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NATIONAL COOPERATIVE
COMMUNICATIVE BEHAVIOUR:
EPISTEMES, META-LANGUAGE, TOOLS

Anotacija

Tautiné (nacionaliné) kooperaciné komunikaciné elgsena straipsnyje suvokiama kaip ko-
operaciné (nekonflinktiné) tam tikro etnoso bendravimo normuy ir tradicijy visuma; tai
iprasta, besikartojanti stereotipiné elgsena, kuri gali bti charakterizuojama kaip naudojan-
ti tiek standartines, tiek specifines (ne)verbalines priemones ir kurioje komunikantai vie-
nodai supranta vienas kito komunikacinius tikslus arba tarpusavio komunikacinius vaidme-
nis ir tarp jy uzsimezga partnerystés santykiai. Kaip pagrindinis kompleksinés metodikos
jrankis, analizuojant ukrainieciy, rusy, lietuviy ir amerikieCiy tautinés (nacionalinés) ko-
operacinés komunikacinés elgsenos ypatumus, tyrime taikomas antropometrinis metodas,
suteikiantis informacijos apie kalba ir kalbéjima i$ pateikty klausimy ir uzduociy skirtingy
komunikaciniy kultiiry atstovams. Galima isskirti du pagrindinius $io metodo tipus — ap-
klausa (anketavimas, lingvistinis interviu) ir sociopsicholingvistinj (laisva arba tikslinga)
eksperimentg. Abiem atvejais rezultatai yra statistiSskai apdorojami, o jy pagrindu daromos
iSvados apie dominuojancias tendencijas, pagrindinius ir periferinius kalbos / kalbéjimo
bruozus. Antropometrinis metodas laikomas pagrindine kompleksinés tautinés (nacionali-
nés) kooperacinés komunikacinés elgsenos tyrimo metodikos priemone, kuria sudaro ke-
letas etapy: parengiamasis, aptikty komunikaciniy ypatybiy verifikacija, tam tikros kalbos
kulttiros atstovo komunikacinés elgsenos aprasymas.
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Abstract

Within the framework of the present work the phenomenon of the national cooperative
communicative behaviour has been characterized, its basic episteme has been determined,
the meta-language and tools have been analyzed. In particular, the methodological funda-
mentals of the study of the national cooperative communicative behaviour and the main
trends in the methodology of his research have been observed. The special attention has
been paid to the description of the anthropometric method as a component of an inte-
grated method of analysis of the national cooperative communicative behaviour.

KEY WORDS: national cooperative communicative behaviour, parametric model, anthro-
pometric method.
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Introduction, topicality.
Literature review

In the era of globalization, intensification of international contacts the
public interest increases to the ethnic features of communication, to the
mentality and national character of the peoples. There are many facts of
manifestation of linguacultural specifics of communication of a particular
ethnic group that makes the topicality of identifying and analyzing both
universal and idioethnic characteristics inherent in certain communica-
tive culture. Description of the national communicative behaviour (coop-
erative, intermediate, conflict) is an integral part of geography (regional
studies), because it brings together a manifestation of the facts of speech
etiquette, national traditions of communication, etc. The study of features
of monocultural and intercultural dialogue, including communicative be-
haviour, was in the focus of the following special studios for a long time:
psychologists (E. Berne, T. Dridze, M. Tomasello), sociologists (S. Boris-
nyova, R. Grigas, F. Sharkov), historians, political scientists, anthropolo-
gists, culturologists (M. Grachev, A. Pavlovskaya, N. Ponomarev), linguists
(M. Bakhtin, E Batsevich, T. Vinokur, V. Glushak, O. Issers, V. Karasik,
V. Kashkin, L. Krysin, T. Larina, O. Leontovich, A. Likhacheva, Yu. Prok-
horov, K. Sedov, M. Skab, I. Sternin, N. Formanovskaya et al.), who give
reason to assume that the psychological, linguistic, linguacultural laws and
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features of communication communicants belonging to a particular ethnic
group are manifested in the national communicative behaviour.

