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Abstract. The article addresses the issue of communicative roles from viewpoint of
their discursive and cognitive properties. Particular attention has been given to the
problem of communicative roles’ interrelation with other cognitive-discursive phenomena.

The research aims at identifying the main approaches to the communicative roles in
present-day linguistics with a focus on the roles’ interplay with related concepts of identity,
“face” and subject’s positioning.

In handling the research tasks, the paper employs the compound methodology
involving the general scientific methods of induction, deduction, introspection and analysis
added by the method of generalization of scientific results in different areas of discursive
research in order to identify functional properties and cognitive-discursive manifestations
of communicative roles.

The major findings relate to interdisciplinary significance of the concept of
communicative role for such approaches of the modern cognitive-discursive paradigm as
critical discourse analysis, conversational analysis, face and politeness theory, positional
theory and role identity theory. The paper identifies discourse-forming functions of
communicative roles in conversation structuring and development in support of the idea of
the role exchange or turn-taking as the basic category of conversational discourse. The
cognitive facet of communicative roles relates to their interplay with cognitive-discursive
phenomena, including identity, subjective positioning, and personal and social face. The
paper focuses on two vectors of interrelations: the discursive facets of identity, subjective
position and “face”, manifested by communicative roles, and functions of roles in identity-
building, face-maintaining and subject position forming.

Keywords: communicative role, identity, subject positions, ‘face”, discursive,
cognitive, critical discourse analysis, conversational analysis, face and politeness theory,
positional theory, role identity theory.

Introduction. The problem of ‘face” and subjective positioning, which
communicative roles’ definition, the may be regarded as a research priority in
means of their actualization and the present-day interdisciplinary
discursive functions remains one of the paradigm.
urgent issues in modern pragmatics and In the framework of the
discourse analysis, especially considering communicative-discursive paradigm, the
the interrelation of this phenomenon with role is conceptualized as a discourse
such discursive categories as identity, parameter aimed at the activation of a
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certain fragment in the linguistic and
communicative consciousness of the
discourse participants. The role choice is
primarily determined by two groups of
factors. The static factors involve the type
of communicative situation with a fixed
set of variables, i.e. social (social status,
type of social relations), cultural
(traditions), personal (age, gender,
psychological type) characteristics of the
interactants. The dynamic determinators
include the interactant’'s communicative
behavior, i.e. his / her counter roles, as
well as changes in the local context and
extra-linguistic  situation affecting the
course of communication (in details — see
[1, p.73-74].

Analysis of the latest studies and
publications. Communicative roles have
been the object of numerous
interdisciplinary investigations in socio-
logical, psychological, anthropological
and linguistic perspectives. The term
“‘role” was first introduced into science by
social psychologist G.H. Mead and
anthropologist R. Linton, who understood
the role as a dynamic aspect of social
status, aimed at fulfilling the rights and
obligations assigned to particular status
[11, p. 201-215]. In linguistics, and in
particular in linguistic pragmatics and
discourse analysis, various facets of
communicative roles have been studied
by such approaches as critical discourse
analysis [1; 3; 5; 6; 9; 15], conversational
analysis [12; 13; 16], positioning theory
[8; 17; 18], narrative analysis [3; 4; 17],
face and politeness theory [7; 10; 14], etc.

Despite the interest of the
contemporary linguistic schools to the
pragmatic and conversational properties
of communicative roles, a set of problems
associated with the roles’ taxonomies,
their discursive functions and
interrelations  with  other  discursive
phenomena remains virtually unexplored.
Not less debating is the point of

categorical status of the role change /
turn-taking among other categories of
discourse [2]. One more point that
deserves attention is the problem of a
cognitive basis of the role-playing. Still
open is also an issue of identity-building
capacities of communicative roles and
their relation to public and personal
“faces” of interactants.

The purpose of this paper is to
identify the principal approaches to the
theory and practical analysis of
communicative roles in present-day
linguistics with the particular focus on the
problem of interrelation  between
communicative role and the concepts of
identity, “face” and subject’s positioning.

Data and methods. In handling of
our research tasks, we use the complex
methodology based on general scientific
methods  of induction,  deduction,
introspection and analysis added by
definitive method aimed at specifying the
communicative role and its related
concepts together with the together with
the generalization method in order to

identify ~ functional  properties  and
cognitive-discursive  manifestations  of
communicative roles.

Presentation of the basic

research material. The most important
contribution to the study of structural and
functional characteristics of communi-
cative roles is made within the
conversational-analytical theory.

