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Abstract. The paper examines pragmatic registers of strategic-tactical
implementation of the modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and famil-
iarity in the national cooperative communicative behaviour of Ukrainians,
Russians, Lithuanians and Americans (the USA). The phenomenon of
national cooperative communicative behaviour of Ukrainians, Russians,
Lithuanians and Americans was chosen as the object of research. The pur-
pose of the proposed work is to identify and characterize the main prag-
matic registers of national cooperative speech behaviour of representatives
of two Slavic (Ukrainian and Russian), Baltic (Lithuanian) and American
communicative cultures based on the mode-organization of a strategic-tac-
tical repertoire of discursive space. Linguistic-cognitive, pragmatic, com-
municative and linguacultural aspects of national cooperative communica-
tive behaviour of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans are
comprehensively considered based on the data material in the form of dis-
cursive situations (fragments) and discursive practices, selected according
to the text and contextualized texts of American fiction in the second half of
the XX — early XX centuries. As a result of the analysis, the pragmatic reg-
isters of the research object were characterized, in particular the mode-or-
ganization of cooperative communication was determined and a repertoire
of communicative strategies and tactics was established, which contribute
to non-confrontational, harmonious, successful (non)verbal interaction of
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interactants. The paper also reveals the essence of pragmatic objectification
of explicit (conventional) Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American
national cooperative communicative behaviour, which is realized, first of
all, in verbal communication within etiquette and ritual discursive practices
of greeting, acquaintance, invitation, request, consent, praise / compli-
ment, gratitude / appreciation, apology, sympathy / compassion / empathy /
consolation, wish / desire, goodbye by defining specificity the mode-or-
ganization (politeness, neutrality, tolerance and familiarity) and the estab-
lishment of a broad strategic tactical repertoire. The analysis of discursive
situations has allowed to establish five types of universal communication
strategies: solidarity; self-presentation; improving the status of the inter-
locutor; sincerity; creating a positive tone of communication, the success-
ful implementation of which is ensured by the variable configuration of a
broad tactical repertoire. Thus, based on the mode-organization and strate-
gic tactical potential, the pragmatic registers of national cooperative com-
municative behaviour of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans
imply a synthesis of explicit (discursive practices, non-verbal somaticon)
and implicit (archetypal) (non)verbal interaction based on the principles of
cooperation, solidarity, contractual capacity, etc., which makes it mandatory
to have an incentive for further contact. The discursive space of Ukrainian,
Russian, Lithuanian and American of national cooperative communicative
behaviour is characterized by a variational and complex mode-organization
(politeness + neutrality; neutrality + familiarity; neutrality + politeness +
tolerance, etc.), which is achieved by a semiotic configuration of discursive
practices (tactics) typical for a particular discursive situation (strategy).

1. Introduction

At the end of the 20th and the beginning of the 21st centuries, the lin-
guistic research interests in the field of communicative studies was focused
on the problems of various types of verbal and nonverbal communication in
general and communicative behaviour in particular [4; 6; 8; 9; 10; 12; 13;
17; 20; 22; 24 etc.]. The latter, having a social nature, plays a significant role
in the process of socialization of a language personality. It consists in the
assimilation of socio-cultural norms, national value guidelines, in particular
stereotypes of verbal (non-verbal) behaviour of the society, social group
and community to which it belongs.
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The cooperative type of communication has long been studied in the
framework of linguistic pragmatics and linguistic communicative stud-
ies [4; 8; 12; 13; 20], ethno-psycholinguistics and linguacultural studies
[6;9; 10; 17; 22; 24], which resulted in the creation of certain systems and
models of mode-organization of tactical register strategies aimed at achiev-
ing effective interaction and cooperation.

The topicality of the article is related to the need for tactical analysis
strategies of (non)verbal forms of national cooperative communicative be-
haviour (hereinafter — the NCCB), which in our intelligence is based on a
combination of linguistic-cognitive, pragmatic, communicative and lingua-
cultural approaches. It includes finding out the repertoire of communicative
strategies and tactics within the framework of cooperative macro-strategy
cognitive strategy semiotic modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and
familiarity.

The object of the study is the national cooperative communicative be-
haviour of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American, and the subject is
the clarification of the mode-organization of its tactical register strategies.
The data material for analysis is discursive fragments selected from the
texts of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American fiction in the second
half of the 20th and beginning of the 21st centuries.

The aim of the article is to highlight the pragmatic registers of the NCCB
of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American, primarily mode-organi-
zations of cooperative communication and a repertoire of communicative
strategies and tactics that contribute to the harmonious, successful interac-
tion of interactants, indicating that the interlocutors carried out their com-
municative intentions, but the contact process is based on the cognitive and
communicative category of cooperativity.

Objectives: 1) to describe the essence of strategy-tactical objectifica-
tion of explicitly (conventional) cooperative communicative behaviour,
which is realized primarily in verbal communication within the framework
of etiquette and ritual discursive practices of congratulations, acquaintanc-
es, invitations, wishes, praise / compliment, thanks, apologies, comfort /
empathy, requests, consent, farewell; 2) to determine the specifics of the
mode-organization of cooperative communicative behaviour of Ukrainian,
Russian, Lithuanian and American in certain discursive practices (herein-
after — DP); 3) to establish strategies of tactical repertoire of cooperative
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communicative behaviour of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American
within the modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and familiarity. Moreo-
ver, the corresponding analysis involves taking into account, on the one hand,
contextual signs that determine a particular discursive situation, in which one
or several modes of national cooperative communicative behaviour are real-
ized, and on the other hand, the psychology of interpersonal communication
of communicants that (non)verbally interact with each other.