The following last year works of Ukrainian (E. Batsevych, Ya. Radevych-
Vinnytskiy, S. Bogdan, L. Gnatyuk, A. Korolyova, T. Kosmeda, O. Ilchen-
ko, I. I. Seryakova, L. Soloshchuk, M. Skab, M. Stakhiv, M. Shutova et al.),
Russian (I. Sternin, A. Pavlovskaya, Yu. Prokhorov, A. Sergeeva, S. Ter-
Minasova, N. Formanovskaya, O. Kharchenko, R. Bukhayeva, M. Le-
bedko, A. Taktarova, A. Stebletsova et al.), Lithuanian (L. Anglickieng,
L. Lavaste, A. Lichaciova, S. Papaurélyté-Kloviené, R. Grigas, J. Pauza,
R. Chichinskayte, E. Lassan, V. Makarova, R. Repsiené, V. Savukynas,
D. Senvaityte, L. Kuzmickaite, A. Kucinskaite, G. (Vjepaitiené et al.) and
American (G. Althen, D. K. Stevenson, A. R. Lanier. L. S. Luedtke,
D. R. Levin, J. Buxter, P. McNulty, P. Martin, A. Wintergest, T. Toomey,
R. Daigle, D. Heberle, S. Campbell, A. Finegold, M. Carpenter, B. Drier,
S. Lane, G. Morris, E. Lunsford) researchers deal with the possibility of
linguistic descriptions of various components and characteristics of na-
tional communicative behaviour of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and
Americans. The interest to this unique phenomenon is not confined be-
cause of the investigation tradition.

Object and subject, aim and
objectives of study

The object of the research is the concept of national cooperative com-
municative behaviour, and the subject is the characteristics of episteme,
meta-language and tools for its analysis.

The aim of the article is the description of conceptual and termino-
logical apparatus (episteme and meta-language) of national cooperative
communicative behaviour within the parametric model and the clarifi-
cation of the specific application of certain tools within the established
methodological principles of its study, including the reasoning for using
the anthropometric method for its objective analysis.

Objectives: — to consider the methodological fundamentals of study of
national cooperative communicative behaviour; — to describe the paramet-
ric model of cooperative communicative behaviour based on the episteme
and meta-language of its description; — to clarify the role of anthropo-
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metric method as a tools in research methodology of national cooperative
communicative behaviour.

Epistemes and meta-language
of national cooperative communicative
behaviour

The communicative behaviour is an integral component of national,
group and personal cultures. That is why the study of national, group
(separate groups — social, age, professional, etc.) and personal (famous
figures, individual, etc.) communicative behaviour today is one of the pri-
ority directions and topical approaches of linguistics and communicative
studies (R. Buhaeva, V. Glushak, T. Larina, I. Sternin, A. Pavlovskaya,
Yu. Prokhorov, etc.). In the study of standard communication situations,
including cooperative one, one can select a repertoire of episteme and
meta-language formed with concrete conceptual and terminological ap-
paratus.

First the term “communicative behaviour” in this sense was used by
I. Sternin in 1989 in his work “On concept of communicative behaviour”
(Crepuun 1989, 279-282). The national communicative behaviour can be
defined as active country studies because it combines the facts of speech
etiquette, national traditions, etc. (ITasrosckas 2007). The knowledge in
this area is necessary for active communication, as opposed to the other,
the passive part of geography — information about the culture, geogra-
phy, history, not reflected in everyday intercultural communication, but
they are required only in the event of the problem in the communica-
tive act. Therefore, describing national specific communicative behaviour
one should use the concept of “national linguistic identity” (Yu. Karaulov
et al.).

