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PSYCHOLOGICAL FEATURES OF FACILITATIVE INTERACTION IN THE
PROCESS OF ORGANIZING DIALOGUES AT THE LESSONS AT SECONDARY
SCHOOL

Abstract. Facilitative interaction is characterized by specific psychological, integrative and
linguistic features. It was shown that from the psychological point of view dialogization is the
process of facilitative speech interaction, which involves the exchange of replicas that do not reach
the scope of monologue statements. The term “dialogue” is understood as the process of dialogue,
and its result-text, but the text will not always be dialogically in the content.

The author of the article said that the dialogue (from “dialogues”, diagonal, logos) was a
conversation between two or more people. Expressions are short, often they are fragmentary
replicas. We showed the psychological features of dialogical communication.

Dialogue as a product of coordinated verbal speech activity of two (three or more)
interlocutors, is a coherent text that has all the main characteristics of the unambiguous unity. The
parameters of the oral dialogue can be included: referring to one or another sphere of oral
communication; the nature of the subject (one topic, a system of themes, several different themes); a
number of creators of the text (dialogue, trilogy, poly-dialogue); functional style of speech (spoken,
officially or business, etc.); degree of readiness of the subjects of speech act (presence of work-
pieces, thoughts and facts, degree of mastering the topic); linguistic characteristics (normative
language, composition of the dictionary, intonational design); situationality (the degree of support
of speaking on infant communication channels in the process of their speech contact and the
reflection of this particular communication in the text); depth and detail of the communicative
development of the topic (or topics) that are discussed during the speech contact.

In the article we proposed the psychological features of facilitative interaction. The
following psychological aspects influence the content and the nature of facilitative interaction: 1)
the process of perception of the interlocutor’s speech and orientation in the situation; 2) the
processes of formation of the content of the statement; 3) the processes of linguistic design of
thoughts and perception (plus decoding) of replica of partner in communication.

Observations on dialogues in real conditions show that any comprehension of the statement
becomes the result of direct contact between people, creating the word “organizing”, which form a
single temporary communication system.

The initial statement is largely conditioned by the person of the interlocutor (as a
component of the situation of communication), his/her attitude to the interlocutor, the competence
in solving the problems discussed, the language partnership of the partners, the nature of their
acquaintance. The personality of the interlocutor dffects the initiator of the dialogue, contributes to
its modeling in the psycho-physiological sense, tune in to a certain emotional system, which gives
rise to the “launch” of the content-intentional level. Beginning the dialogue, the first participant
(S.1) evaluates the communicative possibilities of the partner, is guided in the environment and on
this basis creates his speech generating program, activates his speech intentions and the topic. The
second interlocutor (S.2), who perceived the speech, had analyzed it and replies in response, taking
into account the personality of the initiator of the dialogue and the environment, his own intentions
and motives.

Key words: dialogical unity, dialogues, dialogical communication, facilitative interaction,
communication system, functional style of speech.
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Problem’s statement. Facilitative interaction is characterized by specific psychological,
integrative and linguistic features. They need to be considered for the development of an
appropriate training system and specific methodological recommendations. Let’s define the basic
concepts of facilitative interaction. First of all, facilitative interaction is a united situational-thematic
community and communicative motives of the combination of verbal statements consistently
generated by two or more interlocutors in the direct act of communication. Facilitative interaction at
secondary schools often takes a place in the process of organizing dialogues.

From the psychological point of view dialogization is the process of facilitative speech
interaction, which involves the exchange of replicas that do not reach the scope of monologue
statements. The term “dialogue” is understood as the process of dialogue, and its result-text, but the
text will not always be dialogically in the content (Cartwight and Zander, 1968).

Analysis of recent researches and publications. The dialogue (from “dialogues”, diagonal,
logos) is a conversation between two or more people. Expressions are short, often they are
fragmentary replicas.

Let’s show the linguistic features of dialogical communication.

