Haykosull sicypuan. Ne 1/2014

bickyo Ipuna. J[liarHocTMyHa KaTeropusamisi B JIHCKypci NporpamMHOro 3ade3medeHHsl. Y CTaTTi
3aIpOIIOHOBAHO HOBUH Mi/IX1JI 10 PO3yMiHHS ()eHOMEHY KOTHITHBHOI KaTeropu3anii B Cy4acHiii KOTHITHBHIH JiHIBICTHII.
Ha wmarepiani aHIJIOMOBHOTO JHCKYpCY IIPOTPaMHOTO 3a0€3MeYeHHsT BCTAHOBJIICHO OCOOJIMBOCTI IiarHOCTHYHOI
KaTeropusalii, sika CIpHs€ PO3yMIHHIO (DYHKIIOHAJHHOTO ITOTEHIiaNly NPUKIAJAHUX MPOrpaM dYepe3 NPOYHMTaHHS iX
BU3HAYCHb y JIaJIOTOBUX BIKHAX, IO Hajxae rpadiunuil iHrepdeiic. BusBieHo BiAMIHHOCTI MK KaTeropusalli€ro 3a
XapaKTepHUMH O3HaKaMW I KaTeropusali€lo 3a YHIKQIPHMMH O3HAKaMH, SKy BH3HAYaeMO SK JiarHOCTHYHY
KaTeropusariro. JloBeaeHo, 110 B Cy4aCHOMY aHIJIOMOBHOMY JIUCKYPCi MPOTPaMHOro 3a0e3NeueHHs] caMe JiarHOCTHYHY
KaTeropH3allil0 MOKJIAJCHO B OCHOBY MeETaQOpUYHOTO MaIlyBaHHS, 3aBIIKH SKOMY KOPHCTYBad OIIAaHOBYE
(hyHKIIOHATTFHIUNA TTOTEHIIIAN KOMIT IOTEPHOI MPOTpaMH depe3 B3aeMOiro 3 ii rpadiunum iHTepdeiicom. JliarHOCTHUHY
KaTerOpu3aIlil0 BBAXKAEMO TAaKO)X KOTHITHBHOIO CTPATEri€l0, OCHOBHE 3aBHAHHS SIKOi — BIOKPEMIJIGHHS HECYTTEBHX
KaTeropu3aIliifHnX O3HaK MmiJ 4Jac imeHTudikamii ¢yHKIi# mporpamHoro 3abesmedeHHs. Lle cnpuse onTuMizoBaHOMY
BUKOPUCTAHHIO TpadidHmX iTepdelciB KOMIT'IOTepHHX MporpaM sK iHCTPYMEHTY BEIEHHS iaJoTy KOpHCTyBada it
KOMIT FOTEPHOI CHCTEMH.

KarouoBi ciioBa: kaTeropu3saiiisi, KOHIEIT, 3HAaHHS, BU3HAYCHHS, [TI3HAHHSI.