One can recall the numerous works on the description of the vari-
ous speech “postulates”, “maxims”, “rules”, “implicatures”, “command-
ments” (J. Austin, J. Searle, P. Grice, J. Lakoff, G. Leach, R. Wagner et al.),
in which the following idea is postulated: the cooperative communica-
tion base is the fundamental of conflict-free, successful dialogical inter-
action, but the violation of cooperativity will certainly lead to various con-
tradictions among partners and a conflict (Pomanos 2006, 10). According
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to N. Ponomarev view, first it is necessary to distinguish the cooperative
communication and conflict one. If the first task deals with the forma-
tion of positive public opinion about the sender and the establishment
of partnerships with the addressee, the second one is aimed at counter-
ing a whole and the destruction of understanding between communicants
(ITonomapés 2007, 31). Due to M. Tomasello’s view, the American psy-
chologist and specialist in the study of communication and cooperation,
the cooperative communication, as well as joint activities, is based on a
common fundamental structure of the division of cognitive intentions.
The scientist suggested to allocate the cooperative model of human
communication, in which the first forms of interpersonal communica-
tion were natural, spontaneous, demonstrative and visual (iconic) gestures
(pantomime communication) (Tomacenmo 2011, 34).

Due to the fact that the concept of cooperativity is not stated and ac-
cepted in science, we are to turn to explanatory dictionaries of the Ukrai-
nian, Russian, Lithuanian and English languages and we will find out soon
that there no entries for Ukr. xoonepamuernicmv, Rus. koonepamuerocmu,
Lith. kooperatyvumas, Eng. cooperativity in academic dictionaries at all.
Instead, there are the entries for Ukr. koonepayis, Rus. koonepayus,
Lith. kooperacija, Eng. cooperation. We can state the common meaning for
four languages reflected in academic dictionaries: Ukr. “ocobnuBa ¢popma
opranizarii mpamni, npu sxi 6araTo arOEd pasoM OepyTh y4acTh y TOMY
camoMmy mporeci abo B pisHUX, aje 3B’I3aHUX MiX COOOFO Iporjecax mpa-
11i; criBpobiTHuITBO — a special form of work organization in which many
people are all together involved in the same process or in different, but
interconnected processes of work; cooperation” (translated hereinafter to
I. K.) (SUM, 1973, 277); Rus.: “popma opraHusanuu Tpyma, Ipu KOTOPOH
MHOTO JIUI] IVIAHOMEPHO, COBMECTHO JIPYT C JPYrOM, YIACTBYIOT B OJJHOM
U TOM JK€ WIX B PA3/IMYHBIX, CBA3AHHBIX MEX/y COOOI0 mmpoIjeccax Tpya;
B0O6IIe POPM ACBI3U MEK/TY IIPOMBIIIICHHBIMU OPTaHU3AIMSIMY, [[€/IBIMU
chepamu IPOU3BOACTBEHHOU nesaTensHocTu. Koomepanus tpyga — a form
of work organization in which a lot of people consistently, together with
each other, participate in the same or different, interconnected labour pro-
cesses; a general form of communication between industrial organizations,
whole areas of productive activity; labour cooperation” (Osxeros 2006);
Lith.:1) “tam tikra darbo organizavimo forma, kai daugelis zmoniy da-
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lyvauja tame paciame arba artimuose darbo procesuose”; 2) “masinis
kolektyvinis susivienijimas gamybos ir mainy srityje: Vartotojy kooper-
acija. Zemés tikio kooperacija Versliné koopericija” (LKZ); 3) “darbo or-
ganizavimo forma, kai daugelis zmoniy ar jy kolektyvy dalyvauja tame
padiame arba artimuose darbo procesuose: darbo kooperacija” (DLKZ);
Engl.: 1) “the action of cooperating: common effort”; 2) “association of
persons for common benefit” (MW); 1) “when you work with someone
to achieve something that you both want”; 2) “willingness to do what
someone asks you to do” (Longman). So, the basic archiseme of lexeme
cooperation — ‘collaboration people processes’ is fixed in the explanatory
dictionaries.