2. Pragmatic potential of national cooperative
communicative behaviour

As it was defined in the previous works [15; 16; 17], the paradigm of
national cooperative communicative behaviour is the linguopragmatic
mode of politeness (hereinafter — MP), neutrality (hereinafter — MN), tol-
erance (hereinafter — MT) and familiarity (hereinafter — MF). The modal
modifiers of communicative behaviour and one of the most effective ways
of marking a particular mode or transition from one mode to another is
(non)verbal, primarily language / speech epistemic (conventional) means.
An important refinement in the pragmatic model of cooperative commu-
nicative behaviour was made by J. Austin. Recalling the so-called “dark
side” of the politeness mode, he reflects on such communicative situations
in which the speaker constructs the statement linguistically correct, from
the point of view of the principles of politeness and cooperation, but the
interlocutor incorrectly interprets his / her intention. That is why, in try-
ing to implement cooperative macro-strategies, the interactant must take
into account not only the maxims (P. Grice) and the postulates (J. Lich) of
the principle of cooperation, but also non-verbal (kinetic, proxemic, visual,
etc.) communication elements that uses the interlocutor, as well as the envi-
ronment in which the communication situation occurs [3; 5, p. 37-38].

The modes and strategies of tactical pragmatic registers of the NCCB,
based on the maxims and postulates of the principle of cooperation, include:
1) rationality — communicants behave in accordance with their own inten-
tions; 2) openness — the interlocutors verbalize exactly what they think;
3) quantity — individuals say exactly as much as is necessary to achieve a
communicative goal; 4) competence: if communicant 2 believes that com-
municant 1 believes in X, then communicator 2 must also believe in X;
5) openness of intent: if communicant 1 implies X, then he / she behaves as
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if implies X; 6) strong cooperation: if interactant 1 seeks X, then interactant
2 also seeks X [1; 5, p. 37-38].

Harmonious, successful communication indicates the implementation
of the communicative intentions of the interlocutors, because their speech
behaviour was based on a cooperative macro strategy, the implementation of
which, in turn, involves a complex mechanism and a complex of mode-or-
ganizations, the interaction of the corresponding repertoire of strategies
and tactics. Therefore, highlighting the pragmatic potential of the NCCB
of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American, we should first of all pay
attention to the semiotic mode-configuration of cooperative communication
and the range of communicative strategies and tactics that contribute to the
harmonious, successful interaction of the interactants, indicating that the
interlocutors realized their intentions and the contact process is based on the
cognitive-communicative category of cooperativity.

The communicative / discursive space of the NCCB depends on global
and situational factors determined by everyday, national-mental, socio-cul-
tural, psychological, moral and ethical factors. The presentation and func-
tioning of its pragmacommunicative categories, i.e. modes, strategies and
tactics, depends on the specifics of the slots of the NCCB script frame [16],
in particular, from the sociopsychological, mental and cultural character-
istics of communicants (educational and cultural level, mental and psy-
chological state, emotional sphere, moral principles and beliefs, national
value orientations, experience, motivation, etc.), as well as from such situa-
tional factors like: time and place of interaction; the specifics of (non)direct
(direct, virtual, etc.) physical contact; sociocultural circumstances affecting
both the NCCB of representatives of a particular language culture in par-
ticular, and the discursive space of their interaction in general [19].

The pragmatic registers (categories) of the NCCB are universal by
nature, but the specifics of their verbalization and representation depends
on the culture code (language and speech-behavioural), which is a system
of signs of the material and spiritual world of a certain ethnic strength.
The linguacultural code, in turn, is a linguistic means of implementing the
cultural codes [23, p. 9]. The strategic tactical arsenal of the NCCB, which
is implemented by a combination of (non)verbal components, can testify
to the constants and value dominants of the language / communicative
consciousness of the participants in the interaction. Corresponding trends
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indicating the level of the NCCB code make it possible to make certain
generalizations about the manifestation of the linguacultural code and the
culture code in general.

The specificity of the mode-register of the NCCB provides for inter-
mediate or transitional links between politeness, neutrality, tolerance and
familiarity, because the definition of a specific clear type of mode of com-
munication is possible in most cases at the level of a separate DP. At the
same time it is not always sufficiently informative in a pragmatic aspect,
it requires a situational context and accounting extralinguistic component.

The discursive space in the aspect of the pragmatic potential of the
NCCB can be considered in at least two dimensions that are interconnected
and provide for each other. So, we are talking about the narrow plane of the
NCCB, when a separate DP, regardless of its type, etc., assumes the pres-
ence (explicitly or implicitly) of a particular mode (politeness, neutrality,
tolerance, familiarity) by implementing certain tactical repertoire strategies.
A suitable perspective of analysis has been demonstrated in previous works,
where the cognitive-communicative category of cooperativity is considered
in the so-called “narrow” plane, in the framework of which its pragmatic
potential is considered exhausted, if it is limited to its implementation only
within individual DPs [15; 16; 17; 18]. So, in everyday communication,
this particular type of cooperative interaction is often pronounced, because
representatives of any linguaculture, given the specifics of the modern ultra-
fast pace of life, are forced to limit themselves to using compressed DPs.
In this sense, contacts are equal to a discursive situation. The organiza-
tion of the DP spectrum, established in previous studies [Ibid.], proves the
expressed opinion, because partly the interactants successfully implement
the pragmatic NCCB registers, resorting to the adoption of specific sym-
bolic constructs of communicative consciousness: DPs of congratulations,
wishes, invitations, farewell, etc. It meets all the criteria for successful
cooperation, including the main one — an incentive for further interaction.

In the broad sense, the cognitive and communicative category of coop-
erativity can be considered successfully realized only in the situational
dimension [18], when the NCCB is considered within the framework of
the discursive space, explicated and implemented sequentially, using the
appropriate chain, the discursive practice — discursive situation — discur-
sive space. In our opinion, a successful attempt to analyse cooperative inter-
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personal interaction, including the communicative behaviour of Ukrainian,
Russian, Lithuanian and American, is possible at the level of discursive
space only if the specifics of the NCCB are preliminarily covered in a nar-
row dimension. It involves clarifying tactical repertoire strategies within
the modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and familiarity at the level of
individual DPs and their situational combinatorics.