Buckyo Hpwuna. [lmarHoctuueckasi KaTeropmsamus B JUCKypce MPOrpaMMHOro odecmedyeHusi. B cratbe
NPEJJIOKEH HOBBIA TMOJXOJM K MOHMMAaHUIO (PCHOMECHa KOTHHUTHBHOM KAaTETrOpH3allid B COBPEMCHHOW KOTHHUTHBHOM
JUHTBUCTHKE. Ha MaTepualic COBPEMEHHOIO aHIIIOSN3bIYHOTO AUCKYpCa MPOrPAMMHOI0 00eCieUeHUs ObLITH YCTaHOBIICHBI
0COOCHHOCTH JHArHOCTHYCCKOW KaTErOpH3allid, KOTOpas COJACHCTBYEeT MOHHUMAHUIO (YHKIMOHAIBHOTO MOTCHIIMAA
MPUKJIAJHBIX IPOTPAMM IYTEM MPOYTCHHUS OMPEeICHUH B JAUATOTOBBIX OKHAX, KOTOPBIE MPEJIAraroTcsi rpaguaeckum
unrepdeiicoMm. TIpetokeHbl pa3nuuusi MEXIy KaTeropu3alueil mo XapakTepHbIM MPU3HAKAM M KaTeropu3anuer Mo
YHUKAIBHBIM TPHU3HAKAM, OMNpE/CICHHON HaMH KaK JUHAarHOCTHUYECcKas Kareropu3zauus. JlOoKka3zaHO, YTO HMMEHHO
JIMarHOCTHYECKash KaTeropu3als JIGKUT B OCHOBE METaQOpHUYECKOro TMEePEHECeHHsT 3HAYCHUs B JIUCKYpCe
MPOTPaMMHOT0 00eCIeueH s, Oaroiapsi 4eMy MoJIb30BaTEIb OCBAMBACT (DYHKIMOHAIBHBIN MOTEHIIUAT KOMIBIOTEPHOM
MIPOrpaMMBbI, B3aUMOJEHUCTBYS ¢ e¢ TrpadudyeckuM HHTepdericoM. J[MarHOCTHYECKYIO KATErOPH3AIHI0 CUMTAEM TaKiKe
KOTHUTHBHOM CTpaTerue, riIaBHBIM 3aJJaHHEM KOTOPOH €CTh OTAEICHHE HECYIICCTBEHHBIX KATErOPU3AI[HOHHBIX YEPT BO
BpeMsi uAeHTH(UKAIMK (QYHKIMA MpOrpaMHOro  obOecrmedeHus. OTO  CIPOCOOCTBYET  ONTHMU3UPOBAHHOMY
UCITIOJIb30BAaHUIO TpadUUCCKUX HUHTEPPEHCOB KOMIBIOTEPHBIX IPOTPaMM KaK MHCTPYMCHTA BEICHHS JHMAajora
MOJIb30BATEIISI K KOMITBIOTEPHOM CHCTEMBI.
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FROM COMMUNICATIVE STRATEGIES
TO PRAGMATIC MOTIVATIONS

The article deals with the notion of involvement, which has the dynamic nature and varies within the boundaries of
empathy, sympathy, (self)withdrawal, antipathy. Involvement is defined as a cognitive notion with the prevailing
characteristics of cognitive distancing or approximation in interaction. Generally recognized is the point of view that
involvement is a gradual phenomenon. It fluctuates depending on the activity of interlocutors. What follows from it is the
absolute mutual trust of communicative partners to one another on the one hand or giving up and disregard the
communication by both sides on the other. Such a shift of communicative parameters of communicative activity is a
direct reflection of the change in the focus of orientation which directly depends on the focus of interest. The general
vision of involvement is widening and depends on what goes to the focus of orientation. Existing approaches are reduced
to the following three: a) involvement of the speaker and listener to the information of the topic (as individual
participants); b) involvement of the community members (as mass participants); c) involvement of the topic on the
parameter of its informativity and validity of the problem. Degrees of involvement are controlled by the communicative
strategies of interlocutors, they re-frame the configuration of notions of empathy, sympathy, (self)withdrawal and
antipathy, assisting in achievement of maximal communicative result and coincidence of positions of opposite sides.

Key words: involvement, intention, focus of orientation, vantage point, empathy, sympathy, (self)withdrawal,
antipathy, prediction, anticipation, dynamic equilibrium.

Formulation of the research problem and its significance. Involvement as a communicative
entity is determined by the degree of mutual interaction of interlocutors directed towards effective
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functioning of the common topic [11, p. 463]. There are no grounds to speak about monosemantic
interpretation of the topic in the linguistic literature. D. Tannen defines it in the terms of the style of
speaking [17, p. 63]: if the interlocutors do not leave much time for the interreply pause and one of
them starts to speak when his partner is still speaking, then communication with practically absent
interreply pauses D. Tannen qualifies as high involvement. In such cases the communicative partners
do not care much about their “positive face”. But as soon as the tempo of speech is slowing down
and interreply pauses become more distinct the partners do not illustrate great interest to the topic,
they lower their emotional excitement or even indefinite attitude to it.