One of the main focuses of
conversion-analytical research is a
detailed description of the turn-taking-
based interaction regularities, that is how
the acceptance and support of the role
proposed by the interlocutor or, vice-
versa, the role rejection determines the
course of conversation, structure and
content of the whole dialogue [1, c. 155-
164; 12; 13]. With this approach, it is
difficult to disagree with the opinion about
the role exchange as a basic category of
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conversational discourse that coordinates
participants’ speech acts on “negotiation”
and agreement of counter roles, thus
resulting in interaction “shared” meaning
[2, c. 6-11].

Some new insights into the problem
of communicative roles have been
proposed by H. Sacks in his conception
of Membership Categorization Analysis
[12; 16], introducing (as a part of social
categories and their associated activities)
the notions of categorical, operational and
relational identities, which embody the
socially constructed, conventional
component of participants' discursive
behavior, further adapted to the local
discursive context by means @ of
communicative roles.

A critical discourse analysis [1; 3; 5;

6; 9; 15] examines roles as a
manifestation of institutional subjectivity
with a focus on asymmetric

communication rights of agents and
clients of institutions, which determines
their unequal status-role characteristics.
For this sphere of discursive research, it
is important to identify ideological
implications of role-playing regarding the
free or institutionally biased choice of
roles by institutional discourse parti-
cipants. For example, the roles of both
agents and “clients” of institutional
discourses, as well as their basic
concepts, are sufficiently foreseen
because of their association with certain
narrative-role scenarios (Conservative
policy predicts, among others, the
scenario of  protecting "Western
civilization from the threat of modernistic
culture and totalitarian governments”, with
corresponding roles of politicians).

Of particular importance is the
concept of role in positioning theory [8;
17; 18] as one of the influentinal
“branches” of narrative analysis [3; 4; 16].
The starting points of positioning theory
are as follows: subject positions comprise

a set of knowledge / ideas about
conventional distribution and exercise of
rights and responsibilities in interpersonal
relationships; in turn, such conventions
are derived from narrative macrocultural,
macrosocial scenarios, which are part of
the background knowledge of commu-
nicators formed by a set of "lived"
interactions, internalized texts, as well as
dominant discourses.

It follows that any social and
communicative actions are "inscribed" in
the story lines. During interaction with
others, each of the interactants can
support more than one storyline, that is,
position himself / herself in the framework
of several cultural scenarios, which must
be mutually consistent to avoid
communicative conflict. Coordination of
positions and scenarios is ensured by
congruent (paired) communicative roles.

The founders of this theory Davies
and Harre define positioning as the
“discursive process whereby selves are
located in conversations as observably
and subjectively coherent participants in
jointly produced story lines. There can be
interactive positioning in which what one
person says positions another” [8, p. 48].
Hence it follows that the choice of
communicative roles is initially
determined by ‘subject position’ as “a
conceptual repertoire and a location for
persons within the structure of rights for
those that use that repertoire” [8, p. 48].
However, this version of self s
undergoing changes since it must be
adopted to the requirement of the local
interaction. As a result, the
communicative role as a consequence of
subject positioning begins to affect the
cause (that is the subject position) itself.
In other words, a certain set of the
performed roles forms new positions.

In addition to the subject positions,
an equally important aspect of the study
of roles is the correlative facet of

© I.P.Ihnatenko, Zh. L. Lemeshko

«International journal of philology» | «MixHapogHuit dinonoriuHnit yaconmc» Vol. 10, Ne 3, 2019

101



Communication Studies.CoujianbHi KOMYHiKauii

concepts “role” and “identity” in one-to-
many and one-on-one interactions. As
N.Kravchenko points out, both the role
choice and role construction are based on
cultural, social, and personal identity
processes [10, p. 145]. The notion of
identity is closely related to the concept of
face as associated with positively
evaluated attributes that the claimant
wants others to acknowledge (explicitly or
implicitly), and with negatively evaluated
attributes that the claimant wants others
not to ascribe to him / her. Spencer-Oatey
[14, p. 644]. Of particular interest in this
vein is identification the face-building
capacity of  different types  of
communicative roles. Thus, the social /
identity face is manifested by social
(institutional, categorical) roles as the role
invariants while the quality / personality
face relies on individual or operative roles
[10].