Given the fact that the problems for further researches in this area
will have psycholinguistic nature, we consider it necessary to refer to the
definition of concept of cooperation in psychology. Thus, according to the
Great Psychological Encyclopedia, cooperation (from Latin cooperation —
cooperation / collaboration) is one of the main forms of interpersonal in-
teraction, characterized by joint efforts of the participants towards a com-
mon goal while separation between the functions, roles and obligations
(BPE, 2007).

Taking into account the definition of communicative behaviour as
“a set of norms and traditions of communication of an ethnic group”
(Crepuun 2015, 3), we represent the concept of the national coopera-
tive communicative behaviour as follows: a set of norms and traditions
of the cooperative (non-conflictual) communication of a particular ethnic
group; typical communicative behaviour, repetitive and characterized by
the use of both standard and specific (non)verbal means in which com-
municants have the same notion of communicative purposes to each other
or the mutual distribution of communicative roles and the partnerships are
established between them.

The phenomenon of stereotyped national cooperative communicative
behaviour is closely related to the concept of speech etiquette, functioning
and realized both in intercultural situations and within certain linguistic
cultures). Compliance of rules principles and norms of speech etiquette
of communicants shows first their manners, education, cultural level and
so on. Etiquette in general and speech etiquette in particular provide first
predicted behaviour of people according to certain rules, regulations and
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usually clichés, allowing all participants to feel comfortable during in-
teraction. Etiquette is a complex system of material (physical, speech)
signs indicating the attitude of a speaker to an interlocutor, evaluation of
an interlocutor and at the same time to assessment of a human-being by
himself / herself, his / her status and position in relation to an interlocu-
tor. Etiquette provides the exchange of these signs among the people in
the process of social interaction (®Popmanosckas 1982, 4-5). The concept
of etiquette combines external etiquette, speech etiquette and behaviour
etiquette. Etiquette is a set of rules of “good taste” that operate in society
and regulate behaviour and communication. Speech etiquette, in turn, is
a set of rules of verbal behaviour defining the relationship of speakers and
reflect polite relationships among people (Crepuun 1996, 3—4).

Cooperative communicative behaviour is a concept with broader sense
than speech etiquette. The latter is associated mainly with standard, nor-
malized speech formulas in communicative situations that realize a cogni-
tive and communicative politeness category; cooperative and communi-
cative behaviour reflects a broad range of problems of communication,
especially its deeper pragmatic orientation, which is manifested in differ-
ent, more variant perception and production of certain communication
actions, including an extensive system of communication areas: family,
staff, foreigners, friends, strangers and others. Cooperative communica-
tive behaviour describes not only polite, etalon, standardized, formalized
communication, but also a real communicative practice, reflected in its
polydiscursive nature and dimension. Thus, speech etiquette is a part of
a cooperative communicative behaviour, it is one of its extremely impor-
tant, sometimes compulsory elements.

This kind of problem shows the necessitates to a better understanding
of the process and mechanisms of stereotypization of national cooperative
communicative behaviour and its reflection in the conscience of speak-
ers. Every interaktant addresses to the formed and fixed in his own con-
science the system of stereotypes of perception and decoding of informa-
tion in typical invariant communicative monocultural and cross-cultural
situations, he / she provides it with certain estimates and interpretations.
After reaching specific conclusions a communicant accordingly builds on
the basis, his own speech behaviour because the system of its stereotypes
could remain unchanged as well as experience adjustments depending on
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how the communication partner confirms or denies the stated stereotypes
by the behaviour. In this regard, there is an interest to different aspects in
linguistic communicative studies. It allows to investigate speech activity,
to find invariant models of various types of communicative behaviour.