3. Mode-organization of strategic-tactical registers
of national cooperative communicative behaviour of Ukrainians,
Russians, Lithuanians and Americans

National cooperative communicative behaviour, which is realized within
the discursive space by means of different types of DPs (in our study the
types determined experimentally in the previous explorations [15; 16; 17])
that are determined by the cognitive-semiotic modes of politeness, neutral-
ity, tolerance, familiarity. It involves a wide repertoire of communication
strategies and tactics. The following examples of DPs with a strategic-tac-
tical implementation of the modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and
familiarity in the NCCB of representatives of the analysed linguistic cul-
tures are to be considered.

In the texts of Ukrainian fiction prose it was possible to distinguish such
fragments of discursive situations in which the NCCB of Ukrainians is real-
ized by using the types of DP analysed in the proposed work. Let us turn to
a pragmatic analysis of discursive situations, in which those DPs, in which,
according to the results of the experiment, the most commonly realized cog-
nitive and communicative categories of cooperativeness and politeness are
represented first.

1. Jlobpozco ousa! Bu 3abpontosanu y nac? Ha peyenyii ecomento meni
VCMIXHYIACH MO100d, nogHenbka diguuna. [lopyu i3 Heto cmosig 1oHax, wo
00pasy i3 3ayikasieHHam novas mere posenioamu. — Hi, ne 6ponrosana.
sac € einoni Homepu? Meni nompiben oOHomicHuu, — npomosuna . — Tax,
€, — kusnyna oigyuna. — Ha cxinbku 6ascacme nocerumucs? — Ioku wjo
Ha 000y. — Mooicna eawt doxymenm? A 3anizia 6 cymxy i dicmana 36i0mu
nacnopm. —Akey ac nezguuaiine im ’s! —3axonneHo npomosuna npayieHuYysl
2omeinto, po32opHy8uiu OoKymenm. — [axyio, moi bamvku 110ounu cryxamu
yro mysuuny epyny [27, p. 13—14]. Hereinafter, the pragmatic potential of
the presented discursive situations will be presented schematically. DPs of
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greeting + request + praise / compliment + gratitude / appreciation = MP
+ MN + MT — (solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating willing-
ness to cooperate — Moocna éaw dokymenm? + consent, support of the
interlocutor — Hi, ne bponiosana. ¥V sac € inoni nomepu? — [...] Tax, €, —
kueHyna Oieuuna + tips + choosing a common communication code —
Meni nompiben oonomicuuil) + (sincerity strategy — tactics of demonstrat-
ing a (positive) emotional state — /fobpoco ous! [...] Ha peyenyii comenio
MeHI YCMIXHYIACh Moa00d, noshenvka disuuna + gratitude — Jfaxyro, moi
bamvkuy a0OUIU cryxamu yio mysuuny epyny) + (a strategy for increasing
the interlocutor status — tactics of demonstrating the interest of the inter-
locutor — Bu 3abponiosanu y nac? + compliment — fxe y 6ac Hezsuuatine
im’s! + expression (attention, interest, sympathy, concern) to the interlocu-
tor — Ha ckineku 6asicacme nocenumucsy?) + (self-presentation strategy —
restraint / modesty tactics — Iloku wo na 000y [...] axyio, moi 6amvku
obunu cryxamu yio mysuuny epyny) + (strategy of creating a positive tone
of communication — tactics of demonstrating a (positive) emotional state
— YCMIXHYACH MON00d, NOBHEHbKA OIBYUHA).

2. “Ulo eam, cunouxi?” — numaemvcs npodaswuys. “Mamawa,
mamawa, — 2ogopumsv Bacs Komywnicm, nam eooouxu”. “Ckinoxu?”, —
numaemocs npooaswuys. “Jlea”, — eosopumv Bacs. “Ilyzupsa?” —
oinosumo numacmocsi 6ona. “‘Awuxa”, — xasce Bacs. “A Bam, cunouxi,
no wicmHaoyams 200k08 Yoce ecmv?” Komnauia Opyycno Odicmae
CMYOeHMCHKI KGUMKU 3 0EPAHCABHOI0 CUMBONIKOI0 C80€l pecnyonixu. Ilicasa
4020 Opamu nadaroms i 600apy im npooaroms [32,p. 48—49]. DPs of request +
consent = MN + MF — (solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating
willingness to cooperate — [llo éam, cunouxi? + choosing a common com-
munication code — Mamawa, mamawa + intimacy, rapprochement with the
interlocutor) + (self-presentation strategy — self-characterization tactic —
A Bam, cunouki, no wicmuaoysimos 200K08 yiice €cmv?).