Analysis of previous research dealing with this problem. Emotional unbalance is easily
identified in the context of the dialogue, but verbalized explication of such a form of involvement is
measured due to different priorities in the monologue, it is fixed due to different parameters. For
instance, involvement as one of the main features of fiction is a component of emotivity which is
revealed due to the explication of emotional intentions of the author related to his own
comprehension of the topic [3, p. 38]. As for the prominence of emotional comprehension of the
topic, there are two regimes [9, p. 341]: from involvement to the complete alienation. The regime of
involvement is more subjectivized, as a rule it coincides with the narration from the first person but
turning of the perspective of topic representation to the 3™ person marks communicative
distanciation moving away from alienation or neutrality and uncertainty of the position of the
speaker. Bringing to the light the author’s objectivity agrees with his unpreconceived real position
(unprejudice). Nevertheless the person’s detachment from the described events is not typical because
it becomes impersonal [3, p. 41].

Presentation of the basic content of the research and an interpretation of the results
which were obtained. Generally recognized is the point of view that involvement is a gradual
phenomenon. It fluctuates depending on the activity of interlocutors. What follows from it is the
absolute mutual trust of communicative partners to one another on the one hand or giving up and
disregard the communication by both sides on the other. Such a shift of communicative parameters
of communicative activity is a direct reflection of the change in the focus of orientation which
directly depends on the focus of interest. The general vision of involvement is widening and depends
on what goes to the focus of orientation [17, p. 63; 7, p. 280]. Existing approaches are reduced to the
following three:

a) involvement of the speaker and listener to the information of the topic (as individual

participants);

b) involvement of the community members (as mass participants);

c) involvement of the topic on the parameter of its informativity and vitality of the problem.

So involvement is a multimeasured entity, a skilful manipulation by verbal and non-verbal
means of it stimulates the process of communication. It absolutely agrees with the perspective of
description of the topic discussed, it regulates the communicative distance between interlocutors: the
more distanced they are from one another (because of the divergence in evaluation of the topic) the
more complicated is identification of their common focus of orientation.

Focus of orientation (vantage point) (the term of A. Glaz [13, p. 270]) is investigated as a
dynamic component which is able to regulate the distance that can become longer or shorter and thus
to approximate the position of communicative partners. If the topic is in the dominant vantage point
it represents the objectivized point of view, but if the attention of interlocutors covers only partially
the discussed topic then their points of view become considerably subjectivized: communicative
distance becomes longer and involvement to communication doesn’t bring to the recessive vantage.
Effective manipulation by verbal/non-verbal means is a permanent change of the viewpoint on a
particular notion. The corresponding strategies become effective if they produce the same focus of
orientation in the opposing sides. If it happens then the focus of orientation comes close to the focus
of empathy or to the coincidence of both. In the absolute agreement of both we receive absolute
involvement [10, p. 267]. As it was mentioned involvement is fixed on the scale of graduality so it is
modified not due to the binary opposition because of its continuity and non-discreteness. Mutually
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dependent configuration “involvement (1) — communicative distance (2) — emotivity (3)” has the
same common ground — topic. Due to their maximal agreement (1-3) topic receives the referential
prominence [1, 18] and, as a consequence, the desired communicative effect is achieved.

The change of the focus of orientation means the change in the priorities reflected in the
structure of the topical field [2, p. 6]. Means of such reorientation directed on the new object as on a
new object of involvement are considerably verified. The most demonstrative among them are verbal
like cleft and pseudocleft sentences:

| expect Jane to meet you — It is me who expects Jane to meet you — It is you whom | expect
Jane will meet.

The change of word-order and the corresponding syntactic transformations illustrate
foregrounding [18, p. 156-173] of the topic (in our example Jane — me — you).

Due to its unstability and regular fluctuation involvement becomes qualified as a dynamic
entity not only on the parameter of distance but also on the parameter of emotivity [8, p. 324]:
antipathy (1) — (self)withdrawal (2) — sympathy (3) — empathy (4).