Consequently, national cooperative communicative behaviour is de-
fined, on the one hand, as a product (result) of a particular action, but,
on the other hand, as an invariant cognitive-semiotic model of commu-
nicative activity / expression, which, unlike the speech genre has its own
action and its realization. The concepts of national communicative behav-
iour as a structure, pattern and model are represented in numerous works
of I. Sternin in which the methods of phenomenon are described by the
scientist. We will try to offer an understanding of national cooperative
communicative behaviour not only as a purely verbal phenomenon, but as
a cognitive and semiotic stereotypical model of expression, the existence
of which is caused by the presence in the speech conscience of certain
invariant, schemes with corresponding structural elements, universal for
representatives of analyzed linguistic cultures.

Therefore, constructing cognitive-semiotic model of national coopera-
tive communicative behaviour we consider its invariant nature, univer-
sal for representatives of analyzed (Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and
American) communication cultures. This model reflects a kind of lan-
guage meaning and meta-language in relation to natural language, real-
ized both in language (Bpanmec 1983, 124-129) and speech (discursive)
practices or discursive models that can already reveal specifics of everylin-
guistic culture.

The concept of cognitive-semiotic model of national cooperative com-
municative behaviour as a model correlates with the following terms of
modern cognitive studies: frame, script, scheme, situational model that
are summarized in this perspective. According to K. Dolinin, they can be
defined as follows: “a piece of knowledge of the world that was formed
around a particular concept or typical situation of a particular society and
it contains basic connection therewith, typical or potentially possible in-
formation where there is information available on the usual order of flow
situation” (Jomuuuu 1999, 9). According to M. Minsky, the founder of the
theory of frames, the American scholar in artificial intelligence, thought
processes are based on numerous data structures, i.e. frames stored in
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memory with the help of which a person: 1) is aware of visual images —
visual perception of frames; 2) understand the words — semantic frames;
3) understand the reasoning, action — scripts frames; 4) understand the
narrative — narrative frames (Minsky 1977).

The structure of the cognitive-semiotic model of national cooperative
communicative behaviour consists of one or more frames, projecting its
denotative (extra-linguistic) base and form the rules for constructing dis-
cursive models. The term “script” similar to the term “frame” is produced
as a result of interpretation of a text when key words and ideas create
thematic (“scenario”) structures that are removed from memory based on
standard, stereotypical meanings (KSKT 1996). N. Arutyunova points out
that “life context of discourse is modeled as a “frame” (typical situations)
or “scripts” (emphasis on development of a situation)” (LES 1990, 137).

Consequently, national cooperative communicative behaviour is social-
ly determined and regulated by norms of separate linguistic and cultural /
linguacultural process, developing due to a particular script corresponding
to the model of verbal behaviour assigned to a particular communicative
situation. The concept of cognitive-semiotic model of national coopera-
tive communicative behaviour may be defined as an invariant, universal
for different, analyzed in particular, linguistic cultures / linguistic cultures
concept of understanding and knowledge of cooperative communicative
behaviour that demonstrates both a structure (structure and content) of
informationally independent modules / frames (components) and me-
chanics / scripts (principle, process) of their interaction within architec-
tonics of a single system.

Parametric model of national cooperative
communicative behaviour

Based on both the models of description of national communicative
behaviour (situational, aspect and parametric) proposed by I. Sternin
(Crepuun 2015) and the cooperative model of human communication by
M. Tomasello (Tomacemrio 2011), and our previous research results of the
study concerning the cognitive and communicative categories of coop-
erativity (Kopomsos 2014), we will try to construct a parametric model of
national cooperative communicative behaviour (picture 1).
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Picture 1. Parametric Model of National
Cooperative Communicative Behavior
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The proposed parametric model is a universal cognitive and semiotic
invariant that provides a systematic, mostly formalized description of na-
tional cooperative communicative behaviour based on certain, selected
by a researcher, a combination of factors, parameters and characteristics,
according to which a communicative behaviour of any ethnic group can
be analyzed.