Dialogue as a product of coordinated verbal speech activity of two (three or more)
interlocutors, is a coherent text that has all the main characteristics of the unambiguous unity. The
parameters of the oral dialogue can be included:

- referring to one or another sphere of oral communication (Gardner, Jackson and Messick,

1960);

- the nature of the subject (one topic, a system of themes, several different themes) (Enkvist,
1990);

- a number of creators of the text (dialogue, trilogy, poly-dialogue) (Kelley and Thibout,
1969);

- functional style of speech (spoken, officially or business, etc.) (Habermas, 2000);

- degree of readiness of the subjects of speech act (presence of workpieces, thoughts and
facts, degree of mastering the topic) (Donald, Chemelsky and Palmer, 1982; Mykhalchuk and
Ivashkevych, 2015);

- linguistic characteristics (normative language, composition of the dictionary, intonational
design) (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990);

- situationality (the degree of support of speaking on infant communication channels in the
process of their speech contact and the reflection of this particular communication in the text)
(Fessenden, 1955);

- depth and detail of the communicative development of the topic (or topics) that are
discussed during the speech contact (Kelley, 1973).

The purpose of the research. In this article we’ve to analyze concept of dialogical unity,
such kinds of dialogues which are facilitative by their nature. We also shall propose the
psychological features of facilitative interaction.

Methods and methodical instrumentation of the research. The following methods were
used to study the empirical results of the research: a descriptive method — in order to distinguish
dialogical unities; the method of distributive analysis — for dividing such kinds of dialogues which
are facilitative by their nature; the method of syntactic transformation — to identify the
psychological features of facilitative interaction.

The results of the research and their discussion. The dialogical text consists of dialogical
unity, representing autonomous pairs of replicas, within which there is particularly close content — a
lingual connectivity.

Dialogical unities can be constant and mobile (those that go over one another).

For example:

L

1. - Did you live here for a long time?
2. —Long ago.
3. — How many years?
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4. —1It’s more than twenty.
IL.
1.  —Ireally like to read.
2. — What to read?
3.  —Iam attracted to science fiction.
4. — And detectives do you like?
5. —No, somehow not so much.

In dialogue 1 replicas 2-4 are constant dialogical unities. In Dialogue 2, which consists of 5
replicas, 2, 3, 4 replies of dialogical unities are mobile. A specific feature of dialogical speech as the
most characteristic variety of oral speech is its ellipticity. It is characteristic of all language levels of
dialogical speech: phonetic, lexical, grammatical.

The phonetic ellipses is a reduction of sounds; for example, an auxiliary verb in the English
language, which, together with a part of one or another lexical element is one word. For example:
do not>don’t; does not>doesn’t; shall not> shan’t; I have>I"ve; he had>he’d; had not>hadn’t; can
not>can’t. Such ellipses include speech formations of this type:

“course (of course), ’cause (because), I was(It was ), what d’ye want? (What do you
want?), etc.

The lexical ellipses manifests itself in the reduction of forms of full-fledged words and
abbreviations of phrases. For example: exam (examination); prof (professor); doc (doctor); fridge
(refrigerator); phone (telephone); flue (influenza); all right (It’s all right); see you later (I’ll see you
later).

The grammatical ellipses is observed in dialogical speech both morphologically and
syntactically. Morphological ellipses is either the release of a semantic verb or an infinitive part, or
the omission of an auxiliary verb in analytic forms (for example: done < have done, had done, is
done; going < are going (where ye goung? = where are you going?); have a smoke? (Will you have
a smoke?); why didn’t you come? You promised to.

The syntactical ellipses is a phenomenon typical for dialogical speech of any language. It is
caused by three main factors:

1) transmission of information of voice communication channels;

2) reliance on speech works (own or interlocutor) who spoke at the moment of conversation;

3) combination of the first and the second factors.

For example:

I. — Look, Dmytro. What an angry and venerable is this one (a mother with her son are in

the zoo, they are standing before the cage of the predator).

II. — Where are you going?

— To the station.

— Why?

— The baggage arrived.

In dialogical speech it is possible for a long time to communicate, never using the full
sentence, with some statements reach extreme conciseness. For example: I am a coffee; He is so,
she is not. In certain positions, the use of the full sentence seems unusual. In terms of education, this
indicates a low level of language proficiency.

Some elliptical expressions and speeches are widely used in the practice of dialogue,
becoming essentially linguistic signs (Yes, No, of course; Good; Can; Yes; Of course; All right;
Thanks, etc.).

Into the concept of syntactical ellipses there are included the exclusions of structural
elements of the sentence: prepositions, conjunctions, main and secondary members of the sentence,
the main and subordinate sentences.

For example: (It) must be great to have a sister. (There) Ought to be some milk in the cup.
(Are you; is he) Reading! (I am) Gland (I) saw him.