3. Mamo, npugim. — Envro! Coneuxo, npusim! Tu de? — Jleco 6 Vipaini,
NOCMIXHYILACH 51, YUMYUKVIOUU MPONTYAPOM 83008MHC CYSEHIPHUX KDAMHUUOK. —
A mu 3 mamom 6 Hopeezii. I'eti! Qomy 6 mobi ne npuixamu croou? Ha
Xeununy s samucaunace. He momy, wo mipryeana nad nponosuyicio, a
MOMY W0 npueadysaid, Koau i 60CMaHHe daduna bamvkie. — A He 3Har0
Mmosu. A a 1o pozymimu aroetl, Koau 80HA 2080psamb. — 3pO3yMino... —
Ha 3a0HbOMY (POHI NOUYAUCH AKICH 3aKA0NOMAari cmpoai eonocu. — Envko,
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conye, y nac mym oyace eaxcausa sycmpiu... He mooicy 3apasz cosopumu. —
Jobpe, ma, 0360nu, Konu mamumews wac. Tamosi npueim. — Llinyio mebe!
Ila-na! [27, p. 22]. DPs of greeting + invitation + wishe / desire + good-
bye = MP + MN + MF — (solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating
willingness to cooperate + agree, support the interlocutor — 3pozymino...
+ choosing a common code of communication + intimacy, rapprochement
with the interlocutor — Ensxo! Coneuxo, npusim! [...] Euvko, conye) +
(sincerity strategy — tactics of demonstrating a (positive) emotional state
— Jlobpe, ma, 0360HU, Konu mamumew yac + warning of the interlocutor
— ¥y Hac mym Oyxce gadicnuga sycmpiu... He mooicy sapas eogopumu) +
(astrategy for increasing the interlocutor status — tactics of demonstrating
the interest of the interlocutor — 7u de? + suggestion / development of a
topic related to the interlocutor — Yomy 6 mobi ne npuixamu croou? + hy-
perbolization of positive emotional reaction — Tamogi npugim + expression
(attention, interest, sympathy, concern) to the interlocutor — Mamo, npusim;
Linyto mebe! Ila-na!) + (self-presentation strategy — self-characteriza-
tion tactics + self-deprecation + self-irony — 4 we snaio mosu. A s aobnio
posymimu mooetl, Konu 8oHa 206opsams) + (strategy of creating a positive
tone of communication — tactic of positive statement — Ensxo! Corneuxo,
npugim! + wish).

4. A eubauarocs, éu ne Jlapuna I'owuncoxa? Hy om npowty oyace. — A Bu,
npobaume, xmo? 3nexoms ecmynae A0vka — K Konmpabau y 04caz-0anoi. —
Ilaeno leanosuu 3 apxisy... — B makomy pas3i, s /lapuna Anamoniiena! — e s
3HAI0, — Kavice iH I OUBUMbCA HA MeHe NO2NIA00M CUMO20 KOHOOPA 3 BUCOKOT
CKeNli: 8AMNCKI, 3MOPWKYBAMI NOGIKU HANIGNPUKPUBAIOMb HEOBUNCHI ONYKII
oui — maxi 6 oui cXiOHIll KpacyHi, Maocmy i bapxam, 06a a2amosi nepcHi,
a mym yopmi-uo, Npopaxyeaidacs npupood... I nedv-1edsv Harsearodum
20710COM, 308CIM KPUXIMKY, mMoObmo pieHO HACMIIbKU, WoO He VUL
Henomiuenum, nosmoproe: — 3nar, wo eu Anamoniiena [31, p. 264-265].
DPs of acquaintance + request = MP + MT + MF — (solidarity strategy
— tactics of demonstrating a willingness to cooperate — B maxomy pasi, st

Hapuna Anamoniisna + choosing a common communication code — 3raro,
wo eu Anamoniiena + intimacy, rapprochement) + (sincerity strategy — tac-

tics for demonstrating (positive) emotional state — Hy om npouiy dyorice) +
(a strategy for increasing the interlocutor status — tactic of demonstrating
the interest of the interlocutor — A subauarocyw, eu ne Japuna I owurcora?;
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A Bu, npobaume, xmo?) + (self-presentation strategy — self-characteriza-
tion tactics — I]e 51 3naio) + (strategy of creating a positive tone of commu-
nication — tactics of demonstrating a (positive) emotional state + joke —
3nato, wo eu Anamoniiena).

5. Bu 3oca?.. A e snaio, sik no 6amvkosi. — baba 3ocs, ne mpeba no
bamokogi. — [Ipoxoovme, ye éci Bawi peui? V 6abu 3oci ne 6yno i eanisu,
Hi cymxu. Tineku 6enuxuu KIYHOK 3 KA3eHHOI JNiKapHAHOI koedpu. — Bce.
binvwe nivozco nema. — 3a-a-apuxy, xmo mam? Xmo mam? — nyHae eonoc,
Haue 3 Oidcku. — 3apas, Mamo, 3auexail XeUiuHy, — kpuuums 3axap leanosuy,
i muxiwe 0o 6abu 3oci: — Moorce, wocw nuwunoca y éac 6 nikapui? To 2 mie
ou niosesmu Ha mawuri. — Oye 6ce. — I apazo. 3apas s npoeedy sac 0o Bawoi
KivMHamu. Bu mooiceme gionouumu, nepegosemucs. A nomim s 8ac nogedy 00
mamu [14, p. 43]. DPs of acquaintance + request + gratitude / appreciation =
MP + MN + MT — (solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating willing-
ness to cooperate — Mooice, wocs auwunocs y eac 6 nikapHi? + consent, sup-
port of the interlocutor — I'apazd. 3apas s npogedy sac do Bawioi kimnamu +
choosing a common communication code — s mie 6u niogesmu na mawiuni +
intimacy, rapprochement with the interlocutor — Bu 30cs?) + (sincerity strat-
egy — tactic of demonstration of (positive) emotional state) + (a strategy for
increasing the interlocutor status — tactics of demonstrating the interest of the
interlocutor — 3a-a-apuxy, xmo mam? Xmo mam? + suggestion / develop-
ment of a topic related to the interlocutor — I/lpoxodsme, ye ci Bawi peui? +
expression (attention, interest, sympathy, concern) to the interlocutor — A ne
3Haro, sk no bameroei) + (self-presentation strategy — self-characterization
tactic — Baba 30cs, e mpeba no 6amwvrosi) + (strategy of creating a positive
tone of communication — tactics for demonstrating (positive) emotional state
— Bu mooiceme sionouumu, nepesosiemucsi. A nomim st sac nogedy 00 Mamu).

Here are the examples of the implementation of the NCCB of Russians,
which are isolated in the form of discursive situations from the texts of the
Russian fiction prose.

