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Abstract. The paper provides the study of the phenomenon of metacommunication that
had attracted the researchers’ attention even before this term appeared in linguistics. The
article introduces four basic approaches to the study of the concept of metacommunication,
examines various definitions of this term, and adopts a broad understanding of
metacommunication as communication that accompanies communication. The paper
outlines the analysis of the terms that start with the prefix “meta-” and highlights the concepts
that set the categorical apparatus of metacommunication. It was stated that by virtue of its
characteristics, metacommunication performs vital functions in social interaction. The
conducted research helps to acknowledge the relationship of metacommunication with such
concepts as metadiscourse and metatext. The interactive nature of discourse allows us to
interpret metadiscourse and metacommunication as phenomena occurring in one social
context, one communicative situation. When treating metatext as a static formation that
emerges as a result of language interaction, we consider it appropriate to relate it to
metalanguage. The prospects for study consist in further in-depth synthesis of practical
material, investigation of the function of regulation of the emotional tone of conversation via
metacommunicative utterances in mass-media discourse.
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Introduction. Topicality of this scientific paper is determined by the fact that today more
and more researchers are turning to the problems of verbal interaction due to a growing
interest in the study of functional and communicative aspects of language and extralinguistic
information that accompanies the utterances. In the theory of verbal communication, based
on socio-psychological and pragmalinguistic features of human communication, the
scientists distinguish communication, i. e., means of receiving and transmitting information,
and metacommunication — means of ensuring the effectiveness of transmitted information
as well as other acts of verbal communication in the aspect of interlocutors’ communicative
contact. Communication is the most important component of human existence as it is a two
way process of using language for interaction and information exchange, which ensures the
balanced life of society and satisfies the psychological need of a person to socialize with
other people. Metacommunication is an integral part of communication. The importance of
metacommunication in the process of communication is undisputed, since
metacommunicative utterances perform vital functions in everyday communication [2; 4; 5;
7; 8], i. e., to ensure mutual understanding, build rapport to achieve effective interpersonal
interaction.

The purpose of this research is to investigate the phenomenon of metacommunication
as one of the types of human communication via identifying the basic approaches to its
definition.

The methods of investigation are the following: the studying and critical analysis of the
literature on the problem, methods of deduction and synthesis.
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Results. The term “metacommunication” was introduced into the scientific circulation by
the researchers [8, pp. 158, 209] who highlighted a) the aspect of content (communication)
and b) the aspect of human relationship (metacommunication) in each act of spoken
interaction. For the first time metacommunication was defined by the American scholars —
the psychiatrist Jurgen Ruesch and the philosopher, ethnographer Gregory Bateson as
‘communication about communication”. Researchers argued that the act of communication
consisted of the content of the message and the instructions for interpreting the message.
They called such instructions metacommunication, in other words, it is a message about the
relationship between the interlocutors and the interpretation of the message.

Gregory Bateson [1, p. 153-154] directed his further efforts to explore other aspects of
metacommunication and concluded that communication could occur at a lot more abstract
levels than a simple descriptive level. The scientist identified two types of messages. The
first type of those messages he called metalinguistic and they focused on language.
Messages that formed a different level of abstraction he called metacommunicative and they
revolved around the relationship between the speakers. The similar view is expressed by
other researchers who consider metacommunication as means that allows the interlocutors
to correct the perception of speech behaviour and is a prerequisite for a successful social
interaction, which can be achieved both on verbal and non-verbal levels [10, p. 44, 46, 49-
50]. For instance, the smile ensures the effectiveness of the communicative process and is
connected with the problem of human awareness in various communicative situations — “this
is how | see myself in our relations with you in this situation” [10, p. 82]. The ability to self-
reflection, i. e., the activity of thinking about your own feelings and behaviour, and the
reasons that may lie behind them [3], is one of the manifestations of metacommunication.
The metacommunicative axiom of pragmatics of human communication, formulated by the
researchers, proves that a person cannot communicate without establishing a positive
attitude towards other members of society.

Informativity and metacommunication coexist in different amounts in a communicative
act as a set of speech acts of the speaker and the listener. So, even a scientific public
speaking, which is designed to send new information to the listeners, contains such contact-
maintaining utterances as Let's change the topic of our talk, We would rather not touch upon
the subject, It's high time we asked our speakers to proceed with ... that are used in order
to help the addressee to receive the message, attract the attention of the listener, bring the
conversation to a logical conclusion.