The main components of the proposed model are such episteme of
national stereotypical cooperative communicative behaviour, the majority
of which is subject to certain stratification: traditions and stereotypes;
values and norms — general cultural, group, situational, individual; co-
operative mode — politeness, tolerance and familiarity — in which the in-
teraktants implement the cooperative communication macro strat-
egy through appropriate principles (positive and negative cooperation
(quasicooperation), micro strategies and tactics and they achieve the
desired perlocutionary effect, the aim by solving specific problems in the
communication process. The spheres of the object of our study have
the hierarchical nature, because they consist of a mixture of cooperative
communicative situations (acquaintance, greeting, advice, wishes, grati-
tude / appreciation, please, praise, invitation, apology, parting, agreement,
sympathy, love, recognition, etc.) through appropriate aspects — (non)
verbal. Regarding communication factors, they suggest the combina-
tion of different parameters formed based on facts (actions) of national
cooperative communicative behaviour. Identification of factors and pa-
rameters of description of the national communicative behaviour is an
important and difficult research task requiring adequate selection of tools
and compliance with the clear principles of complex analysis techniques.

Anthropometric method as research tool
of national stereotypical cooperative
communicative behaviour

Modern science came “creatively” to investigation of issues of national
communicative behaviour. The task introduces research results of the fol-
lowing sciences: philosophy, psychology, sociology, history, anthropology,
physiology. It confirms and updates the basic principles of expansionism
and explanatory in modern linguistics. The features of national commu-
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nicative behaviour are considered from different perspectives, new ap-
proaches and techniques are sought (Byxaesa 2015; Koponsos 2015).

The anthropometric method is one of the major in the complex meth-
od of analysis of the national cooperative communicative behaviour. It
involves acquiring of knowledge of language and speech by addressing to
representatives of certain communicative culture with various issues and
challenges (Creprun 2015).The methods of national cooperative commu-
nicative behaviour is conducted with the help of several successive stages
(MMasypenko 2006; Crepuun 2015).

1. Preliminary stage. The aim is to draw up a list of national, group,
personal traits, more or less specific for representatives of certain linguistic
culture. This stage is characterized by the use of the following methods:
pilot survey; surveillance (including indirect); ideal typization; ranging;
analysis of the level of speech; detection of differential communicative
features of speech; clarifying the typical expression for representatives of
this or that linguistic culture; analysis of literary texts and more. The pilot
survey method is the procedure that is conducted among a relatively small
number of respondents (e.g., 2 groups with 30 persons each). Its aim is to
obtain preliminary information. Respondents are offered to name specific
national, group, personal traits that characterize a communicant.

Tangent to the problems of our future work is to elucidate the specific
linguacultural features of the cooperative communicative behaviour of
Ukrainian, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans. In order to identify their
stereotypes of cooperative communicative behaviour through the prism of
the concept of cognitive and communicative categories of cooperative, as
well as the laws and specifics of its implementation in the communicative
behaviour, the anthropometric method has been used and the empirical
study in the form of socio- and psycholinguistic experiments has been
conducted.

We offer to review the links with the detailed content and the proce-
dure of drawing up the questionnaire. There is a poll, which was con-
ducted in 2016 using the Google-forms in the Ukrainian (https://goo.gl/
p4Udcz), the Russian (https://goo.gl/KMjHPr), the Lithuanian (https://
g00.gl/xwKuOV) and the English (https://goo.gl/oveoyg) languages ac-
cording to the respondents belonging to the respective communication
culture. The results yielded a statistical (quantitative and qualitative) pro-
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cessing on the basis of which the dominant trends, individual and collec-
tive auto- and hetero-stereotypical ideas of cooperativity in Ukrainian,
Russian, Lithuanian and American communicative cultures will be char-
acterized (Koposes 2016).

II. Stage of verification of revealed communication features. A list of
above-mentioned selected methods is adjusted and verified by independ-
ent informants — carriers of communicative culture. Informants are pro-
posed the following objectives: to confirm or deny a particular communi-
cative feature of the proposed (see Questionnaire 1 points 4, 5, 6, 7). The
data on linguistic and cultural research constants concepts, key concepts
and values of Ukrainian, Russian and Lithuanian communicative cultures
that somehow affect the national specifics of cooperative communication
behaviour, may be involved to the analysis at this stage.