Some of the elliptical structures are fixed by the communicative practice and used as a
cliché.
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Thank you (< I thank you), see you later (<I hope I’ll see you later); all right (<It is nice to
see you); glad to meet you (<I am glad to meet you).

Another specific feature of the dialogical language is the relative collapse of syntactic
qualities. Simple oral dialogues are characterized by simple sentence structures that consist of a
small number of words. In an unprepared language, a short, simple phrase becomes more
successful. It is more maneuverable, does not overpower the short-term memory, allows the
interlocutor to come up with thoughts in order to later express them beautifully.

The dialogue language has an appeal to the interlocutor. Therefore, it is widely used verb
forms of the second person, the imperative structures (Go for bread, Do the window, In what class
do you study? Please open the door; Will you go to the sea this summer?). Approximately 20% of
all registered by S. M. Glenn (1983, p. 72) “ready” sentences in modern English household
dialogues are characterized by communicative orientation towards the second person, in such a way
they are turned to the interlocutor.

Speaking about the features of dialogical speech, one can not but point out the inherent lack
of self-image (Wear a coat, it hangs there. Now it was such a rain. Sashka bought collections of
poems. How are they called?). In dialogical speech there are many unfinished sentences, often used
double substitutes. The syntactical structure of expressions is simplified. The degree of non-
normativity dialogical unities is more higher when:

1) the situation of communication is more free (that is there are familiar relationships
between the participants in the dialogue);

2) it is less educated interlocutor;

3) it is less familiar to him the topic of conversation;

4) the second person speaks the language worse then the first one.

Oral speech, and especially dialogical one, has its own normative criteria, due to the nature
of communication (reliance on the situation, lack of preparedness of the linguistic act of
communication): where is the book (which) I left here? And will we sit in the car (when) how many
people (gathered)?

Dialogical unities have peculiar expressions (colloquiums) that penetrate even the official-
business and professional functional-style registers used in appropriate situations of
communication.

To illustrate the features of dialogical unities as it was discussed above, the text of the
phonogram of the conversation of pupils of the 5" form from secondary school Ne 15, t. Rivne,
topic “My room”.

S.1: Have you ever...you know...sort of...Mum’s said to you, like, Could you help me clear
up? So you say, Yes, O.K., and you put your brother’s or sister’s things away, and then they come
up and they say, Where’s so and so? (Yeah...Yes) But then you think to yourself, Well, it’s annoying
to have...to have...to leave somebody’s coat or something in the middle of the room...

S.2: And when they do complain, you feel as if you haven’t done your job, but then you say,
Well, 1 did pack it away, didn’t it?.. You know ...

S.3: It’s annoying as well...

S.4: 1 do the same... I mean if I find anything lying around... if it’s no good I just throw it
away...

S.1: It might mean a lot...

S.4: I think in my family... I think my mother is the most considerate... she’d ask rather than
my father... my father wouldn’t.

S.1: Well, I'm lucky... I've got a room of my own... so...(...)

Such kinds of dialogues are facilitative by their nature. Let’s analyze the character of the
speech material used in the dialogical speech on the basis of sentences that can be classified in
terms of:

a) communicative purpose (narrative, questionable, inductive, occlusive);

b) syntactical complexity (simple, complicated, complex);

c) completeness or uncompleteness (common, unpopular, elliptic);
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d) the degree of clipping (that is, the formality of the form before the moment of speech
reproduction).

In the speeches of initiative subject, a significant place is occupied by questioning sentences
(up to 40-50%), followed by narrative (37%). The answers in the first place are narrative sentences
(up to 60%), in the second one — questionable (up to 20%).

The basis of the language material of the facilitative dialogues is simple sentences (70%),
most of which are widespread. Complex sentences are used much less often than simple, and in
general are reduced to the transmission of causal and conditional-time relationships (with
subordinate sentences of conditions and time).

Dialogue speech is characterized by a high level of clipping. However, cliches should not be
reduced to the use of clichés such as “Good evening”, “On health”, “I ask for forgiveness” or we are
talking about the massive use in dialogical communication of so-called finished sign languages, in
contrast to speech productions, which are constructed in this moment of speech. Planned language
unit is any linguistic sign (word, combination, sentence), which is repeated in the speech of the
native speakers unchanged and becomes an indicator of the defined content and at the same time —
the level of its solution.

