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Abstract. Communicative roles in the institutional dialogue are the carriers of cognitive
information about the situation and its participants. The article explores and classifies
communicative roles performed in the institutional dialogue. The aim of the study is to
consider the cognitive component of communicative roles in the interviews for
employment. Taking into account the specificity of the institutional dialogue, the cognitive
component is considered in terms of role realization within status, status-categorical,
categorical and positional communicative roles. Each category includes role-specific set of
categorically related actions and characteristics associated with the actions and motives of
the subjects featured member categories, including scenarios of communicative behavior.
There are conventional expectations about standard actions of participants in a specific
situation within definite institutional roles. However, unconventional scenarios of
communicative behavior are considered a communication failure and require explanation
contained in the communicators’ speech steps, steering the direction of further discussion.
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Introduction. Institutional discourse is a socio-communicative phenomenon which
is generated by certain given institutional spheres of social interaction and therefore
determined by the institutional requirements. In its turn, institutional communication
simulates the norms of public institutions.

Analysis of recent researches and publications. Communicative roles,
performed in the dialogue within institutional discourse, were researched by such
scientists as Stephen Walker [16], Vladimir Karasik [1], Natalia Kravchenko [3; 5],
Harvey Sacks [14; 15], John Heritage [12], Emanuel Schegloff, Vasil Shynkaruk [9],
Svitlana Kharchenko [8] and others.

The founders of the role theory are thought to be an American social psychologist
George Herbert Mead and an anthropologist Ralph Linton [11], who focused their
researches on the study of interpersonal interaction of individuals. Such interaction
resulted in engendered, fixed and then repeated social roles as expected behavioral
models of communicative personality, which splits into various incarnations to perform
communication roles.

Modern scientists consider the role as the system of communicative manifestations
of an individual, characterized by stereotyped mutual rights and obligations [4]; role
expectations; “fixed” communicative behavior, conditioned by social characteristics
(e.g. social status, age, gender and others). Communicative roles in the institutional
dialogue, as the most parameterized one, carry cognitive information about a
communicative situation and its participants. Communicators often act in the dialogue
not as “global” personalities, but as the preconditioned ones, choosing one of their
social roles to dominate among others [7].
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In modern linguistics there are two main approaches to the study of communicative
roles in interaction: traditional and conversational analytical (ethnometodological). The
traditional approach is inherently performative, constructive. It is focused on the
analysis of macrodiscoursive categories and their performance in local interactions.
According to this approach, any social role of a communicator is defined by his/her
more or less permanent status, determining the type of communicative behavior in a
particular dialogue, in view of the society’ expectations relative to the person who has
certain social functions. It implies more or less fixed standards of behavior and
activities that actualize the relationship of the individual and social characteristics of the
language. In other words, a person performs the role according to his/her particular set
of social characteristics defined by his/her social status. According to sociologists,
social status makes a certain position in the social structure of a group or society
connected with other positions through the system of rights and obligations [2].
Analyzing communicative roles the researcher priori takes into account their social
permanent characteristics and forecasts the roles which can be performed, based on
his/her proper knowledge and understanding of the characteristics of social categories
preempting their identification in interactions. Thus, analyzing the interview for
employment, the investigator will be guided by his/her own experience or previous
knowledge of the interview or the interviewer as an open minded chief, a competent
person, an expert or a strict official, and will find the proof of his/her knowledge in the
dialogue, neglecting other roles that arise during live interaction.

Unlike the traditional one, the conversational analytical approach (Harvey Sacks,
John Heritage, Emanuel Schegloff) focuses on the microanalysis of the roles in the
discursive environment. Conversational analysts are more interested not in how a
certain role is performed, but how its realization influences the participants’ passages
and the whole interaction. The research is focused on the members of interaction
themselves, that is which roles they choose to reach particular goals, which roles are
accepted by them, and which ones are cancelled/declined as irrelevant for a certain
moment of the dialogue. This approach is consistent with the idea of Erving Goffman,
that the development of factors of personal cooperation, which are constantly changing
depending on a certain situation or communicative turn, defines conscious or
unconscious choice of a particular strategy or tactic as well as the communication
manner of the speakers both in everyday and institutional communication [11].
Therefore, the choice of communicative roles by participants of institutional dialogue is
defined not only by their institutional status due to the communicative situation, but
also by definite communicative turns of interactants to reach local interactive goals.
These goals may appear during the dialogue and relate to different individual interests;
therefore they cannot be planned beforehand and expected by the other interactant.

