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OF COMMUNICATIVE BEHAVIOR IN ENGLISH

AND UKRAINIAN LANGUAGES

The article aims to study general English speech etiquette patterns as socially and culturally
determined norms or rules that regulate communicative behavior in English-speaking community.
The notion speech etiquette and its components are analysed emphasizing that such patterns make
the behavior meet the etiquette requirements of a given speech community. Communicative patterns
are postulated as practical representatives of communicative etiquette and etiquette communicative
behavior in relevant lifestyle communication. To this end, the article under review proves the necessity
of teaching etiquette communicative behavior patterns of English-speaking communities to EFL
learners in Ukraine.

Taking into account the components of speech etiquette, the topmost level would naturally be
the division of communicative behavioral patterns according to the areas of communication where
they are taught. Following this broad division, the relevant communicative behavioral patterns
are distinguished. On top of this, the article gives a comprehensive analysis of grammar structures
and lexemes that are embraced by the speech etiquette. To achieve these goals, the study draws on
texts published in the British media, as well as transcripts of oral and written interactions, and draws
heavily on the politeness theory proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987). The relevance of the study
of the theory of politeness is clearly visible even in modern linguistics. Learning and knowing
the rules of politeness contributes to the achievement of communicative goals, therefore, the analysis
of politeness theories as a basis for further research on speech etiquette has become widespread

among modern researchers.
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Introduction. A British Professor Gillian Brown
once defined communication as a risky business pre-
suming its complex character that requires a complete
and interdependent connection between the members
of communication [18]. Any aspect of communi-
cation, either verbal or non-verbal, is socially and
culturally regulated, that is, it follows some norms
accepted in a speech community, some rules of con-
duct and interpretation. In the same vein, when refer-
ring to communication between people from different
cultures, we conclude that it comes primarily out of
an interpersonal orientation, and addresses the mutual
negotiation of social reality among participants with
different cultural perceptions, beliefs, values and
social customs which greatly determine their com-
munication style. In daily intercultural communica-
tions, it is necessary to pay attention to the code that

governs the expectations of social behavior, or the
conventional norm. These codes required by good
breeding and expected to be obeyed are called eti-
quette, according to the definition given in New Web-
ster s Dictionary as “the rules of behavior standard in
... society” [25]. Etiquette is equivalent to protocol,
decorum, courtesy, etc. Etiquette today is based on
treating everyone with the same degree of kindness
and consideration, and it consists mostly of common
sense. No intercultural communication is done with-
out involving some etiquette rules. Differences in
cultural conventions can lead to difficulties, misun-
derstanding in the communication between peoples
with different cultural backgrounds. The etiquette
awareness assumes not only the knowledge of the
social customs but enhances self-esteem and charac-
ter with emphasis on socially acceptable behavior in
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communicating with foreigners. The latter, in its turn,
enables you to get self-reliant when communicating
with foreigners.

Problem Statement. According to Judith Mar-
tin, etiquette determines a social behavior. “If you’re
a hermit on a mountain, you don’t have to worry
about etiquette; if somebody comes up the mountain,
then you’ve got a problem” [17]. Speech etiquette
is regarded as the system of fixed communication
formulas that are prescribed by the society to main-
tain communication in a chosen situation in compli-
ance with their social roles and positions in a formal
and informal setting. In a broad sense, it embraces
all rules of speech behavior, all speech permits and
prohibitions related to the social characteristics of
the speakers and the surrounding, on the one hand,
and stylistic resources of the language, on the other.
Speech etiquette sets the framework of speech rules
within which meaningful communication should take
place. However, even the use of conventional formu-
las requires sincere, friendly attention to the inter-
locutor.

Recent researches on the problem. Etiquette has
been studied most deeply and comprehensively in lin-
guistics, where it is usually regarded as a functional-
semantic microsystem of linguistic units, socially
determined and nationally specific, related to stereo-
typed situations, which regulate the rules of commu-
nicative behavior. Linguistics pays more and more
attention to the theory of communication, focusing on
patterns of people’s communicative behavior as well
as those of an individual linguistic personality and its
formation [1; 2; 3; 7; 11; 13; 15; 17; 21]. Linguis-
tic means are studied comprehensively accounting
for national and cultural factors. There is a deep and
constant interaction between language and reality,
between the world of language and the world around
us [14, p. 165]. Etiquette formulas are often phraseo-
logical entities, collocations, fixed phrases, and other
linguistic means.