To speech cliche it is possible to attribute various ready-made phrases regardless of the
presence or absence of figurativeness, idiolithicity, stability, and also regardless of the definition or
meaningless content. Using the proposed facilitative dialogues we’ll analyze the texts of spoken
genres, as well as spontaneous speech recording of speech carriers, and concluded that a high level
of cliche of oral text is especially dialogue speech (81% for dialogue speech and only 56% for
monologue text).

In the plan of presenting cliche the dialogue has another feature: the ratio of clicking marks
of the sentence level above the corresponding indicator for the signs of the phrase. This can be
explained by the fact that, at the sentence level (especially elliptic), the phraseology or even
individual words are often used in dialogical speech. However, clashed (ready) can be full of
sentences. This is clearly illustrated by the authors of the rational language from the point of view
of the benefits of oral speech. Example:

S.1: What did you think of the film (play/concert/party)?

S.2: I liked it. I thought it was great (good/delightful).

S.1: Yes, I liked it, too. Did you like the acting (set/food)?

S.2: Yes, I thought it was excellent, didn’t you?

S.1: Not really. I thought it was disappointing (poor/dull).

S.2: It is a nice cinema (theatre/house), isn’t it?

S.1: Do you think so? I don't like it very much (...).

In this dialogue there are sentences-cliches and as many variations as it is possible (each
variation is achieved by simple substitution). This dialogue can be considered by composed of
language cliche at sentence level.

The origin of the linguistic cliche as a stable linguistic sign is due to the need for the
members of the linguistic group to express the same type or similar thoughts, which implies the
organic connection of the cliche with the communicative linguistic situation and its repeatability,
uniformity.

The cliches is classified as follows: cliché-sentence, cliche-phrase, cliché level of sounds.
The first two levels are grouped according to the functional generalization of the linguistic contact
(acquaintance, representation), using the language formulas of etiquette, in the expression of
standardized emotions (surprise, compassion) for the communicative accompaniment of the
narrative (beginning, ending the conversation). Cliches of the level of the sounds of the sentence are
grouped together with the generalization of linguistic examples (J. A. Fodor, M. Garrett, T. G.
Bever (1968); J. Lull (1995)).

In such a way we’ll propose the psychological features of facilitative interaction. The
following psychological aspects influence the content and the nature of facilitative interaction:

1) the process of perception of the interlocutor’s speech and orientation in the situation;

2) the processes of formation of the content of the statement;
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3) the processes of linguistic design of thoughts and perception (plus decoding) of replica of

partner in communication.

Observations on dialogues in real conditions show that any comprehension of the statement
becomes the result of direct contact between people, creating the word “organizing”, which form a
single temporary communication system.

The initial statement is largely conditioned by the person of the interlocutor (as a component
of the situation of communication), his/her attitude to the interlocutor, the competence in solving
the problems discussed, the language partnership of the partners, the nature of their acquaintance.
The personality of the interlocutor affects the initiator of the dialogue, contributes to its modeling in
the psycho-physiological sense, tune in to a certain emotional system, which gives rise to the
“launch” of the content-intentional level. Beginning the dialogue, the first participant (S.1)
evaluates the communicative possibilities of the partner, is guided in the environment and on this
basis creates his speech generating program, activates his speech intentions and the topic. The
second interlocutor (S.2), who perceived the speech, had analyzed it and replies in response, taking
into account the personality of the initiator of the dialogue and the environment, his own intentions
and motives. Thus, in a dialogical sense, the psychological basis of the generation of statements in
the interlocutors is uneven. The meaningful side of the statements in dialogical contact is
formulated on the basis of the life experience of those who communicate and a variety of
incentives. The partner of communication may need:

1) to inform the partner about communication;

2) to collect information from the partner;

3) to attract the attention of the partner to any object or event;

4) to report on their observations, impressions, conclusions;

5) to establish any fact concerning one of the interlocutors, or both of them or other persons;

6) to express the partner’s positive (negative) emotions.