Purpose of the academic paper is to consider the cognitive components of
communicative roles in the interviews for employment.

Results. Taking into account the specificity of the institutional dialogue, the
cognitive component is considered in terms of role realization within status, status-
categorical, categorical and positional communicative roles [6].

Status roles define the communicative relations of domination / subordination
(asymmetrical roles) and equality (symmetrical roles), regulating the rights and
responsibilities of communicators in specific institution. Status roles in the institutional
dialogue fulfill global interaction aims and have pairs. In the dialogue for employment
we identified such status roles as the “HR Representative” and the “Applicant”.

The interviewer’s role “HR Representative” is marked by the rights:

1) to commence and finish the dialogue;
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Let’s get started; Please, take a seat. So, tell me ...; So, Alexander, have a seat.
How are you doing today?; Well, we've just about finished; Well, thank for now;

2) to interrupt the speaker;

Interviewee: ...I'm five minutes late. I'm sorry, | ...

Interviewer: Don’t worry about it. Please, sit down;

Candidate: ... Basically, the client was developing a new internet retail strategy,
and we were in charge of examining possible costs ..._Interviewer: (interrupts) Okay,
thanks for that;

3) to make employment decisions;

We'll let you know when we make a decision; | am quite prepared to offer you a job
with us;

4) to express approval or subjective opinion about the interlocutor;

So, you are ready for a change; | can see that you bring a lot of quantitative
expertise to your work; That’s good; it sounds pretty challenging; Sounds like you got a
lot out of it;

5) to switch to another question;

1st interviewer’s question: Where do you see yourself in five years’ time?; 2"
interviewer’s question: How do you cope with people who resent your success?;

The corresponding role “Applicant” is subordinate, and is marked by the obligation:

1) to answer the interviewer's questions (we did not find applicants’ refusal to
answer interviewers’ questions);

2) to follow offered way of running the interview and to go along with interlocutor’s
talk;

George: Now, Linda has briefed me a little on your background, and | see that you
interned at Armstrong; Sherry: Yes;

Status-categorical roles provide the most stereotypical, institutionally
standardized role-related variants of institutional dialogue, and may include national,
regional and ethnic features. The realization of these roles is conditioned by various
social extra linguistic factors that affect the emergence of new categories,
transformation and / or modification of existing ones, and disappearance of certain
categories within the status role as withdrawn from active performance.

Having analyzed samples of the interviews for employment, we managed to
identify such variants of status-categorical roles within the status role “HR
Representative”, as “Team Member”, “Friendly Boss”, “Malevolent Boss” and “Expert”;
which form communicative pairs with the corresponding subordinate role “Applicant”
“Team Member”, “Subordinate”, “Carrier of Skills and Knowledge estimated by the
Expert”. Each role performs certain functions for the global institutional aim. For
example, the role “Team Member” is introduced by the interviewer:

1) to evaluate applicant’s skills and qualities for teamwork;

Would you rather deal with a customer’s problem yourself ...or let someone else
handle it? How well do you think you cope with conflicts?;

2) to find out about applicant’s attitude to hierarchical relationship in the company;

Who is your ideal boss? How do you feel about working with superiors who may be
less intelligent or competent than you?;

3) to emphasize corporate ethics, dedication, team spirit;

We always try to put the customer first; | guess that’s why were all working here ...
.In order to match interviewer’s expectations the applicant performs corresponding
synonymic role “Team member” but with different pragmatic aims, namely:

1) to show awareness of company policy and activities;

| know you are a very promising company;
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2) to show loyalty to company management, readiness to share company goals
and policy;

| believe this company has an excellent product that would do very well in these
and other overseas markets);

3) to demonstrate own team skills and qualities;

| had excellent relationships with my last two supervisors who rated me in the top
five percent of the workforce in terms of cooperation.