1. Bot k KoMy? — ocee0oMuincst o, 2nsioss Ha meHsi ceepxy eHu3. — K
Bupsuszyoy! — @amunua? — [lyouna. — Ilpoxooume. Bmopas 06epb
nanpago. He ycnena s u wacy coenams, KAk 8mopas 08epb HANpago
PACNAxXHYIAch, U OMmyod BbICYHYICA 8eCbMd NOMEPMO20 UOA MYAHCUUHA
8 MANeHbKUX MOOHbIX oukax. — Mapua Huxumuuna? Bei nopazumenvHo
mounwt! Ilpouty éac 6 mou kabunem! [...] Pao 3naxomcmsy, mHozo o eac
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CABIULAT XOPOULe20, U, HA0erChb, mbl Hatidem obwutl sa3vik [30, p. 6]. DPs of
acquaintance + greeting + invitation + praise / compliment = MN + MP —
(solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating a willingness to cooperate —
npoxooume + creating a community (groups. associations) — [Ipowty eac
6 moti kabunem! + a call to action — mwl Hatioem 06wl A3bIK) + (Sincerity
strategy — declarations of intent + hope — naoerocw, mbi natidem obuyuil
a3vik + (astrategy for increasing the interlocutor status — tactics of demon-
strating the interest of the interlocutor — paod sraxomcmey + praise — Bot
nopaszumensHo mounsi! + compliment — MH020 0 6ac caviwan xopouie2o) +
(strategy of creating a positive tone of communication — tactics of posi-
tive statement — Bul nopazumensvro mounsi! Pao 3nakomcmey, MHo2eo o eac
CABIULAT XOPOULE20, U, HAOCIOCH, Mbl HAlOeM 0OWULlL A3bIK).

2. Koeoa oun npuxooum eeuepom, s yoice OORUCHIBAIO NOCTEOHION
cmpanuyy pacckasa, eoe “ou’”, cuacmauevlii U YCMaavlil, 8038PAUAemcs
Odomoti. — Cepedrca, s npo mebs pacckas Hanucai. Xoueuwtb npouumams? —
Xwm... 0asaii! [26, p. 86]. DP of consent = MN + MT — (solidarity strategy
— tactics of choosing a common communication code + creating a com-
munity (group, association) + demonstrating a willingness to cooperate —
Cepedica, s npo mebs pacckas nanucan. Xovewb npouumams? + consent
support of the interlocutor — Xm... dasati!) + (sincerity strategy — recog-
nition / certification tactics — Cepedrca, 1 npo mebsa pacckas Hanucan) +
(interlocutor status improvement strategy — tactics of the proposal / de-
velopment of a topic related to the interlocutor + demonstration of inter-
est by the interlocutor — Cepedrca, s npo mebs paccxkas Hanucan. Xoueuiv
npouumamu?) + (strategy of creating a positive tone of communication —
tactics of positive statement — Cepeoica, 2 npo mebsi pacckasz HanuUcan).
The proposed example of the Russian NCCB confirms the idea that several
communicative strategies and tactics can be cross-implemented within a
single-type DP (consent as a response to a proposal), proving the likelihood
of variability in pragmatic registers in the communicative consciousness.
The mode of tolerance in this discursive fragment is expressed in the con-
sent of one of the interlocutors to get acquainted with the result of Another
creativity (Xm... oasaii!), despite being tired and late.

In the discursive space, a specific mode-organization of the NCCB in
the implementation of the same DPs is possible, which, at the same time,
may have unequivocal pragmatic potential: a) Beuepom Huxonaii Meanoguu

11
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nepeuumulgan @ ceoetl Kommame oba nucvma... [lomom dpocun oba nucoema
6 cmon u 2pomko cxkasan. —A uepm ezo 3naem — kax? — Ymo me1? — cnpocuia
acena [ ... ] — Hem, ace 6 nopsioxe. Ilooaii cazemvi, nosicanyiicma [26, p. 284].
DP of request = MN + MP — (sincerity strategy — tactics of recognition /
acknowledgment + demonstration of (positive) emotional state — 6pocun
06a nucvma 6 cmon u epomko ckasan + doubt — A uepm eeo 3naem — kax?)
+ (interlocutor enhancement strategy — tactics of demonstration of inter-
locutor interest + suggestions / development of interlocutor topic — Ymo
mu1? — cnpocuna xena) + (solidarity strategy — tactics of assurance —
Hem, sce 6 nopsioke + demonstration of willingness to cooperate — /1odati
easzemul, noogicanyiicma); 0) /anuna feceuu 3amoponuncs Omxpwieamo
08epwb 6 uz0y, u, koeda 8 2opruye [1apackosvs NPUHALACH CNEWHO COUPanb
€ 0ouepu MOKPYI0 00eaHcdy, NOOBbIBAsL NPU SMOM, OH CYPOBO NPUKPUKHYIL HA
opobesuieco Kupoky: — Yeeo nanuwnca? Beiob omcedosa, noxypum na yixe
[2, p. 417]. DP of request = MF — (sincerity strategy — tactic of demon-
strating emotional state — 3amoponuics omkpuieams 06epw) + (interlocu-
tor enhancement strategy — tactics of demonstration of interlocutor interest
+ suggestions / development of interlocutor topic — Yeeo nsanuwwvcsn?) +
(solidarity strategy — tactics of assurance — Hem, 6ce 6 nopsioxe + demon-
stration of willingness to cooperate — noxypum na yrxe). In the above dis-
cursive situations, the stimulating speech actions are mediated by the DP
of request: in the first context, the character utters the phrase accompanied
by the etiquette DP nooswcanyiicma, which actualizes the mode of politeness,
and, in the second, the stimulating verbal actions are performed within the
frame of the familiarity of spontaneity statements like: weco naruwwvca?
Buv1ob omcedosa. 1t should be noted that in both cases the cooperative nature
of communication is maintained and the NCCB is being implemented.