It should be noted that the components of the situation within which the dialogue is held are
in constant motion, which entails a change of incentives during one act of dialogical
communication. During the dialogical speech, each of the participants of the contact has to solve a
number of tasks of a psychological nature, such as:

1) to remember all previous conversations with this partner in order to maximize the
experience of communicating, not to repeat;

2) to remember all that the interlocutor said during this contact, and all that he/she
himself/herself said;

3) to instantly evaluate all information received before the beginning of partner’s speech
action;

4) be able to “insert your word” in time (not to violate the rules of communication adopted
at that time);

5) to be able to listen to the interlocutor;

6) to maintain a certain emotional tone;

7) to observe the correctness of the speech form in which the opinions are drawn up;

8) to “listen” partner’s speech in order to control its normativity and, if it is necessary, to
make appropriate changes in the already sounded phrase;

9) to be able to select information from the situation of communication, which was reported
by paralinguistic means (gestures, facial expressions) used by the interlocutor in the process of
communication.

The psychology of a dialogue is due to the frequent change in the roles of the speaker and
the listener, using various means of speech and thought activity. Linguistic mechanisms
automatically take into account both the communication situation and the partner’s text. For
example:

I. - Go! (Exclamation in trolley-bus waiting situations).
II. - Are there many people in summer?
III. - Very!
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In the first case we have a deal with the orientation in the situation; in the second one — the
partner who speaks responds to the text that heats, reduces (elipses) his/her statement, speaking only
by the most meaningful word. Mechanisms and rules of ellipses are the same for both Ukrainian
and English, French and other languages. There is a possibility of transferring communication skills
from the native language to the one being studied, which, to a certain degree, facilitates the mastery
of English dialectical speech.

Let us show the integrative features of the dialogue. Phrase-books turn to dialoging in the
following cases:

1. When one of them suffers from a lack of knowledge, the interlocutor is competent in the
field and is able to fill the information gap.

2. When the disclosure of a plot (topic) can not be realized by one interlocutor in a view of
partner’s speech impairment, lack of knowledge or the need for phased review of the said
information.

3. When the partners need a mutual exchange of thoughts, impressions and experiences.

4. When there is a need to coordinate a variety of approaches to solve a specific problem to
eliminate differences and contradictions.

Realizing a dialogue, a dialogical speech as the alternation of small utterances borders, on
the one hand, with the beginning (end) of the communicative contact, and on the other one it is with
the monological inserts, with which it is combined with the original sentences.

Dialogical speech should be considered as a communicative act, where the role of the
communicator and the listener takes place. However, in the physical stage the interlocutors do not
exchange speeches as it is customary to think, but compare these statements. Dialogical speech is
not always the peaceful co-operation of partners, which is observed, as a rule, in formal
communication (student-examiner) not rarely (as, for example, in situations of non-formal
communication), the dialogue becomes an act of competition between two parties — rivals, when
one of the interlocutors tries to monopolize audio channel: he/she interrupts a partner, does not
listen to him/her and does not agree with his/her replica — the reaction to his/her statements. For
example:

S.1: I can not live as much ...

S.2: You need to learn to respect ...

S.1: What do they want from me?!

S.2: ... people. Do not scream at them.

S.1: No, it’s not life! ..

S.2: ... do not bother. If so ...

S.1: Unbelief! (Energetically gestures, says something incomprehensible).
S.2: ... continue, tomorrow no one will say “Good afternoon”.

Such a dialogue can be interpreted as two adjacent monologues that collide only at separate
points.

Dialogue, as well as any communicative act, is carried out in a concrete situation of
communication and becomes its product. Meanwhile, in the hierarchical structure of verbal
communication, the communicative situation as its primary particle does not exist in isolation, but
within the broad spheres (for example, in the socio-cultural, social-household), the same type of
social and communicative roles differ. It is essential that the kind of communication is one or
another speech situation — individual or group, official or informal communication, free
conversation or business conversation.

Conclusions and perspectives of further researches. Communicative situations in
different spheres and types of communication are far from the same in terms of their text
productivity, the degree of influence on the choice of theme, the depth and nature of its disclosure.
Yes, all situations in the social sphere are in principle monotonous. All situations in the socio-
cultural sphere are usually political, because in any communication of friends (conversation in a
circle of tea, a meeting of group-mates), speech activity becomes an end in itself, a necessary raw
material for maintaining a high level of communicative communication. Here we can speak only
about a certain range of topics (corresponding to the interests of the interlocutors), the emergence of
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which can be predicted from one or another degree of the possibility of a communicative situation
in the vocational field (field of study) provide a set of themes that differentiate depending on the
position (occupation) communes, from relevant events, documents. However, in general, the
thematic complex in this area will always be combined with labor (training) activities. The language
here, as a rule, becomes a means of achieving the infant practical purpose — the organization of any
case or event. By the nature of the topics in the professional field, the sphere of game or admiration
is approaching the most.