Conclusion. The major finding of
this paper is that the concept of
communicative role represents an overlap
point of interdisciplinary inquiry of
positional theory, critical discourse
analysis, conversational analysis, face
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KATEMOPIA KOMYHIKATUBHUX POJIEN B CYYACHIW NIHMBICTUL:
NMPOBNEMU | NEPCNEKTUBU OOCHIAXXEHHA
I. M. IrHaTeHKo, X. J1. Jlemewwko

AHomauiss. Cmamms npucesydeHa rnpobremi KOMyHiKamugHUX posieli 8 acrekmi
iIXHIX QUCKYypCUBHUX ma KocHImueHux xapakmepucmuk. Ocobrniuea yeaza rnpudingemscs
MUMaHHI 83aEMO38'A3KYy KOMYHIKamueHUX posned 3 IHWUMU KO2HIMUBHO-OUCKYpPCUBHUMU
napamempamu. Memoro 0ocridKeHHs € 8U3HAYEHHS OCHOBHUX 1i0dxo0ig 0 yCc8IOOMITEHHS
KOMYyHiKamueHuUXx posieli y cyqacHil niHesicmuyi 3 02550y Ha ocobniueocmi 83aemModii
posnieli i3 CYMiKHUMU (beHOMeHamu i0eHmu4YyHocmi, “0bnuy4ss” ma cy6’eKmHo20
Mo3Uyit08aHHHI.

Lna eupiweHHs1 3ae80aHb OOCIIOXEHHS 8 pobomi 8UKOPUCMOBYEMbCS KOMII/IEKCHA
MemooOuka, WO BK/oYyae 3azaribHoHaykoei memodu iHOyKuil, 0edyKuii, iHmpocnekuyii i
aHanisy, y noedHaHHi 3 0eiHimueHUM MemodoM i MemodoM y3az2alslbHEHHS HayKo8uX
pesynbmamie 8 pi3HUX cghepax OUCKYPCUBHUX OOCHIOXEeHb 3 MemOK BUSBIIEHHS
yHKUiOHaIbHUX eflacmueocmeli ma ma KO2HImUBHO-OUCKYpPCUBHUX MaHighecmauiti
KOMYyHIiKamuegHuXx poried.

OcCHOBHI 8UCHOBKU OOC/IOXEHHSI CMOCYHoMbCA MiRKOUCUUNIIHaPHOI 3Hadyu,ocmi
MOHAMMS KOMYHIKamueHOI porsii 0511 maKux Harpsmie cy4acHOol KO2HIMuU8HO-OUCKYPCUBHOI
napaduamu, K Kpumu4HUl OUCKypC-aHarsi3, KoHeepcauyiliHulti aHari3, meopis obnuy4ysi ma
geiuniueocmi, meopisi cy6’eKmMHO20 Mo3uUyito8aHHs ma meopis posb08oI IDeHmMu4YHocmi. Y
cmammi 8u3Ha4YeHO OUCKYPCOMBIPHI QyHKUIT KOMYHIKamugHOI posii 8 CmpyKmypyeaHHi ma
po3sumMKky 0OiasioeiyHoi iHmepakuii, wo ceidyums Ha nidMmpumKy ioei npo me, WO 3MiHa
KOMYHIKamueHUX posieli € OCHOBHOK Kamezaopieo po3Mo8H020 Ouckypcy. KoeHimugHul
acrekm KOMYHIKamueHOi posii roe'asaHull i3 83aeMo0iet0 Ub020 (heHOMEHY 3 maKumu
KO2HIMUBHO-OUCKYypCUBHUMU Ssuwamu, K ideHmuyHicme, cyb'ekmHe rno3uyitoeaHHs1 ma
iHOusiOyanbHe | couianbHe o06nu44s. Y cmammi eucsimiioromscs 08a 8eKmopu
83a€EM038's13Kig: OUCKYPCUBHI 8usisu I0eHmu4yHocmi, cyb'€eKmHO20 Mo3uuito8aHHs ma
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«0bnuy4siy, MaHichecmosaHi KOMyHikamueHUMU posiiMuU, ma ¢OyHKUi pored y popMmy8aHHI
3a3HadyeHux kameeaopid.

Knro4oei cnoea: KomyHikamueHa porsib, [OeHMuUYHicmb, Cy6’ekmHi no3uui,
«0bnuyysiy, OUCKYpCcUBHUU, KO2HIMUBHUU, KpUmMuU4YHUU OUCKypc-aHari3, KoHgepcauyilHul
aHanis, meopisi obnuy4yss ma eeidsiugocmi, meopisi Mo3uyito8aHHsl, Meopis pPosibo8ol
i0eHmu4yHocmi.
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