Active searches for a concept that explains the patterns and conditions for a successful
communication, as well as verbal means of its implementation, led to the emergence of a
number of approaches to the definition of metacommunication. Having analysed the
scientific papers devoted to metacommunication, we distinguish four approaches to the
definition of this notion.

Communicative-functional approach to the definition of “metacommunication” is
based on the identification of metacommunicative and phatic speech functions [2; 7]. In
linguistics the term "phatic communion” was introduced by the ethnologist Bronislaw
Malinowsky [6, pp. 302-303, 305] and identified as a kind of speech in which social
interaction occurs through a simple exchange of words, while the interlocutors do not aim to
report meaningful information. Phatic expressions include phrases of courtesy, questions
about health issues, weather comments, statements about the most obvious things, and
greetings like “How do you do?" "Ah, here you are," "Where do you come from?" "Nice day
today”.

Roman Jacobson [5, p. 198-204] expanded greatly the concept of a phatic function, the
main purpose of which is to establish contact, check whether the communication channel
works, attract the attention of the interlocutors and make sure that they listen carefully. He
was the first scientist who emphasized that the phatic function is directed to communicative
contact as a physical aspect and the psychological connection between the addresser and
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the addressee, which predetermines the possibility of establishing and maintaining
communication. It should be noted that at the same time, under a communicative contact,
he understood the state of communication, spending time together and the cultivation of
friendly relations.

It is obvious that metacommunication implements a phatic function, which allowed some
researchers to distinguish the phatic metacommunicative function of language [2, p. 11; 7
p. 444], aimed at refocusing the attention of the addressee to the message, maintaining the
attention of the addressee at the required level during the period of the message
transmission and terminating the communicative contact.

Metacommunication is associated with a metalanguage function in the classification of
speech functions by Roman Jacobson [5, p. 198-204]. The metalanguage function contains
messages about the lexical language code. In linguistics the use of the term “metalanguage”
relates to the distinction of two levels of language: the “object language” speaking of objects
and “metalanguage” speaking of language itself. Metalanguage reflects one of the most
important properties of the language — its reflectivity, i. e., the ability of language to describe
its own structure and use. R. Jacobson suggested that in the case when the speaker and
listener need to check whether they use the same code, the subject of the message
becomes the code itself: the language performs a metalanguage function, i. e., the function
of interpretation. The scientist noted that the metalanguage function is updated by means of
the use of the metacommunicative utterances of the following type: | do not understand you
— what do you mean? Do you know what | mean? and therefore plays an important role in
our everyday communication.

Another understanding of metacommunication is observed in Ervin Hoffman’s
investigation [3, p. 35]. The scientist defined metacommunication as a feedback, which
indicates that the recipient received the message and understood it correctly. The feedback
channel signals the active participation of the listener, expresses the consent, acceptance,
understanding of the statement of the interlocutor. Back channel messages are vocalizations
of the listener, aimed not at the interception of the initiative in conversation, but in support
of the speaker. Feedback signals are represented by verbalized replicas of the following
type: Yes? Huh? You did? Really? Indeed?

Within the lexical-semantic approach, metacommunication is characterized by
desemantization of lexis, the presence of clichés, stylized formulas, stereotyped
expressions of the sphere of speech etiquette [3; 4; 7; 12], which are constantly reproduced
in the speech and characterized by automation of use.

We regard clichés as stable, grammatically heterogeneous (from a word to a sentence),
regularly reproduced at the level of automatism, clustered (representing ready-made
blocks), standard replicas in typical communicative situations, reflecting the stereotypical
mindset of the interlocutors, allowing the speaker to reach the communicative purpose of a
conversation successfully, promoting comprehension and informativeness of a text,
organizing dialogic discourse and in many cases maintaining their expressiveness (social
significance).

Metacommunicative utterances are speech clichés that perform a phatic
metacommunicative function, i. e., they carry out a real, active regulation of the
communicative process at three stages of its evolvement — establishment, maintenance and
termination of the communicative contact.

The genre-stylistic approach to the study of metacommunication implements the
phatic function in the texts of various speech genres of small talk [9]. The genres of phatic
metacommunication are a system (typology) in which small talk occupies a central place in
the aspect of interpersonal relations. Small talk is an indirect planned or unplanned phatic
metacommunication, which is based on preservation of neutral interpersonal relations.