Categorical roles characterize communicative personality, revealing his/her social
and cultural belonging based on age, gender, cultural, professional, religious,
psychological, and other features within status and status-categorical roles. The choice
of specific category, containing stereotypical characteristics, serves as a source of
additional information about participants as representatives of a particular social group.
For example, the category “Investor” is used by the interviewer to identify long-term
benefits from the applicant (local goal):

What do you see yourself doing in three years’time? Where do you see yourself in
5 years?.

This role implies “readiness to invest time and money”, “profit”, “benefits”, etc. and
evaluates the candidate’s readiness to grow and develop professionally in the limited
time period.

Distribution lists involve interaction in certain categories on the principle of
“categories of membership” (membership categorization), described by H. Sachs. It
means that spontaneous dialogue communication is strictly regulated and membership
categorization defines the direction of interaction within relevant categories. Each
category includes role-specific set of categorically related actions and characteristics
associated with the actions and motives of the subjects featured member categories,
including scenarios of communicative behavior. For example, there are conventional
expectations about the standard of actions of employment: candidate submits his/her
resume and the technical staff analyze it. Normal behavior expected from the
candidate during the interview includes: polite, “obedient” treatment of interviewer,
required answers to the questions. On the contrary, lewd behavior and refusal to
answer questions during the interview for employment will be considered “not related
to the categories” and subject to explanation. Thus, the same categories are carriers of
inferential knowledge to interpret the communicative behavior of speakers. So, if one of
the participants in the interaction claims for “merchant”, then it would be expected from
him / her such communication turns as “offer”, “auction”, “bargaining”, “advertising” and
other activities related to the purchase and sale. However, unconventional scenario of
communicative behavior is considered a communication failure and requires
explanation contained in the communicators’ speech turns, steering the direction of
further discussion.

Categorical roles may contain features of the other roles (status, status-categorical,
and positional (see below). In this case the function of the category in a definite
situation matters to detect how the choice of categories (its acceptance or refusal by
other speaker) results in successful or unsuccessful outcomes.

Positional roles, being the least institutionally standardized ones compared with
status, status-categorical and categorical roles, embody personal component of
discourse and provide information about states, moods, emotions of participants.

Positional roles do not have forecasted interactive pairs, as their performance is
conditioned by the communicative tactics which may change in local speech steps due
to local goals change.
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The sequence of positional role-playing within categorical or status-categorical
roles creates a role-playing scenario to meet local communicative aims.

In the interview for employment between Carlos (applicant) and Joe (interviewer).
First the interviewer performs the categorical role “Investor” to evaluate long-term
benefits for the company (Where do you expect to be in five years’ time?). The
question is aimed to clarify the candidate’s job jumping experience, stated in his
resume (/'ve been refreshing my memory of your c.v. It makes interesting reading.
Rather a mixed career so far). In response the applicant plays the positional role
“Unserious”, showing, that he still cannot set a career goal (Well, a head of department
— assistant head, anyway — in technical sales, or overseas marketing). In the next
speech turn the interviewer acts as the “Malevolent Boss” in the position of “Ironic
Employer”, showing the doubt to hire a worker with unsuitable qualities (You're quite
sure about that? You think your track record will help you?), and expecting another
role, relevant to the situation. However, the applicant does not change his position
(yes, I think it will), and that activates other positional interviewer’s role “Unpleasantly
Astonished” (who really doesn’t know where he’s going). The interviewer cannot
accept applicant’s role “Unserious” (Why do you say that?) and in the next turn he
becomes “Irritated” (Well, you tell me, Dr Vila. Why did you move from banking to
printing, to computer consultancy and now you want to move into heavy industry? And
perhaps | ought to mention global navigation?). This role makes the applicant to
introduce repairing roles of “Experienced” (In every position that I've had | was
developing my knowledge of computer systems. That knowledge | can apply equally
well to banking, or machine automation, or image recognition — anything you like) and
‘Ready to Challenge” (It was an adventure, of course, but we also carried out a
research programme for computer-aided satellite navigation) within categories
“‘Apprentice” and “Researcher” to change interviewer’'s position and steer the right
direction of the dialogue. The choice of categories was successful as it resulted in
acceptance of the role “Experienced” and the change of the interviewer’s position from
“‘Unpleasantly Astonished” to “Pleasantly Surprised” (I see. Well, may be you have a
point).