The entities 1-4 are dependent as for the regime of their involvement. Antipathy always brings
to conflict and delimitation of interaction as a proof that the priorities of communicative partners do
not agree, the more so: conflict ruins the declared intentions because communicative partners have
different systems of value. It finds its reflection in different models of comprehension. In the
common communicative space strategies for involvement are ignored, the concession for the
compromise is rejected. All together the positive image of the opposite side is ruined, implicitly or
explicitly it is illustrated as a negative evaluation of the opponent. Deviation or even negation of the
point of view and vantage point occurs in such a way which brings to the rejection not only his
position but even him himself.

Illustration of antipathy on this scheme is a dialogue as a hostile interrogation, mockery,
ascribing the opposite side the intentions which are reluctant to be admitted. It is a kind of code
switching by one side because of the conflict of intentions. Differences in intentions of opposite sides
illustrate differences in the intensity of involvements, divergence of viewpoints and termination of
communication.

Selfwithdrawal, as a rule, is not so much emotionally coloured in discourse as antipathy. It is a
kind of a strategy for the avoiding illustration of the weak involvement as different from antipathy as
a strong illustration of one’s confronting intention. Selfwithdrawal provokes conflict, it is
characterized by the inherent ambivalency [6, p. 24]. Ambivalent illustration of selfwithrawal
corresponds to the speech acts which do not provoke conflict because they do not show direct
reference in the actualized situation [16, p. 279], they neutralize involvement. The most convincing
proof of selfwithrawal is the change of the illocutionary force thanks to the abstracted sentences and
precedented utterances [5, p. 322; 4, p. 107]. The above mentioned utterances serve as a signal of
metaphorical code switching. The result of such operations is that a topic moves to the background.
It is important to differentiate withdrawal and selfwithdrawal: if a communicative partner is able to
feel the effect of the possible conflict and he himself withdraws (deviates) from active interaction
such a behaviour is qualified as selfwithdrawal. But if the other participants take the speaker away
from the topical field and from interactional space because of lack of his own anticipation of conflict
it means withdrawal (explicit or implicit). In such a configuration of interaction its active participant
receives the status of the outsider that is a result of reframing the model of the communicative
situation: the released slot of the semantic role of agent does not remain empty, it is compensated by
the outsider, who now obtains the status of the active participant. Provoked reframing of the
situation, due to the shift of semantic roles demonstrates an operation of equilibrium which is
regularly repeated. It is an obligatory dynamic feature of involvement.

Sympathy and empathy as the obligatory successive measurements on the scale of involvement
are analysed in comparison because of their partial similarity and mutual dependence [12, p. 207],
but their identification made with the terminology of emotivity is somewhat different. Sympathy is
defined on the basis of direct dyadic relations | (1) — you (2) and it illustrates approximation of
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positions and positive relations between participants of communication [14, p. 138]. The most salient
form of sympathy is compassion. As for empathy, it is depicted by the pattern of triadic relations:
I (1) —you (2) — I (I =you) (3); one own’s feelings (1) — the feelings of the communicative partner (2)
— the feelings of the communicative partner but through his own system of their comprehension (3).
Empathy is vividly illustrated in the discourse as a presupposition of the addressee [12, p. 207]. Our
understanding of empathy coincides with the opinion of A. Wierzbicka [19, p. 207], she treats
empathy as anticipation, prognozing the feelings of other people. An empathizing partner doesn’t see
his aim to criticize [15, p. 133]. It is a signal for mutual understanding and it gives the chance for
introduction of the mental space of the partner into his own mental space and foundation in the result
of it of their common topical field. So, empathy is the ability to put oneself in the place of another
person, it is an imaginary projection of one’s own consciousness into the consciousness of another
person, it is even an intention to assimilate oneself with this person.

At this projection of spaces and fields the communicative and psychological distances between
interlocutors is minimal and involvement to communicative interaction is maximal. The speaker
approves the communicative behaviour of his partner, he is willing to accept his psychological state,
even if this state is deeply stressful the person is ready to sacrifice his own interests for the sake of
the other person. So sympathy and empathy are strong markers of involvement. Blending of spaces is
an obligatory strategy of both.