One of the attempts to consider socially accepted
etiquette norms in the English language through the
prism of models of communicative behavior was the
universal theory of politeness [6], in which the “mech-
anisms” of politeness (mainly English) were used to
explain the wide spread of indirect speech acts. Hos-
sein Sadeghoghli and Masoumeh Niroomand (2016)
confirm the original idea of Brown and Levinson’s
theory that in order to have a successful communica-
tion it is important to know cultural and social back-
ground as well as be familiar with politeness strate-
gies that are aimed at avoiding conflicts and saving
the ‘face’ of the interlocutor [8]. The macro-strategy
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of maneuvering is set to reach a compromise at the
verbal level in English-speaking cultures. It is aimed
at social distancing, creation of communicative barri-
ers and borders. It demonstrates to the listener the rec-
ognition of their independence, personal autonomy.
These properties reflect the characteristic features of
the English-language communication: highly devel-
oped possibilities for verbal maneuvering, avoidance
of straightforwardness, and frequent usage ofallegory,
responsibility for the power of speech impact and the
reliability of the utterances. Each of the communica-
tive strategies has a characteristic linguistic design in
the English language, reflecting the specificity of the
sociocultural approach to communication.

The distancing strategy involves several lexi-
cal and grammatical means, a tense shift, on the one
hand, and the use of modal verbs and the subjunctive
mood, on the other.

The tense shift reduces the straightforwardness of
instructions, orders turning them into a polite request.
According to the British scholars, when referring to
“distancing structures”, it is more appropriate to use
Past or Future Simple in statements instead of Pres-
ent Simple, that presupposes a certain shift into the
past or future relative to the moment of the language,
and gives freedom to choose replicas in response.

1 hope you can lend me 20 pounds. — / was hoping
you could lend me 20 pounds.

1 think I’ll borrow your bike for the afternoon if
that’s OK. — I was thinking 1 would borrow your bike
for the afternoon if that’s OK.

I’'m afraid you Il need to fill in this form.

Passive voice makes it possible to present the
action expected from the addressee not as his obliga-
tion, but as a generally accepted rule, which is another
distancing strategy. Due to this, the speaker avoids
direct pressure on the addressee, the obligation and
prohibition are transmitted as indirectly as possible.

You are not supposed to smoke here.

Litter should be deposited in the appropriate bins.

Alcohol may not be consumed except at the Pavil-
ion Bar.

English modal verbs, which due to their semantics
convey a whole range of various shades of modality,
are indispensable “politeness regulators”, allowing
you to vary the degree of obligation to follow advice,
the desirability of fulfilling a request, permission to
perform an action, etc. Subjunctive mood also gives
statements a certain amount of predictability and
hypotheticality, increasing the distance between its
content and pragmatic meaning.

‘You should consult the doctor’

‘Is there any chance of borrowing your notebook?’
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‘1'd like to speak to your husband if I may’

‘Perhaps you might kindly call me and tell me
where Kate is’

Doubting the possibility of completing the action
to which the speaker induces the interlocutor, he/she
thereby reduces the impact on them and helps, if nec-
essary, to refuse to perform this action. Doubt can be
expressed explicitly, as in / don t suppose you’d know
the time, would you? [18, p. 51] or I don t suppose you
could collect my books for me, could you?

In the English society, where emotional restraint
and self-control are valued, the word emotional (emo-
uiitnuit), along with effusive (necmpumnuit), demon-
strative  (necmpumanuti), excitable (30yonueuir)
have negative connotations (Stop behaving so emo-
tionally! / Her effusive welcome made us feel most
uncomfortable [10]), and the word emotionalism
refers to an excessive manifestation of emotions, a
state in which a person loses control over them (it is
curious that there is a funny idiom in English to char-
acterize a drunk person — tired and emotional, which
literally means emomnenuti Ta emoyitinui. At the
same time, the adjective dispassionate (cnoxitinuil,
XONOOHOKpOGHUl, be3npucmpacHuil) is treated posi-
tively [20, p. 545].