The situation of communication should include four components: circumstances, relations
between communicators, speech motive and the process of dialogue, that is, the interlocutors
perceived by the partners to express themselves. Initiative (the first) replica is important for
deploying a dialogue. It becomes the initial speech stimulus and the bearer of the topic. The
partner’s reaction should be thematically coherent, but it is difficult to predict exactly what he will
say. The unpredictability increases between the first and second replicas. The first partner can be
identified by the program, but it is usually not immediately clearly disclosed.

From the communicative-informational point of view the first replicas can be reduced to the
following types of statements:

1. Formulas for social communication (greetings, expressions of gratitude, apologies, need,
etc.).

2. Request for information (a question, asking for something to inform).

3. Expression of emotions.

4. Informing.

5. Order — request.

6. Commenting (statement) of the circumstances in which the interlocutors are located.

7. Expression of the actual nature.

A statement, which becomes a reaction to a replica in a dialogue, depends on its content, can
consist of both one and a few sentences (fragmentary statement, monological unity), that is why a
dialogue may include a monologue. The replica-reaction to the monolithic insertion refers to the
content of the entire statement, and not only to the last (final) sentence. From this it follows that the
monologue insertions in the dialogue do not violate the dialogic speech activities of the partners.

Learning such a language in a foreign language requires a special methodology. The theme
of dialogical speech will also have a wide range of questions. They are: people (their actions,
appearance, character, biography, a language), events (in the personal life of their partners of
communication or in the public sphere), language (as an object of attention, needs, property). The
factors that shape the topic of dialogue are the relationships between the partners of communication,
the level of their communicative unity, external events, etc. About psychological content of all these
method we’ll tell in our articles in future our issues.
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MPOIIECI OPT AHI3AIIIL JIAJIOT'IB HA YPOKAX B CEPEJHIN IIKOJII
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Anomauis. Dacunimamuena 83AEMOOIs Xapakxmepuszyemucs cneyugiuHumu
NCUXONIO2TUHUMU, THMEe2PAMUBHUMU MA JIH2GICMUYHUMU ocobausocmamu. B cmammi  6yno
NOKA3aHo, WO 3 MNCUXONO2IYHOI mouku 30py Oianocizayii — ye npoyec Gacurimamuenoi
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TIcHux0JI0Tis: peaabHICTh 1 MEPCIEKTHBU 189

MOBNEHHEBOT 83aeMO0il, AKUUl nepedbauae o0OMIH peniikamu, 5KI He 6UX00SMmb 3d MedCl
MOHONO2TYHUX BUCTIOBTI08AHD. TepMiH «dianoey po3yMiEMbCs K npoyec 00MIHY peniikamu ma uo2o
pe3yavmam — mekcm, aie meKcm He 3a8xHcou € OlaN02TUHUM 3a 3MICIOM.

Aemopka cmammi 3a3Hauae, wo Oiaroe — ye po3mosa 080X abo Oinvuie a00ell.
Bucnoentosanus €, K npaguio, KOPOMKUMU, YACMO Ye — 00Cums gpacmenmapni peniiku. byno
BUCBIMJIEHO NCUXOJIO2IUHI 0COOAUBOCMI DIANIOCIUHO20 CNINK)YBAHHL.

Hianoz sax npodykm y32000ceHoi MOBIEHHEBOT OIIbHOCMI 080X (Mpbox 1 Oinvuie)
CNIBPO3MOBHUKIE € YILNICHUM MEKCMOM, SAKUL MAE 6Ci OCHOBHI XAPAKMepUCMuku OOHO3HAYHOL
eonocmi. Ilapamempu ycnozo oianozy MOxCymv 6KIOYAMU: NOCUNAHHA HA MY 4Yu iHWYy cgepy
VCHO20 CRIIKYBAHHSA, Xapakmep memu (00Ha mema, cucmema mem, KilbKa pisHUX mem), KilbKicmb
VUACHUKI8 po3Mo8U, AKi bepymb yuacms Y nobyoosi mexcmy (Oianoe, mpunoeis, nonioianoe);
DYHKYIOHANbHULL CMUTL  MOBIEHHA (DO3MOBHUL, O@iyitiHutl yu Oil08Ull MOwo), CMmyniHb
20MOBHOCMI Y0 €KMi68 MOBIEHHEBO20 AKMY 00 0ian02iuH020 CRIIKY8AHHA (HAA8HICMb OYMOK mda
¢axmis, cmyniHb onawy8aHHs memu); AiHSBICMUYHI XAPAKMEPUCMUKU (HOPMAMUBHA M08d, CKIA0
CIOBHUKA, [HMOHAYIUHe OMOPMIEHHS), CUMYAMUBHICMb MOGIEHHs, 2IUOUHA ma Oemanizayisi
KOMYHIKAMUBHO20 PO36UMKY memu (abo mem), SKi 002080p0omvbcs Ni0 4aAc MOBIEHHEBO2O
KOHMAKmy.