Text analysis of metacommunication emphasizes the accompanying, commentary
nature of the phenomenon and proves that metacommunication is the author's commentary
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on the text or “‘metatext in the text” in terms of
Anna Wierzbicka [11, p. 404, 421]. Metatext is a text about a text that converts a text into
two-voice polyphony. The main purpose of metatext elements in discourse is to manage the
mental activity of the speaker and the listener. The metatext elements clarify the “semantic
pattern” of the main text, combine its various elements, amplify, and bind the text. Metatext
functions include analysis, commenting, structuring, description or representation of the
main text. Elements of the metatext nature can be removed from the text without
compromising the contents of the message.

In the framework of the discursive approach metacommunicative discourse or
metadiscourse is generally understood as discourse about discourse; speech moves that
comment on the main information presented in the text, representing attempts of the author
or the speaker to control the process of reception of the text by the recipient [4; 6]. It is
argued that any discourse simultaneously contains information about objective reality and
the discourse itself, i. e., how to interpret discourse, taking into account the context and
social relations. Metadiscourse is a kind of discourse, which allows the readers or the
interlocutors to look at the discourse “from the other side” and analyze it. In the study of the
discourse organization related to the implementation of phatic metacommunicative function,
the primary attention is paid to its various elements (sounds, intonation, words, particles,
exclamations, etc.), designed to realize the main function — to promote interpersonal
communication.

Conclusions and research prospects. In recent years, the key problem of linguistic
studies with a communicative-pragmatic orientation is to describe some aspects of the
theory of speech communication. In particular, it concerns the metacommunicative aspect
of communication and metalanguage function. Up to now there is no single approach that
would make it possible to describe metacommunication in its complexity.
Metacommunication is defined in modern linguistics ambiguously: as communication about
communication; as a continuous sequence of utterance exchanges that contribute to
establishing a positive interpersonal relationship; as an author's commentary on a text; as a
feedback, which indicates that the addressee received the message and understood it
correctly; as a message about lexical language code; as communication that regulates
communication by means of language. In our study, metacommunication is defined as
communication that regulates the process of interaction via verbal and non-verbal means,
the main purpose of which is to implement the phatic function — to facilitate the deployment
of the communicative process at all its stages.
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OCHOBHI MNigxoau 00 BUSHAYEHHSA NOHATTA METAKOMYHIKALIT
B NMIHIBICTULI
l. B. FpaboBcbka

AHomauia. AHanimu4Hul 0en150 Haykogoi rimepamypu [loKa3as, Wo seuue
MemakoMyHIKauii rpueepHyrno yeaay OOCHIOHUKIie we OO0 ros8u Ub020 MmepMiHa 8
niHesicmuuyi. Ha ocHo8i Kpumu4YHO20 aHani3y HayKoeoi nimepamypu mu 8udinunu Yyomupu
6a308ux nidxodu 00 8U3Ha4YeHHs1 (heHOMeHa MemaKoMyHIKauil, po32rsiHyu pi3Hi deqpiHiuil
Ub020 mepMiHa | MPUUHANU WUPOKe PO3YMIHHS MemakoMyHiKauil sk KOMYyHiKkauil, wo
CyrnpoeooXye KoMyHiKauyito. Bbyrno OOCHiOXeHO HU3KYy mepMiHie, WO noYyuHarmsecs 3
npeghikca «mema-», i 8UOINEHO MOHSAMMS, SIKi CMaHOo8/sIMb KamezaopiasbHuUl anapam
MemakoMyHikauii.  byrno  ecmaHoesieHo, Wo 3ae0sKu  CeOiM  erlacmueocmsm
MemakoMyHiKauis 3almae eaxruee Micue y couianbHil 83aemodii. Posensidanocs
Crie8iOHOWEHHSI MemaKOMyHIKaujii 3 ~makumMu MOHAMMSAMU, SK Memaduckypc i
memamekcm. IHmepakmueHuli xapakmep Ouckypcy 003807si€ iHmMeprnpemysamu
MemaoducKypc i MemakoMyHIKauyito sk seuwia, siki 8iobysaromscsi 8 0OHOMY couyiaribHOMY
KOHmMeKcmi, OO0HIli KOMyHiKamueHil cumyauii. Po3ensdaro4yu mekcm SK cmamu4yHe
YMBOPEHHS, W0 BUHUKAe 8HacrliOOK MOBJIeHHEBOI 83aEMOdii, MU 88axaeMoO 3a OouiribHe
cniggidHecmu io2o 3 Memamogor. [lepcrnekmugamu Haulo20 OOCITIOXKEHHS MOXymb bymu
y3acallbHeHHs Mpakmu4yHo20 Mamepiany, 6UBYEeHHs DbyHKUii peaynauii emouyitiHoi
MOHaslbHoCMi  Crifiky8aHHSI 3a OOMNOMO20I0 MEeMAaKOMYHIKamueHUX 8UCII08/IEHb 8
aHa/1loMo8HOMY Mac-meOiliIHOMY OUCKYPCI.