For many cultures, the British appear cold, over-
restrained, their behavior is often regarded as arro-
gant, snobbish, and indifferent. The expression stiff
upper lip is well known, which is often used to indi-
cate stiffness, arrogance of the English and has a neg-
ative connotation, however, as dictionaries specity, it
means the ability to remain calm, not to show one’s
feelings in difficult and unpleasant situations — *“ the
quality of remaining calm and not letting other people
see what you are really feeling in a difficult situation”
(Through all these tragedies he kept a stiff upper
lip [24]; British people are taught to keep a stiff upper
lip and show no emotion [23])

This behavior is not accidental, and specifies the
English culture where the strategy of social distanc-
ing assumes emotional self-restraint, and strict norms
of speech etiquette [21, p. 254].

In addition to distancing, it is also appropriate here
to mention uncertainty avoidance, which G. Hofstede
named among the key dimensions to quantify cultural
differences. High uncertainty avoidance cultures (the
UK, Germany, France, etc.) have a high value on con-
trol, which means that having a set structure in every-
thing of their life helps. The use of rigid rules assists
them with defining what they believe in and how
they behave. The development of new ideas makes
them uncomfortable [9, p. 125]. The avoidance strat-
egy involves the use of a certain set of structures that

soften the sharpness of the expression and make it
less straightforward. These are introductory phrases,
impersonal sentences (those that imply probability),
formulas for polite answers and questions (Would you
like to come to my birthday party? Why don t you visit
the museum after lunch?), affirmations in the form of
questions and answers (I am just wondering whether
you would like to come over), etc.

For example, when the communication should be
expressed indirectly: “Could you pass the report next
to you?”, it is necessary to minimize the degree of
intervention, “/ just want to ask you if I can borrow
a piece of paper”. You need to apologize: “Sorry to
bother you, could you tell me the time?” etc.

The emotional restraint, according to A. Wezhbits-
kaya [21], is manifested, in particular, in the fact that
in the English language there is no word similar to the
Ukrainian pecomamu, which means fo laugh selflessly,
without holding back , at your pleasure; while there are
words for other types of laughter: chuckle (xixixannus,
nupxwymu 6i0 cmixy), giggle (xixikauus, xixikami),
cackle (pecim, xixixanus, xyoaxmamu 8i0 cmixy). All
three English words giggle, chuckle and cackle mean
something different than Aearty laughter, while the last
two words — chuckle and cackle, denoting conscious
and controlled actions, have no analogues in Ukrai-
nian. As an equivalent to the word pezim, Ukrainain-
English dictionaries sometimes give the word guffaw
(pecomns), which, unlike giggle and chuckle, is not a
commonly used word, and its semantics reflects the
disapproval of unrestrained loud laughter.

The allusion strategy is a characteristic feature
of emotive communication. The main goal of this
anti-conflict strategy is to regulate the degree of
emotional impact on the interlocutor, smoothing out
“sharp corners” by reducing the significance of the
statement, especially in emotive speech acts through
various kinds of assumptions. This strategy aims to
demonstrate respect towards the personal feelings of
the interlocutor, which requires delicate behavior. At
the level of speech, it is achieved through the targeted
use of modal modifiers and several other lexical-
syntactic structures, such as

a) implicit negation and explicit negation
(understatement):
I’'m not pleased with his manners = I'm definitely

disgusted

I’'m not particularly keen on TV or I'm not keen on
TV=1hate TV

1t is not quite that easy; You see, it is not easy = It
is very difficult

He didn't tell me anything about it = He told me
nothing about it
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b) implicit and double negation:

He has little idea how engines work = He has no
idea how engines work

He hardly ever speaks in public = He never speaks
in public

He lacks courage to give it up = He doesnt have
courage to give it up

His plan is not devoid of drawbacks = His plan is
full of drawbacks

The interlocutor’s communicative support strat-
egy primarily implies enhancing the significance of
the statement and exaggeration, which can be inter-
preted as excessive politeness, the function of which
is to demonstrate or emphasize one’s interest in the
interlocutor.

Still, we have had a very enjoyable evening,
haven’t we, Tom? said Mrs. Dalby, who had plainly
had nothing of the kind but was a polite woman’ [15].

When referring to this strategy, communicants
mean less than they say. However, their exaggera-
tions cannot be considered “false”, since the function
of exaggeration is to achieve a pragmatic result: “I
want you to feel good”, and in this desire, the Eng-
lish-speaking interlocutor is quite sincere.