III. Stage of description of national communicative behaviour of a
representative of certain linguistic culture (modeling). All received and

verified by various techniques and methods of characteristics of national
communicative behaviour are summarized. It allows to provide a general
summary of communicative portrait of communicant attributed to certain
linguistic culture.

Conclusions and prospects
for future

Therefore, we have examined the methodological principles of the
study of the national stereotypical cooperative communicative behaviour,
on the basis of which it the parametric model has been constructed and
the anthropometric method as one of the components of the complex
methods of analysis tools of the studied phenomenon has been proposed.
In the future, we plan to conduct the socio- and psycholinguistic experi-
ments with the use of the anthropometric method for the analysis of na-
tional cooperative communicative behaviour within its parametric model
based on the example of specific areas and situations of communication.
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Uropr Koponés

HAITMOHAJIBHOE KOOIIEPATHMBHOE
KOMMYHUKATUBHOE ITOBEJIEHWE:
SIMUCTEMBI, METAA3BIK, MHCTPYMEHTAPUUN

Pesmome

Bpamkax npepcraBieHHON paboThl OXapakTepu3oBaH (peHOMEH Hallu-
OHA/IPHOTO KOOIEPaTUBHOTO KOMMYHHKATUBHOTO IIOBEJICHUS, OIIpee-
TSIIOTCSI €TO OCHOBHBIE SIIMCTEMbI, aHAMU3UPYETCS METAs3bIK U HHCTPY-
MeHTapuu. B wacTHOCTH, paccMaTpHUBAIOTCHA METOOTOTUYECKHE OCHOBBI
M3yUeHNs HAIIMOHATBHOTO KOOIIEPAaTUBHOTO KOMMYHHUKATUBHOTO ITOBEe-
HUSI, OCHOBHBIE TE€HIEHIINH B MeTOIUKe ero uccnenosanus. Ocoboe BHU-

MaHHE yOE/I€HO OIMCAHUIO AHTPOIIOMETPUICCKOTO METOJa KaK COCTaB/Isg-
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FOIIeN KOMIUIEKCHOM METO/IMKY aHa/IM3a HAIIMOHAIBHOTO KOOIIEPATHBHOIO
KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO IIOBECHU.

[TpencTaBisieM BO3MOJKHBIM OIPEEIUTh IIOHATHE HAYUOHATLHOZO
KoONnepamueHo20 KOMMYHUKAMUGEHO20 N068eJeHUsT CIIeIyIOMuM obpasom:
COBOKYIIHOCTh HOPM U TPAAUIMM KOOIEPaTUBHOIO (HEKOHQIUKTHOIO)
OOIIeHNsI OIPEe/IEIEHHOTO STHOCA; TUIIMYHOE KOMMYHUKATUBHOE IIOBEIe-
HUe, OBTOPSIOIIEECs ¥ XapaKTePU3YIOIIeecs UCIIONIb30BAHNEM KaK CTaH-
JApTHBIX, Tak ¥ crenuduueckux (He)BepOanpHBIX CPECTB, B KOTOPOM
KOMMYHHUKAHTBl MMEIOT OJIMHAKOBbIE I[IPEJICTABICHUS O KOMMYHUKATHB-
HBIX I[€/IIX JIPYT [IPyra WiIK O B3AUMHOM PacCIpe/[eIeHNN KOMMYHUKATHB-
HBIX POJIEH, U MEX/y HUMU YCTAHABIUBAIOTCS IAPTHEPCKHUE OTHONICHI
(H. ITornomapes, A. Pomanos, . Crepuun, M. Tomacemwro u zp.). Onu-
CaHMe HAI[MOHABHOTO KOMMYHUKATHUBHOIO IOBEIEHUS (KOOIEpaTUBHO-
ro, IPOMEXYTOYHOTO, KOHPIUKTHOIO) SIBAACTCI HEOTHEMIEMOU YacThIO
cTpaHOBe/IeHUS (PErNOHOBE/IEHNUS), IIOCKOIBKY OOBE/IUHSIET MPOSIBIEHUE
cuerubuueckux $GakTOB PEUEBOIO STUKETA, HAITMOHAIBHBIX TPAIUIIUN 06-
menns u T.7. (A. TTaBnosckasn).