Knroyoei cnoea: MmemaKkoMyHikauis, Memamekcm, Memamosa, MemaoucKypc,
hamuyHut Ouckypc

OCHOBHbIE NOoaAxoabl K ONPEAENEHUIO MOHATUA METAKOMMYHUKALIUU
B IMHIBUCTUKE
W. B. N'paboBckas

AHHOMauyus. AHanumu4eckulti 0630p Hay4yHoU fiumepamypbi rokasari, 4mo sierieHue
MemaKoMMYyHUKaUUU MpuesieKsio BHUMaHUe y4yeHbIX ewe 00 rosisrieHus 3moao mepMuHa 8
JNluHeeucmuke. Ha ocHoge Kpumu4eckoz20 aHasnusa Hay4Hou fiumepamypbl Mbl 8bI0euiu
yembipe b6a306bix nodxoda K ornpedenieHUO 0aHHO20 (hbeHOMeHa, paccMompernu
pasnuyHble  O0ebuHUUUU 3MO20 MepMuHa U [IPUHSAMIU  WUPOKOe  MOHUMaHue
MemaKoOMMYyHUKaUuUU Kak KOMMYyHUKauuu, Komopasi cornpogoxdaem KoMMyHuKauuro. bbin
uccnedogaH ps0 MEPMUHO8, HaYUHaWUXCs C npegukca «Mmema-», U 8bl0esieHbl
MOHAMUS, KOMOpbIe COCMassisiom KameaopuarbHbIlU annapam MemakoMMyHUKauyuu.
bbir10 ycmaHoeneHo, 4mo 8 cusny ceoux ocobeHHocmel MemaKoOMMYyHUKayusi 3aHUMaem
BaXHoe Mecmo 8 cucmeme couyuanbHo20 83aumodelicmeusi. Paccmampueariock
COOMHOWEHUE MemaKOMMyHUKayuu C maKkuMu [OHAMUSMU KakK MemaoucKypc U

78



memamekcm. WHmMepakmueHbIl  xapakmep OucCKypca r03680ssem mpakmosamb
MemaducKypC U MemaKkoOMyHHUKaUUK Kak sielieHust, rnpoucxodsuwue 8 00HOM coyuasibHOM
KOHmMeKkcme, 8 O0OOHOU KOMMYyHUKamueHolU cumyauyuu. Paccmampueass mekcm Kak
cmamu4yeckoe obpa3osaHue, 803HUKaOWeEe 8 pesyribmame pe4yeso2o 83aumodelicmeus,
Mbl cyumaem uesiecoobpasHbiM COOMHOCUMbL €20 C MemasidbikoM. [lepcriekmusamu
Hawezao uccriedosaHus Moaym 6bimb 0606WEeHUS Npakmu4YecKko20 Mamepuarna, usy4yeHue
QyHKUUU  peaynsyuu  3MOUUOHaNIbHOU  moHanbHoCmu  ObweHUss C  MOMOUWbHO
MemaKoOMMYHUKamueHbIX 8bICKa3bleaHUl 8 aHas10513bIYHOM Macc-mMeduliHOM OUCKypce.