This feature is clearly manifested in the frequent
use of expressive emotionally appraisal remarks char-
acteristic of many communicative situations of com-
munication: Thank you very much. I had a great time.
The food was exquisite (leaving one’s house); Oh my
God! This is too much. I really love it. It's gorgeous.
(gratitude for a present); Great. That would be lovely.
Thank you very much (reaction to an invitation).

The findings of the empirical study clearly showed
that emotivity is an integral feature of English com-
municative behavior, which is characterized by the
frequent use of emotionally loaded lexical units, such
as expressive adjectives (lovely, fantastic, fabulous,
superb super, terrific, stunning, ravishing, gorgeous,
brilliant, marvelous, smashing), which are widely
used in assessing the interlocutor’s appearance, their
qualities, skills, actions, often insignificant: You 're
absolutely fantastic (thanks in doing the washing up);
Your rice is terrific. It looks incredible.

There is also exaggeration in the way the Eng-
lish express their attitude to what is happening or
being observed. Hyperbole such as How absolutely
(completely) marvelous (extraordinary, devastating,
incredible, fantastic, wonderful, delightful, ravishing,
divine, amazing, unbelievable) is one of the features
of colloquial English [4, p. 35]. At the same time, it
is important to keep in mind that they contain not
so much an assessment as emotional support for the
interlocutor.
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Positive politeness strategy (bonding) is aimed
at reciprocity, cooperation, mutual understanding,
reducing the distance. Based on common knowledge
and common experience, the speakers have informa-
tion about mutual obligations and mutual desires.
Aiming to mask the threat to the positive face of the
interlocutor, they try to show that they respect the
desire of the interlocutor to have his or her own opin-
ion [3]. This peculiar feature of the English commu-
nicative behavior explains the fact that in the Eng-
lish dictionary there are several adjectives meaning
yeaoicHull — considerate, thoughtful, obliging, kind:
obauinueui — careful, thoughtful, considerate, solici-
tous [RAS]. Unlike Ukrainians, the native speakers
often use these adjectives in formulae of gratitude
assessing the interlocutor’s actions. The discrepancy
between the use of these adjectives in English and
Ukrainian communication is manifested in the fol-
lowing examples:

Thank you very much for your gifts. That’s very
kind and thoughtful of you (noosaxa 3a nooapynox).

Thank you very much. It was thoughtful of you to
call (noosika 3a 038iHOK).

In English communication, expressing gratitude,
interlocutors more often evaluate each other’s quali-
ties, rather than actions, which is manifested in sev-
eral evaluative verbal adjectives that do not have their
literal equivalents in Ukrainian: thoughtful, helpful,
supportive, welcoming.

The English formula of gratitude Thank you very
much, you've been so helpful and supportive corre-
sponds to Ukrainian [{upo osxyio 3a donomozcy ma
niompumxy. While the norms of the Ukrainian com-
municative behavior require to respond so for the
help or support given, in English communication it is
enough that the addressee listened to the question and
showed interest in it.

When saying goodbye, the English often wish
(Have a nice day / Have a relaxing afternoon / Have
a great evening / Have a lovely week-end), which is
also a sign of attention to the addressee, or use such
remarks as Take care / Take it easy. Their pragmatic
function is to say something pleasant to the addressee
at parting, to demonstrate interest in them.

Great attention to the interlocutor is also reflected
in many other speech acts (evaluation, compliment,
gratitude), and are closely connected with another
strategy of positive politeness — exaggeration.

I am sorry. I am so terribly sorry (subauenns 3a
3aNi3HeHHS).

Thank you very much for your gemerous hos-
pitality. You are so kind. 1 really do appreciate that
(noosixka).
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That’s absolutely fantastic. Your performance was
brilliant. 1 really enjoyed it (komniivenm, oyinka epu).

In these examples, exaggeration is manifested in
using lexical superlatives (fantastic, brilliant, gen-
erous, spectacular, superb, gorgeous), intensifiers
(terribly, absolutely, really, so, do), a verb with an
emotional semantic component (enjoyed), a com-
bination of these linguistic means within one utter-
ance. The combination of these lexical and syntac-
tic means (lexical hyperbole and repetitions) aims to
show attention to the interlocutor, emphasize interest
in them, provide communicative support, and demon-
strate their sympathy.