Though empathy and sympathy exist simultaneously in mental spaces of different people but
the forms of their verbalization are usually different: empathy as a rule, fixes the open illustration of
approval of the other people, even in the critical situation the empathizing person is willing to justify
the acts of the empathized. Sympathy also illustrates approval but it is not planned beforehand in
order to show it openly. In the state of empathy the speaker is ready to become responsible for the
other person even for his mistakes (I=you=I(you)). As for sympathy, the open illustration of
selfsacrifice is not observed (I=you#I(you)). Sympathy signals selfsacrifice of one’s own interests
[12, p. 205]. In communication it is a kind of skilful manipulation by pronouns I, we, you. They fix
approximation I (we) = you or distancing | (we) # you. It is a kind of inclusive/exclusive we/l.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. As it was proved, involvement is a kind of
manipulation by emotive entities (empathy, sympathy, withdrawal, antipathy) in their different
configurations. Interference of the focuses of orientation of interlocutors is at the same time merging
of the foci of their interest. It is achieved due to the communicative interaction of its participants in
their common interactive space and topical field. The vantage point becomes common for both sides
and an effective point of global orientation.
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Byaarenpka Jliogmmuiaa. Bix komyHikaTMBHUX cTpaTerii A0 mNparMaTHYHHX MOTHBamiii. VY crarTi
posrisiiaeTbest KoMmyHikatuBHa cyTHicTs 3AJIYUEHHS sik rpagyanbHOl BeNMYMHM, K4 BUIO3MIHIOETHCS B Jiana3oHi:
eMmaris — cuMmmaris — (caMO)yCyHEHHs — aHTHIATIS. 3alydYeHICTh BH3HAYAETHCSA SK KOTHITHBHA CYTHICTH i3
nepeBaKaJbHUMHU XapaKTepPUCTUKaMH Ha HECTAaOLIbHICTh KOMYHIKaTHBHOI JUCTaHLIl. 3aralbHOBH3HAHOIO € TOYKA 30pYy
mpo Te, WO 3alydeHICTh — LE rpaayaibHe sBHIIE. MOro (rakTyalis 3ameXuTh BiI KOMYHIKATHBHOI aKTHBHOCTI
KOMYHIKaHTiB. SIK pe3yJbTaT OTpUMy€EMO aOCOIIOTHY B3a€EMHY JOBIpY MapTHEPIB, 3 OHOrO OOKY, 1 BIIMOBY Ta HEJOBIpY
OIMH II0 OJHOTO — 3 iHmoro. Takwif 3cyB mapaMmeTpiB KOMYHIKATHBHOI aKTHBHOCTI — IpsME BilOOpaXCHHS B 3MiHI
(doxycy opieHTarii, mo Oe3mocepeqHbO 3aJeKUTh 1 BiA (HOKyCy 3allikaBICHOCTi. 3araipHe OadeHHS 3aTy4eHOCTI
PO3LIMPIOETHCS 1 3aJIEKUTH BiJ TOro, LIO TONafae B IpPOMiHaHTHE Nosie. HUHIMHI MiAXoaM 3BOISATHCSA 1O TPHOX
HACTYITHUX: a) 3aJy4eHICTh MOBIA 1 CiIyXada J0 MpeaMeTa AYMKH MOBUS (iHOWBiITyalmbHI ydacHHWKH); 0) 3alydeHICTh
YICHIB KOJEKTHBY (YYaCHHKH MOBHOTO CITIIBTOBapHCTBa); B) 3aly4eHICTh CaMOro MNpenMeTy IOyMKH MOBLS 3a
napaMeTpoM Horo iHdopmaTtuBHOCTI W akTyasbHOCTI mpoOiemu. CTymiHb 3aJy4eHOCTI KOHTPOJIOETHCS CTpATErisiMu
KOMYHIKaHTIB, 3aBIIKH SIKAM pedpeiiMmyeThcst KoHDIrypamis eMmnarii, cuMiarii, (camo)ycyHeHHs i antunarii. Lle cripusie
JOCATHEHHIO MaKCUMAJIBHOTO KOMYHIKaTHBHOI'O Pe3yJIbTaTy 3a 30irOM ITO3HLiH IPOTUIICKHUX CTOPIH.