3. Kupioxa, 300poso! Ecmb y mebsi kaxoii-nubyob Oemexmueuux? —
Ymo?! — ne nonsan Kupioxa [...] — Kuproxa, s smo, ne uokuyncs. Ilpocmo
seuepom noyumams Heuezco. — Caviuts, I pankun, a oenveu mebe yoice He
HyoicHbl ? —muxo cnpocun Kupunn. — Hem. /la. Hy, 6 0bujem, onuy Mensi noumu
ecmo. [...] A 10606HbII poman mebe ne cco0umcsi? — CHPOCUL OCMOPONCHO
Kupunn. — YV Hamawxu ux npyo npyou. — He, — 630oxnyn I pankun. —
Mne 6 Oemexmusyux Ha HOub. [l meopemuyeckoli Nnoo2o0mosKu,
JANHYIL OH, HO MYym dice 3amKuyaca. — A modcem, npudéutb eeyepkom? —
npeonoxcun Kuproxa. — Hamawka ¢ 0eguoHKkamu K noopysicke Ha O0awy
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¢ Houésroul yexana. Ilocuoum, evinbem, a?! — He, Kupioxa, — 6300xuyn
Bumansa, — s 6onvue ne nwo. Kascemes. — Iloxkeooea, — ckazan on Kuproxe
[...] [28, p. 48-49]. DPs of greeting + request + invitation + goodbye = MF +
+ MN + MT — (solidarity strategy — intimacy. rapprochement with the
interlocutor — Kuproxa, 30opoeo! [...] Cuviwe, I pankun [...] + argumenta-
tion — IIpocmo eeyepom nouumamo neueeo [...] He, Kuproxa, — 6300xHyn
Bumans, — s 6onvuie ne nvio + choosing a common communication code
— Cnouus, I pankuH, a OeHveu mebde yxce He HYHCHBI? — MUXO CHPOCUL
Kupunn. — Hem. [la. Hy, 6 obwem, oHu y mens noumu ecms + creating a
community (group, group) + demonstrating a willingness to collaborate +
a call to action — A4 mooicem, npudéuv seuepkom? — npednoxcun Kuproxa
[...] [locuoum, evinvem, a?! + opposing they-community — Hamawxa
€ 0eBUOHKAMU K NOOPYIICKe HA 0auy ¢ HOYEKol yexana + assurance —
Kuproxa, s smo, ne uoxnyncs) + (interlocutor strategy — proposal / top-
ic development tactics for the interlocutor — Ecmb y mebs xaxoui-nu6yow
Odemexmuguuk? + showing respect (attention, interest, sympathy, concern)
to the interlocutor — Crwnus, [ pankun, a denveu mebe yice He HyH#CHbL? —
muxo cnpocun Kupunn [...] A mobosuwiii poman mebe ne ceooumcs? —
cnpocun ocmopodicho Kupunn) + (sincerity strategy — declarations of in-
tent — Mue 6 demexmuguux Ha HOub. /[ mMmeopemuieckoll noo20mosKu,
Hocuoum, evinvem, a?! [...] Iloxeoosa + hope — A nroboervlil poman mebe
He ceooumca? — cnpocun ocmopoxcho Kupunn [...] A moocem, npuoéuib
seuepkom [...] Tlocuoum, evinvem, a?! + doubt — He, Kuproxa, — 6300xHy1
Bumans, — s 6onvwe ne nwro. Kascemest) + (a strategy for creating a posi-
tive communication tone — tactic of a positive statement — Hem. /la. Hy, ¢
0bwem, oHu y mernss noumu ecmv) + (self-presentation strategy — self-char-
acterization tactic — Kuproxa, s 5mo, ne wokHyics [...J s 6onvue ne nvio). In
the presented discursive situation, the whole strategic strategy of non-insti-
tutional cooperative interaction in communication of close acquaintances is
demonstrated, in which the mode of familiarity prevails. The mode of toler-
ance is represented in the cooperative communicative behaviour of Kirill, who
shows tolerance and understanding to his friend’s requests and comments, as
evidenced by the pragmatic potential of his (non) verbal constituents.

Let us demonstrate a repertoire of communication strategies and tactics,
the functioning and implementation of which has been distinguished in the
cooperative communicative behaviour of Lithuanians.
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1. Kitq kartg pasikalbésim, gerai? Manes laukia. Labanakt. — Labanakt,
Jjei jau taip sakai [7, p. 48]. DPs of goodbye + wish / desire + consent
= MN + MP + MT — (solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating a
willingness to cooperate + a call to joint action + choosing a common com-
munication code — Kitq kartq pasikalbésim, gerai? + consent, support of
the interlocutor — jei jau taip sakai) + (sincerity strategy — declarations of
intent + hope — Kitq kartq pasikalbésim, gerai? + argumentation — Manes
laukia) + (strategy of increasing the status of the interlocutor — tactics of
demonstration of interest of the interlocutor + suggestions / development of
the topic concerning the interlocutor + display of respect (attention, interest,
sympathy, concern) to the interlocutor — Kitg kartg pasikalbésim, gerai?
[...] Labanakt. — Labanakt, jei jau taip sakai) + (strategy for creating a
positive communication tone — wish tactics — Labanakt. — Labanakt).
The mode of tolerance in the above discursive situation is that one of the
interactants with understanding and tolerance refers to the termination of
the conversation and agrees to continue it later. DP Labanakt is used by
interlocutors to end contact by implementing a directly phatic function, but
it also has a pragmatic desire for future interaction and communication.

