Ttendeplan is associated with language
consciousness, which determines the choice of Eggmeans, affects the origination and
perception of texts, manifesting itself in the @titand presupposition (discourse as
a process).
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Many researchers positively answer the questiathefexistence of different types of
discourse, on the one hand, delimiting nationatalisses, and on the other, within the
framework of one national discourse, highlightifuy,example, poetic, scientific, aesthetic,
political, legal discourse, etc. What concernsalhacation of types (kinds) of discourse, it
should be noted that they are not separate isotgpes or kinds of discourse, but serve as
some “modification” of the latter, which is adapieda certain way to the sphere in which
it functions.

From a linguistic point of view, discourse is ag&norganism, in which at the same
time the most diverse aspects of not only langimgelso language thinking are realized,
because “everywhere ... psychological categoride Ihiehind grammatical and normal
categories” (Vygotskii, 1982). The text, as thelizedion of discourse, is such a unity in
which everything is interconnected.

Psycholinguistics studies the processes of prosluethd understanding of the text, the
social, communicative conditions for these procesaking into account extra-linguistic
factors and the psychological significance of theguage means used. The text as
a phenomenon of linguistic and extra-linguisticlitgas a complex phenomenon that
performs various functions: it is a means of comivation, a way of storing and
transmitting information, and a reflection of tmelividual’s mental life, and a product of
a certain historical epoch, and a form of cultiegistence, and a reflection of certain
sociocultural traditions. This determines the ugri definitions of the text, the variety of
approaches to it. The construction of a psycholstgumodel of text perception should be
based on the content and formal characteristiteofext, as well as on the psychological
patterns of text perception by various recipients.

Being a unit of discourse, i.e. a component ofrarmainicative act, the text has the basic
properties characteristic of a communicative acswh. On this basis, as already noted,
there are the aspects that must be taken into atedien studying the text. These are:
1) extralinguistic, 2) cognitive, 3) semantic, #igluistic aspects proper.

The text as a unit of communication has a spe@saiastic structure, reflecting the
content structure of the elements of meaning; taitelogical structure, expressed in the
sequence and structure of the presentation of dems@ments in the process of expanding
the text; a communicative unity, predetermined iy communicative purposefulness of
the text. The text is a certain system of semaumtits of varying degrees of complexity,
completeness, and significance, may and may nat kesbally expressed wording in the
text, that is, it may be non-verbalized and vedesli

The origination and perception of the text, as asllother units of communication, is
a psycholinguistic phenomenon in which linguistici @xtralinguistic factors interact.

4. CONCLUSIONS

A speaking person acts as a subject of communicagippearing at each moment of
their speech activity simultaneously in three patsa set of “personality” phenomena — as
a personality 1) linguistic, 2) speech and 3) comicative. A speaking person is defined
as a person, one of the types of activity of whigsspeech activity (covering both the
origination and perception of speech works); adistic person is a personality who
manifests himself/herself in speech activity, hgvincertain set of knowledge and ideas;
a speech person is a person who realizes himsasilien communication, selects and
implements one or another communication strategl tantics, selects and uses one or
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another repertoire of means (both linguistic antladinguistic proper); a communicative
person is a specific participant in a particulamoaunicative act, actually acting in real
communication.

As the study has shown, communication lends itse$tructuralization. The basic unit
of communication is a communicative act, understasa functionally integral piece of
communication, the core of which is a text (a mogok, a dialogue or a polylogue). Each
communicative act has two structural componenssuation (understood as a fragment of
an objectively existing reality, of which a verbatt can be a part) and a discourse
(understood as a verbalized speech-cognitive &gtmihich appears as a combination of
a process and a result, having its own linguistid Bnguistic-cognitive plans). In each
communicative act, four components are distingulsdned, therefore, four aspects: 1) the
extra-linguistic aspect is associated with consibma 2) the semantic aspect is determined
by the context, the latter is understood as imibicir explicitly expressed meanings that
actually exist, which are part of the situatiorfleeted in the discourse and relevant to the
given communicative act; 3) the cognitive aspedinsctly related to presupposition; 4) the
proper linguistic aspect is determined by speekét ts, the product of direct speech
production, by what communicants produce.

The text as the main unit of discourse is a veabdl symbolically recorded product of
speech-thinking activity, which is a “reaction” tiee situation and its indirect reflection,
possessing substantial completeness and infornadsetlf-sufficiency, as well as thematic,
structural and communicative unity, as somethinigaively existing, material, amenable
to fixation with the help of extralinguistic meaansd the very fact of its existence, it changes
the world around us, as a kind of special predieatinit. From the point of view of the
formal-informative structure and isolation in theaburse, the text is a speech product that
opens with the unit with which verbalization of thgeech-thinking flow begins and ends
with the last verbally expressed response to tineulits (verbal or non-verbal). Being the
“core” of the communicative act, the text is chagazed by the same peculiarities as the
communicative act, and when analyzing it, therefdre same four aspects should be taken
into account: extralinguistic, cognitive, semantind linguistic proper. Our studies and
observations show that having a single motivenglsisetting towards the implementation
of joint activities, and while implementing suclonpemunicants manage to “create” a single
text. If there is no single motive, but there isedting towards the implementation of joint
activities, the text may turn out. However, if thas a unified motive, but there is no
indicated setting and joint activity, the commumisado not generate a single text
(whatever complex or simple structure of it may. bE)us, if one looks at this situation
from the other side, one can conclude that if theer® single text as a result of the speech-
-thinking activity of the communication participanthen this absence is significant: the
communicants have not had an orientation towandt jactivity (a single motive to the
implementation of this activity may also be absenthe participants in the communication
have not been able (due to any reason) to implesenti.

As for the prospects for further study of the phaeaon of the communicative act, the
following can be distinguished: further developmamd refinement of the model of
a communicative act; development of a classificatth communicative acts; creation of
a “descriptive list” of the most relevant, modelrdinian communication acts.
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