KarouoBi cioBa: 3anyueHicTb, iHTEHIs, (OKyc oOpieHTalii, ToOYKa BiJPaXyHKY, CHMIATis, eMIaTis,
(camo)yCcyHeHHsI, aHTHUIATIsI, epe0adyBaHiCTh, O4IKYBaHICTb, TUHAMIUHHNA EKBLIIOPiyM.

Bynarenkas Jlioamuiaa. OT KOMMYHMKATHBHBIX CTpaTeruii K mparmMaTuyeckMM MoOTHBanusiM. B cratbe
paccMaTpUBaeTCsl BOBJIEKAEMOCTh KakK IpajyajbHas KaTeropus, KOTOpas BUJOU3MEHSETCS B AMAINla30HE: 3MIATHS —
cuMnarusi — (caMo)yCTpaHeHHWE — aHTUNATHs. BoBiekaeMoCTh ompenensercss M Kak KOTHUTHBHAs CYIIHOCTH C
npeo0IagaroIuMi XapaKTePUCTHKaMU Ha HECTaOMIBbHOCTh KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOMN JUCTAHIIMH MEXy KOMMYHHKATHBHBIMHU
napTHepamMH. BOBIIEYEHHOCTh OIpefensieM Kak KOTHHTHBHYIO CYIIHOCTh C IpeobiafalolMMU XapaKTepHUCTHKAMU
HECTaOMIFHOCTH KOMMYHUKAaTUBHON MucTaHuuy. OOIIenpu3HaHHON SBISIETCS TOYKA 3pEHUS] O TOM, YTO BOBJIEKAEMOCTb —
9TO TpagyasibHOe sBieHue. Ero duiakTyanms 3aBHCHT OT KOMMYHHMKATHBHOM aKTHBHOCTH KOMMYHHKaHTOB. Kax
pe3yJIbTaT MoJlydaeM aOCONIIOTHO B3aMMHOE JIOBEpUE MTApTHEPOB, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI, M OTKa3 U HEJOBEpHUE APYT K APYTY —
¢ apyroil. Takoe cMmeleHre TapaMeTpOoB KOMMYHUKAaTUBHON aKTUBHOCTH SBIISIETCA MPSMBIM OTPAXXEHUEM B M3MEHEHUU
(okyca OpHEHTaIMM M HampsSMYIO 3aBUCHT OT (pokxyca mHTepeca. OOIiee BUICHHE BOBJICKAEMOCTH DPACIIUPSETCS U
3aBHCHUT OT TOTO, YTO IOMAaJgaeT B NMPOMHMHAHTHOE mose. CyIIecTBYIOIHME MOIXOABI CBOIATCA K TPEM CIETYIOIINM:
a) BOBJICYCHHOCTh TOBOPSIIETO MW CHylIaTeds K MpeIMETy MBICIH TOBOpsMEro (MHAWBHUAYaJbHBIE YYaCTHHKN);
0) BOBJICYEHHOCTh TOBODSIIEr0 M CIyHIATeNIsi K TNPEAMETy MBICIHM TOBOPSAIIEro (MHIMBHIYalbHbIE YYacTHHUKH);
B) BOBJICUCHHOCTh CAMOT0 MpPEIMETa MBICIH TOBOPSIIETO IO MapaMeTpy ero WHPOPMATHBHOCTH W AaKTYaJbHOCTH
npo6ieMbl. CTeneHb BOBICYECHHOCTH KOHTPOIUPYETCS CTPATETUIMI KOMMYHHKAHTOB 32 CUET KOTOPBIX pedpeiMupyercs
KOH(UTypanus SMIaTuy, CUMIIATHH, (CaMO)yCTPAHEHUs M aHTHIIATHH. DTO CIIOCOOCTBYET JOCTIKEHNIO MaKCHMalIbHOTO
KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO Pe3yJIbTaTa IPH COBIAICHNUH ITO3UINH TPOTHBOMOIOKHBIX CTOPOH.
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