2. Galbiit. AS jau turiu eiti, mama. ACiii uz pietus. — Paskambinsiu dél
dokumenty tvarkymo. — Gerai, mama. — Iki, Linut [7, p. 65]. DPs of consent
+ goodbye + gratitude / appreciation = MN + MP — (solidarity strategy
— consent tactics, interlocutor support — Galbiit; Gerai, mama + demon-
strating a willingness to collaborate + a call to take action + a choice of a
common communication code — Paskambinsiu dél dokumenty tvarkymo. —
Gerai, mama) + (sincerity strategy — tactics of declaration of intent + grati-
tude — AS jau turiu eiti, mama. Aciii uz pietus) + (interlocutor enhancement
strategy — tactics of demonstration of interlocutor interest + suggestions /
development of interlocutor topic — Paskambinsiu dél dokumenty tvarky-
mo. — Gerai, mama). In the above discursive situation, we can observe that
one DP is realizing the versatile pragmatic potential of the NCCB, because
it accumulates several strategic-tactical registers.

3. Mergaité nustebusi atsisuko j ji. — Kas tu toks, po galais?! — susu-
ko. — Cezaris. O tu? Dirbtinai nusikvatojusi mergaité pareiské: — Cezaris,
ar ne? Tada as Kleopatra! — Puiku. Tarkim, kad susipaZinom, — santiriai
linkteléjo vaikinas [11, p. 59]. DPs of acquaintance + consent = MF + MN
— (interlocutor strategy — interlocutor demonstration tactics + suggestion
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[ topic development — Mergaité nustebusi atsisuko j ji. — Kas tu toks, po
galais?!) + (solidarity strategy — tactics of choosing a common communi-
cation code — Dirbtinai nusikvatojusi mergaité pareiské: Cezaris, ar ne?
Tada as Kleopatra! + a call to action — Tarkim, kad susipazinom + consent,
support of the interlocutor — Puiku) + (strategy of increasing the status of
the interlocutor — tactics of hyperbolization of (positive) emotional reac-
tion — Cezaris, ar ne? Tada as Kleopatra!) + (self-presentation strategy —
self-irony tactics — Tada as Kleopatra! + restraint / modesty — santiriai
linkteléjo vaikinas) + (a_strategy for creating a positive tone of communi-
cation — joke tactics — Cezaris [...] Cezaris, ar ne? Tada as Kleopatra! +
positive statement — Puiku. Tarkim, kad susipazinom).

4. Gal nori apie tai pakalbéti? Eime pas mus, padarysiu kavos. Paskui
galési isplauti puodelj. — Ne, aciii, kavos nenoriu, as ir be jos gerai miegu!
Labanakt![11,p. 120]. DPs of invitation + request + gratitude / appreciation +
goodbye = MN + MP — (solidarity strategy — tactics of call to action +
creation of community (groups, unions)) — Gal nori apie tai pakalbéti?
Eime pas mus, padarysiu kavos + advice — Paskui galési iSplauti puodelj +
assurances + thanks — Ne, aciii, kavos nenoriu + argumentation — as ir be
jos gerai miegu! + (sincerity strategy — recognition / certification tactics
— Ne, aciii, kavos nenoriu, as ir be jos gerai miegu! + declarations of in-
tention — Eime pas mus, padarysiu kavos. Paskui galési isplauti puodelj;
Labanakt!) + (self-presentation strategy — self-irony tactics — as ir be jos
gerai miegu!) + (a strategy for creating a positive tone of communication —
tactics of joke — as ir be jos gerai miegu! + wish / desire — Labanakt!). In
the example of cooperative interaction the DP as ir be jos gerai miegu! — I
sleep well and without coffee! is characterized by both political tactics and
several strategies.

5. Jaunuoliai susizvalgé, abu pasijuto Siek tiek nejaukiai. — Susipazink,
Mykolai, c¢ia Kotryna! — pristaté Cezaris. — Kotryna... Grazus vardas,
Sventas. Ir panelyté grazi [11, p. 197]. DPs of acquaintance + praise / com-
pliment = MN + MF — (solidarity strategy — community tactics (groups,
unions)) — Susipazink, Mykolai, ¢ia Kotryna! — pristaté Cezaris + assurance
— Kotryna... Grazus vardas, Sventas. Ir panelyté grazi) + (self-presentation
strategy — tactics of reducing one’s status — Jaunuoliai susizvalgé, abu
pasijuto Siek tiek nejaukiai + restraint / modesty — Jaunuoliai susizvalgeé,
abu pasijuto Siek tiek nejaukiai) + (sincerity strategy — recognition / cer-
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tification tactics — Kotryna... Grazus vardas, Sventas. Ir panelyté grazi) +
(interlocutor strategy — suggestion / topic development tactics for the in-
terlocutor + compliment — Kotryna... Grazus vardas, Sventas. Ir panelyté
grazi) + (strategy of creating a positive tone of communication — tactics of
positive statement — Kotryna... Grazus vardas, Sventas. Ir panelyté grazi).

According to the developed method of establishing a strategic and tactical
repertoire, we will demonstrate the implementation of cooperative macrostrategy
on the examples of NCCB characters from the discourse of the American fiction.

1. My phone ring, making me jump. Before I can even say hello, I hear
Minny. She working late tonight. — Miss Hilly sending Miss Walters to the
old lady home. I got to find myself a new job. And you know when she go-
ing? Next week. — Oh no, Minny. — I been looking, call ten ladies today. Not
even a speck a interest. — I am sorry to say I ain't surprised. — I ask Miss
Leefolt first thing tomorrow do she know anybody need help [29, p. 12]. DPs
of apology + sympathy / compassion / empathy / consolation = MP + MT
— (solidarity strategy — tactics of demonstrating a willingness to cooper-
ate — [ ask Miss Leefolt first thing tomorrow do she know anybody need
help + request for consolation, support from the interlocutor — Miss Hilly
sending Miss Walters to the old lady home. I got to find myself a new job.
And you know when she going? Next week. I been looking, call ten ladies
today. Not even a speck a interest + emotional support — [ am sorry to say I
ain 't surprised. I ask Miss Leefolt first thing tomorrow do she know anybody
need help) + (sincerity strategy — a tactic for demonstrating a (positive)
emotional state — Oh no, Minny + intent declarations + promises — [/ ask
Miss Leefolt first thing tomorrow do she know anybody need help) + (inter-
locutor status improvement strategy — tactic of demonstrating interest by
the interlocutor — Before I can even say hello, I hear Minny. ...Miss Hilly
sending Miss Walters to the old lady home. I got to find myself a new job.
And you know when she going? Next week).