Ha ocmoBe cunTe3a u ananusa ocHOBHbIX Hay4HBIX pabot (M. Crepuum,
M. Tomacesnno u Jip.) 110 3asiBIeHHON IPobIeMaTuKe B CTAaThe TIpeiaraeT-
Cs MapaMeTpUIecKas MOJIeNb KOOIIEPATUBHOTO KOMMYHHUKATUBHOTO IIOBE-
JIEHUSI, KOTOPasi IIOCTYKUT OPUEHTUPOM U KOHIIEITYaIbHONU PAMKOM JIJLS
MAAbHENIINX UCCIeOBAHNM].

OcHOBHBIM OOOCHOBAaHHBIM B KOMIUIEKCHOM METOJMKE aHA/IN3a HallW-
OHA/IPHOTO KOOIIEPATUBHOTO KOMMYHUKATUBHOTO IIOBEJIEHUS YKPAUHIIEB,
PYCCKUX U INTOBIIEB B HAIlleM HCC/IE/IOBAHUU SAB/IAETCS aHTPOIIOMETpHUIe-
CKHUU MeTO[, IPeIyCMATPUBAIOIINN IIOIy4YeHHe 3HAHUU O fA3BIKe U pedn
yepes obparreHue ¢ pa3IMuHbIMU BOIIPOCAMU ¥ 33]]a4aMU HEIIOCPe/ICTBEH-
HO K HOCHUTEIIM KOHKPETHOU KOMMYHUKATUBHOU KY/IBTYpPhl. MOXKHO BbI-
ZlenuTh e 6asoBble pasHOBUAHOCTU (POPMBI) AHTPOIIOMETPHUUECKOTO Me-
TO/Ia — OIPOC (AHKETUPOBAHME, TMHIBUCTUYECKOE MHTEPBBIOUPOBAHIE) U
COLMO-TIICUXOIMHIBUCTHYECKUH (CBOOOJHBIN MIKM HAIIPAB/ICHHDIN) SKCIIe-
puMeHTHL. B 060oux cirydasix pesyibraThl TaK WM MHAYE CTATUCTHYECKU
06pabarpiBarOTCS, Ha OCHOBAHUU UYErO JIETAIOTCS BBIBOJBI O JOMUHUPYIO-
IMUX TEH/ICHIUAX, SAEPHBIX U HeprPEepUMHBIX IPU3HAKAX SA3BIKOBOIO /

peueBoro SBJICHUSI. PaCCMaTPI/IBaeM aHTPOHOMeTPI/I‘IeCKI/If/i MeTOO Kak
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0a30ByI0 COCTABISIONIYI0 KOMIUIEKCHON METOJAUKU aHA/IN3ad HAIMOHAIIb-
HOI'O KOOIIEPATUBHOI'O KOMMYHHUKATHBHOIO [IOBEEHUS, KOTOPAs COCTOUT
U3 CAeYIOMKX OTANOB, OOIENIPUHATHIX B IUHIBOKOMMYHUKATUBUCTHUKE
(E. Masypenko, V1. CrepHuH u Jip.): IpeBapUTEIbHOIO; BepUPUKAI[UU BbI-
SIBJIEHHBIX KOMMYHHMKATUBHBIX IIPU3HAKOB; HEIIOCPEICTBEHHOTO OIIUCAHMUS
KOOIIEPATUBHOTO KOMMYHUKATUBHOTO ITOBEJICHUS IIPEICTABUTENS OIpe-

JIeTIEHHON JIMHTBOKY/ILTYPBI.