Knroyeeble crioea: MemakoMMyHUKauusi, MemameKkcm, MemasiabiK, MemaoucKypc,
hamuyeckoe obuweHue
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3B’A3AHI ®OPMU POOOBOIO BIAMIHKA MHOXWHU
AK HOBI TPAMEMU CNNOBO3MIHHUX MAPAOUTM IMEHHUKIB

C. 1. KOBTIOX, kaHamaaT inonoriyHmx Hayk, npodecop,
LenmpanbHoykpaiHcbKull OepxaeHull nedaz2ozivyHull yHisepcumem
imeHi Bosiodumupa BuHHUYeHKa
E-mail: kovtjukh@ukr.net

AHOmauis. Y 38’3Ky 3 akmueHUM pPOo38UMKOM MOPEhOsI02iYHOI napaduaMamuku 8
YKpaiHCbKOMY MO803Haecmei He 32aca€ iHmepec 00 hOpPMOMBOPEHHS 3MIHHUX YacmuH
mosu. 3oKkpema ripouecu yHiikauii ma rnepebydosu 8 cepeduHi iIMeHHUKO8UX napaduam
Maromb MmMeHOeHUio 00 npodosxXeHHs. Y «[pamamu4yHOMy CrI08HUKY YKpaiHCbKOI
nimepamypHoi mosu. CriogosmiHa» (2011) Ao cybcmaHmugHuUX 3pa3kKie Cri0803MiHU
BKITHOYEHO C€/1I08OGhOPMU maK 38aHO20 obmexeHo2o 4yucna, abo limited number.
Kameeopiero ub020 Yucrna MmapKkoeaHo epaMeMu mpboX 8i0MIHKI8: Ha3Uug8H020, p0d08020 ma
3HaxiOHo20. Ha Hawy OymMmKy, 00 ubo20 nepesniky eapmo dolamu bopMU KIUYHO20
8iOMIHKa, SiKi ghopMarsibHO MOMOXHI Cr1o80ghopMamM Ha3ue8HO20 ma 3HaxiOHo20. Y ceoix
OOCITIOXKEHHSIX IOC/Yy208YEMOCS MEPMIHOM «38’13aHi opMuU», SKi  QOYHKUIOHYOMb
yHacrniook Oii cuHmaaMamu4yHo20 YUHHUKa, 30KpeMa 8 CroJlyYeHHi i3 JucrigHukamu 0sa
(08i), obudsa (0budsi), mpu, yomupu. 38’s13aHi crioeoghopmu pPoAo8020 BIOMIHKa MHOXUHU
paHiwe 83azarsni He 3apaxosyeasiu 00 CII0O803MIHHUX MapaduaM IMEeHHUKI8. ICHy8aHHS
38’13aH020, abo cuHmMazmMamu4yHO20, 3HA4YEeHHS 8 2€eHIMUBHUX bopmax XapakmepHe
nepesaxHo 05 iMeHHuUkie | 8iOMiHu, pidwe Il 3 pi3HUM Ha2o/owye8aHHsIM 8 OOHUHI ma
MHOXUHI 8 CMOJSTyYeHHI i3 YucrnigHUkamu rn’asme i 6inbwe. Ha nosisy 38’a3aHux crioe0ghopm y
podosomy 8IOMIHKY MHOXUHU 000amkKog0o 6riugaroms C/I080MeIpHUll ma ceMaHmu4HuUU
YUHHUKU. 5IKWO 8 criogoghopmax po0o8020 8iOMIHKA MHOXUHU 3acgeioyeHo OybriemHy
aKuyeHmyauiro, mo y 38’a3aHil popmi eeHimuea Haz2os10c¢ 3biczaembcs 3 (hopmMor podoso20
8IOMiHKa OOHUHU.

Knro4voei cnoea: mopghosioeiyHa napaduamamuka, obmexeHe yucsio, limited number,
38’93aHi ¢hopmu eeHimuea, HOMiHamuea, aky3amuea, e0Kamuea, CUHmazmamu4Hud,
aKuyeHmyauitHud, csio8omeipHul, ceMaHmu4YyHUl YUHHUKU

AKTyanbHiCTb. Y BiTYN3HAHOMY MOBO3HABCTBI Hapa3i 3acBiq4eHO aKTUBHUA PO3BUTOK
MopdonorivyHol napagurmaTuku. OCHOBHUMUM 3aBAAHHAMM L€l rany3ai CydacHOl yKpaiHCbKOT
MOBMW € BUBYEHHS CUCTEMU (DOPMOTBOPEHHA (PNEKTUBHUX YaCTUH MOBMU; Krnacudikauis 3a
BUOAMW, TUMNamn, 3paskaMm CoBO3MIHW; BUOKPEMIEHHS, TUMOMOrS Ta XapakTepucTuka
perneBaHTHUX YNHHUKIB, Bifl AKX 3anexuTb peneptyap enemMeHTapHUX napagurMmaTtuyHuX
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