2. Like she a record player going too slow. — I'm sorry. I wish I could
a called you earlier so you could pick up that phone. — You done what you
can. Nothing nobody can do for me now. — I be praying for you. — Thank
you, — she say, and then her voice break down. — And I thank you for
trying to help me [29, p. 17]. DPs of apology + gratitude / appreciation +
sympathy / compassion / empathy / consolation = MP + MT — (solidarity
strategy — tactics of demonstrating willingness to cooperate emotional
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support) — I’m sorry. I wish I could a called you earlier so you could pick
up that phone... I be praying for you + choosing a common communication
code — You done what you can. Nothing nobody can do for me now) +
(sincerity strategy — intentionality tactics + recognition / acknowledgment
— 'm sorry. I wish I could a called you earlier so you could pick up that
phone... I be praying for you + gratitude + demonstration of a (positive)
emotional state — Thank you, — she say, and then her voice break down) +
(interlocutor strategy — gratitude tactics — And [ thank you for trying to
help me). In the above discursive situation, within the modes of politeness
and tolerance, the tactic of gratitude, which, however, is used by different
interactants, implements different strategies of the NCCB.

3. He hardly ever listened to you when you said something. — I flunked
you in history because you knew absolutely nothing. — I know that, sir. Boy, [
know it. You couldn 't help it. — Absolutely nothing, — he said over again [25,
p. 3]. DP of consent = MP + MT — (solidarity strategy — consent tactics,
interlocutor support + argumentation — [ know that, sir. Boy, I know it. You
couldn t help it + assurance — Absolutely nothing, — he said over again) +
(sincerity strategy — recognition / certification tactics — [ flunked you in
history because you knew absolutely nothing. — I know that, sir. Boy, I know
it [...] Absolutely nothing) + (self-presentation strategy — tactics of reduc-
ing one’s status — Boy, I know it. You couldnt help if).

4. Holden! — Mrs. Spencer said. — How lovely to see you! Come in, dear!
Are you frozen to death? — I think she was glad to see me. She liked me. At
least, I think she did [25, p. 3] DPs of greeting + acquaintance = MP + MF +
MT — (solidarity strategy — TakTHKH creating a community (groups, as-
sociations) + expression (attention, interest, sympathy, concern) to the in-
terlocutor — How lovely to see you! Come in, dear [...] Are you frozen to
death? + intimacy, rapprochement with the interlocutor — Come in, dear! +
(sincerity strategy — tactics of demonstrating a (positive) emotional state —
How lovely to see you! + a call for frankness — Are you frozen to death? +
hope — I think she was glad to see me) + (strategy of increasing the status of
the interlocutor — tactics demonstrating a willingness to cooperate + sug-
gestions / development of interlocutor topic — Are you frozen to death? —
1 think she was glad to see me. She liked me. At least, I think she did) +
(a strategy for creating a positive communication tone — tactic of a positive
statement — She liked me. At least, I think she did).
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5. Bit by bit, I told him the day s misfortunes. And she said you taught
me all wrong, so we can't ever read any more, ever. Please don't send me
back, please sir. — Atticus stood up and walked to the end of the porch [21,
p. 30]. DP of request = MN + MT — (solidarity strategy — tactics of coun-
teracting community + argumentation) — and she said you taught me all
wrong, so we can't ever read any more, ever) + (strategy of increasing the
status of the interlocutor — tactics of requesting consolation, support from
the interlocutor + showing respect (attention, interest, sympathy, concern)
to the interlocutor — Please don t send me back, please sir).

Thus, the discursive space of Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and Amer-
ican of cooperative communicative behaviour is characterized by a varia-
tional and complex mode-organization (politeness + neutrality, neutrality
+ familiarity, neutrality + politeness + tolerance, etc.), which is achieved
through the combination of a repertoire that is realized through discursive
practices (tactics) and acts / situations (strategies).

4. Conclusions

The representatives of the Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American
communication cultures, who are able to find optimal and effective ways
for successful interaction and constructive cooperation, to be interested in
solving issues of importance for all participants of communication, and to
produce an incentive for further communication, are characteristic and in-
dividual, the complex functioning of DP of greeting, acquaintance, invita-
tion, request, consent, praise / compliment, gratitude / appreciation, apolo-
gy, sympathy / compassion / empathy / consolation, wish / desire, goodbye.
Success in implementing cooperative macrostrategy in their cooperative
communicative behaviour depends on the successful selection and combi-
nation of cognitively semiotic modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and
familiarity, which, in turn, are determined by a specific set of communica-
tive strategies. Thus, five types of communication strategies relevant to the
implementation of the NCCB were identified: solidarity; self-presentation;
improving the status of the interlocutor; sincerity; the creation of a positive
tone of communication, the successful implementation of which through a
diverse tactical repertoire (to be defined further) provides a mode-config-
uration (politeness, neutrality, tolerance and familiarity) of the NCCB of
Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans.
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The established strategic and tactical repertoire, which is an instrument
of the modes of politeness, neutrality, tolerance and familiarity in the NCCB
of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans, is not exhaustive and
definitive, because there is a certain cognitive, semantic, and feminine var-
iability of combinations of pragmatic components in the communicative
consciousness of speakers. The potential of an incentive for further inter-
action of the interlocutors, which is one of the main components of the im-
plementation of the cognitive and communicative category of cooperativity,
is not always truly positive, like in the intentions of the interactants, which
also affects the pragmatic registers, in particular the strategic tactical, the
NCCB of linguaculture. In our further research it will require more detailed
study and analysis of its (non)verbal representatives and identification of
linguacultural specificity.
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