Y cmammi 3anpononosano ncuxonociuni ocobaueocmi GacunimamusHoi 83aEmMOOI.
3asznaueno, wo na 3micm ma xapakmep GacurimamusHoi 63aEmMo0ii BNAUBAIOMb MAKI NCUXONO0TUHI
acnekmu: 1) npoyec cnpuiinamms Mo8u ma opienmayii Cni@pPO3MOBHUKA 8 CUMYayii CNLIKY8AHHA,
2) npoyecu ¢hopmysanms 3micmy 8UCI08I06AHHSA, 3) npoyecu ohopmieHHs. OYMOK [ CNPULHAmMms
(ma, pazom 3 yum, po3uupposxa) peniiku napmuepa y Cniiky8auHi.

Cnocmepedicenns 3a odianocamu 6 peanbHux yMo8ax KOMYHIKayii ceiouamev npo me, ujo
0y0b-siKke PO3YMIHHA BUCIOBNIOBAHHS NOCMAE DPE3VIbMAMOM HPAMO20 KOHMAKMY MIidC 1H00bMU,
CMBOPIOIOYU MOBIEHHEBL MOOE, SIKI YMBOPIOIOMb €OUHY YINICHY CUCTEM) CRLIK)BAHHSL.

3asznaueno, wo nio uac gacunimamusHoi 83aEMO0Ii NOYAMKOBE MBEPONCEHHS BENIUKONO
MIpOIO  3YMOBNIOEMBCS  OCOOUCMICMIO  CHIBPO3MOBHUKA (K  CKIAO080I 4acmuHu cumyayii
CNLIKY8aHH5), 1020/ii CMABNIeHHAM 00 CNiBPO3MOBHUKA, KOMNEMEHMHICIIO V PO38 A3aHHI Npod.ieM,
AKI  002060pI0IOMbCA,  NAPMHEPCMBOM  NAPMHEPIS, XaApakmepom iX 3HAUOMCMBA MOujo.
Ocobucmicms  CniBpO3MOBHUKA 6eIUKOK MIpOl0 6NIUBAE HA IHIyiamopa dianocy, Cchnpuse
MOOENIOBAHHIO OCMAHHBO2O 8 NCUXOQI3I0N0STUHOMY CEHCI, OPIEHMYIOUUCH, NPU YbOMY, HA NEGH)
eMoyiliny cucmemy, wWo NOPOOINCYE «3ANYCK» 3MICMOBO-IHMEHYIUHO20 pIGHA KOMYHIKAYL.
Hoyunarwuu odianoe, nepwuii yyacnuk (S.1) oyiHIOE KOMYHIKAMUBHI MONCIUBOCMI napmuepa no
CRLIKYB8AHHIO, OPIEHMYEMbCS 8 OMOYEHHI I, HA Yili OCHOBI, CMBOPIOE CB0I0 BIACHY NPOSPAMY OIl, U0
8ENIUKOI0 MIPOIO 2€HEPYE MOBIEHHS, AKMUBIZYE MOGIEHHES] HaMIipu napmuepa 3 yici memu. /[pyeuti
cnigpo3mosnux (S.2), AKull cnputinae yei npoyec KOMYHIKayii, auanizye ii ma 8i0nosioae,
8paxosyrouu ocooucmicms iHiyiamopa 0iano2y ma omoueHHs, U020 61ACHI HAMIpU ma MOMUBU.

Knrouoei cnosa: odianoziuna eonicmo, dianoeu, dianociuHe CRiIKY8AHHA, hacunimamuena
83A€MO0is, cucmema CRiiKy8anHs, (OYHKYIOHAIbHUL CIMUTb MOGJIEHHSL.
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