At the grammatical level, tag questions, which are one
of'the features of the modern spoken language, serve as a
means of implementing the strategy under consideration.
These questions do not necessarily require answers, they
are used to establish a common point of view, confirm
similarities in views, opinions, and also signal that the
speaker admits the possibility of a different opinion [
20, p. 40; 4, p. 17]: He isnt coming, is he? | Lovely day,
isntit? | The flowers are gorgeous, aren t they?

Conclusion. The basic principles in using eti-
quette patterns are not about politeness only, but also

about the compliance with the register of the com-
municative situation. Differences in speech registers
change the speech patterns of communicators’ behav-
ior, therefore, affect selection of etiquette formulas.
A speaker or author can change their communication
style depending on the following factors: 1) time;
2) place (dinner, office, business meeting); 3) social
status (of both the speaker and the addressee); 4) com-
municative competence (of both the speaker and the
addressee). Etiquette rules can differ depending on
whether the topic of conversation is sad or funny.

One should mind there are a great variety of syn-
onymous formulas of speech etiquette that allows
achieving the desired result from the communica-
tor. For example, if a British person wants to return
a greeting from an interlocutor, he will optimistically
say: “Okay, thanks” or “Not so bad, thanks.” Unlike
the Americans, the British try unnecessarily not to use
foreign or unknown (special) words, jargon, vulgar-
ism, vernacular, dialects. In American English, one
can increasingly come across the so-called profes-
sional and corporate jargon used by representatives
of specific professions. American English is the lan-
guage of large multinational companies.
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Axciorina T. B. MOBJIJEHHEBU I ETUKET SIK PET'YJIITOP KOMYHIKATUBHOI
MOBEJIIHKY B AHINIIMCBKIN TA YKPATHCBKIA MOBAX

Y emammi npoananizoeano ocoonusocmi MoeieHHEBO20 emuKemy K COYIaNbHO Ma KYIbMyPHO 3VMOBIEHUX
HOPM ab0 Npasu, Wo pe2yioioms KOMYHIKAMUEHY NO8EOIHK)Y 6 AH2IOMOSHI cniibHomi. JJocaiodceno, wo maxi
namepHu 3a0e3neuyioms GiON0GIOHICIb NOBEOIHKU eMUKEeMHUM GUMO2AM NEeGHOI MOBIEHHEGOT CNLTbHOMMU.
Komynikamueni namepuu nocmynioromscs AK APAKMUYHI penpe3seHmaHmu KOMYHIKAMUBHO20 emuKemy
ma emuKemHnol KOMYHIKAMUGHOI NOGEOTHKU Y IONOBIOHOMY CIMULL CNIAKY8AHHSA. Y 36 3Ky 3 yum y cmammi
00IPYHMOBAHO HEOOXIOHICMb HAGUAHHA eMUKEMHUX MoOenell KOMYHIKAMUGHO! No6ediHKU aHeTOMOGHUX
CRIIbHOM CMYOeHmi8, AKI 8UBYAIOMb AH2TILICLKY MOBY 5K IHO3eMHY 8 VKpaiHi.

Bepyuu 0o ysaeu cxnadosi mognennceoco emukenty, HA0AHO NOOil Mooenell KOMYHIKAmMuUHol nogeoinKu
8I0N0GIOHO 00 cghep cninkysanus. BionogioHo 00 yb02o WUPOKO20 NOOLTY BUOKPEMIIOIOMbCS GIONOGIOHI
Mooeni KomyHikamueHoi nogedinku. Kpim mozo, y cmammi nooano 6ceOiunuil ananis pamamuyHux CmpyKmyp
i 1excem, SKI OXONTIOIOMbCS MOGIEHHEGUM emuKemom. s 0ocsieHeHHs: NOCMAienux yineti 00CaioNceHHs
obpano mexcmu, onyonixoeani ¢ bpumarcokux 3IMI, a maxooic mpanckpunmu yCHUX i NUCbMOBUX THMePaKyitl,
i 3HAUHOW MIpoI0, meopis esiuaueocmi, 3anpononosana bpaynom i Jlesinconom (Brown and Levinson, 1987).

Knrouosi cnosa: mioickynomypha KOMYHIKAYis, MOGIEHHESUL eMUKem, KOMYHIKAMUGHI MOOeli NOGeOIHKU,
meopis 66IUAUBOCMI, CUMYAYIA CNIIKYBAHHA.
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