Conclusion. To sum up, institutional dialogue displays a sequence of categorical
roles within certain status-categorical role that is determined and conditioned by the
institutional status. Positional roles are more varied and flexible in terms of short-term
goal realization.
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KOrHITUBHUA KOMMOHEHT KOMYHIKATUBHUX POJIEN B
IHCTUTYLIUHOMY AIANO3I
T. A. MNacTtepHak

AHomauisa. Cmamms npucesideHa OOC/IOXKEHHIO KOMYyHiKamugHuUX porsned 8
IHcmumyuitiHoMy OQUCKYpPCi SIK HOCIi8 KO2HIMUBHOI iHghopmMauii npo cumyau,ito CriinikysaHHs
ma ii ydacHukis. Y mexax pobomu po3pobrieHa Knacugikauis KOMyHikamueHuUX posietl ma
odocridxeHa posib KO2HIMUBHO20 KOMIMOHEHMY 8 iHcmumyuitiHoMy Oiano3i Ha Mamepiarni
cnigbecid npu nputiomi Ha pobomy. bepy4yu 00 yeasu creuyuiky iHCMUMyuUitiHO20
Oiarnogy, KO2HIMUBHUU KOMIOHEHmM po32/110aembCsl Yy Mexax peari3ayii cmamycHUX,
cmamyCcHO-KamezopialibHUX, KameaopiasibHUX ma Mo3uyiiHUX KOMYHIKamueHUx porsied.
KoxHa kameezopis mae nesHuli Habip kamezaopianbHO og’a3aHux Oili i xapakmepucmuk,
Kompi acouitorombcsi 3 OisMU ma uinamu cyb’ekmie roe’sasaHux Kamezopil, 8KYardu
cueHapii KoMyHikamueHoi rosediHKuU. ICHyromb KOH8EeHUilUHI o4iKysaHHs1 crmaHOapmHux Oil
y4acHuUKig Oiarioey y neeHuUx obcmaguHax, 8 Mexax 8U3Ha4yeHUX KOMYHIKamugHuUX posed.
HekoHeeHUjlUHI cueHapii KOMyHIKamueHOI o8ediHKU 88a)karombCsi KOMYHIKamugHUM
360€eM | sBUMazaromb MOSICHEHb, BUPAXEHUX Y MOBHUX KPOKax KOMYHiKaHmMIe, CripsiMy8aHHi
rnodarsnbuwo2o po32opmaHHs dianoey.

Knroyoei cnoea: iHcmumyuilHul OUCKYPC, KOMYHIKaAmueHi porsi; KogHimusHuU
KOMMOHeHm; kamezaopis Y4rieHcmea, criigbeciOa rpu npudomi Ha pobomy

KOrHUTUBHbIA KOMMOHEHT KOMMYHUKATUBHbBIX POJIEM B
MHCTUTYUUMOHHOM OUAJIOTE
T. A. lNacTtepHak
AHHOmMauyus. Cmamesi rocesujaemcsi uccrie0o8aHut0 KOMMYyHUKamueHbIX poreu
8 UHCMUMYyUUOHHOM OUCKYpce KakK Hocumenel Ko2HUMUBHOU UHgopmayuu o
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cumyauyuu obweHusi u eé yyacmHukos. B pamkax OaHHoU pabombi paspabomaHa
Knaccugbukayusi  KOMMyHUKamueHbIX posieti, a makxe onpeoesieHa porsib
KO2HUMUBHO20 KOMMOHEHmMa 8 UHCMuUmyuuoHHOM Quarioee Ha Mamepuarse
cobecedosaHul npu rnpuéme Ha pabomy. [lpuHumass 80 6HUMaHue creyuguky
UHCMUMYUUOHHO20 Quarsioea, KO2HUMUBHbIU KOMIMOHEeHmM paccmampueaemcsi 8
pamMmkax peanusayuu cmamyCHbIX, CmamyCHO-KameaopuarsbHbIX, KameaopuarbHbIX U
MO3UUUOHHbIX poned. KaxOass Kamezopusi umeem  orpedenéHHbit  Habop
KameaopuasibHO c85i3aHHbIX Oelcmeul U xapakKmepucmuk, accoyuupyembix C
delicmeusiMu U yensamu cybbekmoe amux Kameaopuld, eK/wo4Yas cueHapuu
KOMMYyHUKamugeHo20 rogedeHusi. Cywecmaytom KOH8EHUUOHaslbHble OXudaHusi
cmaHdapmHbIX deticmeudl y4acmHuUKos8 Ouarioza 8 ornpeodesnieHHbIX
obcmosimenbcmeax, 8 paMkax ornpedesieHHbIX KOMMYHUKamueHbIX  posed.
HekoHeeHUUOHabHble  CUeHapuu KOMMYHUKamueHo20 [o8edeHuUsi c4yumaromcs
KOMMYyHUKamueHbIM  cboem u mpebyrom 06bscHeHul, codepxauwuxcs 8
KOMMYHUKamueHbIXx  xodax  KOMMYHUKaHMmMos, HanpaesneHuu  OanbHeuwezo
pa3eopa4qusaHusi duasioeaa.

Knroyeeble cnoea: UHCMUMYUUOHHbIU OUCKYPC, KOMMYHUKamueHble posiu;
KO2HUMUBHbIU KOMMOHEHM,; Kameaopusi YrieHcmea,; cobecedosaHue rnpu rnpuéme Ha
pabomy
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AHomauis Y cmammi  0ocnioXyembcsi  (beHOMEH  yKpaiHCbKOi  OyXO8HO-
IHmenekmyarnbHoi rnpu4yemHocmi 00 €gpornelicbko2o OUCKYpcy, sieneHul we 8 00by
CepedHbogiudss ma bapoko. Okpemo eusdaembcsi bacamoacrieKmHul yHieepcym
CrpUUHAMMS Knacu4yHUX namuHcbKux meopie CeHeku ma Mapka Asperisi 8 HO8IMHLOMY
YyKpaiHCbKOMYy  2yMaHimapHoMy Ouckypci. Takox ocmucrieHo 6asucHi KoHuernmu
ceimocnputiHamms U NoemuKu PUMCbKUX MUC/IUMESTI8, OKpec/Irormbecs obpii ennugy ix
i0ell Ha cb0200eHHSs. B yka3zaHOMYy KOHmMeKcmi rnpudifieHO OKpeMy ygazy OCMUCIIEHH!O idel
cy4yacHoeo OyX08HO20 MucCUMeEns, mumporonuma, npogecopa €nigharisa (LymeHka),
KUl susyae cemiocghepy hopmysaHHs U mpaHcyeHOeHmailbHO20 Po38UMKY 8iMYU3HSHOI
OyXOBHO-CII08E€CHOI  Kyrnibmypu. Po32opmaHHA 0o0cCridxeHb Yy maKkoMy C€8imoasrisiOHO-
HayKosoMy OUCKYPCi MOXymb Mamu rnepcrieKmusHUl xapakmep i UKOpUCMo8y8amuch y
PISHUX yapuHax 6im4yu3HSHUX coujasibHO-2yMaHimapHux AucyunsiH. 30cibHa makux sk
MOB03Ha8Cmeo, nimepamypo3Hascmeo, yKpaiHo3Hagcmeo, MemoduKu 8uKnadaHHs MO8U
ma siimepamypu, ¢inocogis, 6020Cn08’s, icmopuyHi QUCYUUNITIHU.

Knroyoei cnoea: knacuyHa riamuHa, @QEHOMEH YKpaiHCbKOI HO80/1amuHChbKOI
Kynbmypu, HO8IMHIlU yKkpaiHCbKul 2ymaHimapHul duckypc, CeHeka, Mapk Aspeniti
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