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In face-to-face communication, the speaker uses expressions of one’s
thoughts directed speech works that are called communication units.
Orientation communicative unit can be progressive, coming from speaker,
and regressive, that is, being a form of speech reaction to communicative
behavior of the interlocutor or on their own speech work. In accordance with
the sign of orientation, speech works, they can be divided into intentional
communicative units, that is, communicative units in which arbitrarily the
speaker’s thought is expressed, and reactive communicative units, in which
forms of expression of a speech reaction are determined by the type of
speech stimulus. In the latter case, two subtypes can be distinguished
communicative units:1) communicative units that are a reaction to speech
stimulus coming from the interlocutor; 2) communicative units that are
a reaction to one’s own speech stimulus.

Communicative units, that is, units of directed speech communication,
were taken into account in the theory of supply only partially, namely in the
form of the so-called communicative types of sentences, distinguished by
purpose of the utterance. This is the well-known division of sentences into
narrative, interrogative, imperative and exclamatory ones. Its division was
based primarily on taking into account the syntactic form of communicative
types. This resulted in two shortcomings: classifications noted in various
ways by a number of researchers, namely that this classification is not
semantic enough, since it does not take into account many communicative
units that do not have a fixed morphological or syntactic form of expression,
and that this classification is not sufficiently formalized, since some of the
communicative types distinguished by form express different content.
For example: an interrogative sentence can express a request, an assumption,
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a reproach, and others; imperative — command request, permission,
prohibition and others [1, p. 29-40].

The theory of communicative sentence types called communicative units,
was not complete enough because it was based on the concept of the
syntactic form of the sentence, that is took into account only the traditionally
distinguished members of the proposal. The contribution of other elements
of the sentence (for example, introductory and isolated members’ sentences)
was not taken into account in the theory of communicative types.
Not nominative ways of expressing were taken into account, which in this
case are understood as types predicates and arguments and logical-semantic
structures.

As already noted, the theory of communicative types of sentences
constantly subjected to refinement and modification. Yes, currently
exclamatory sentences are derived from communicative types on the grounds
that they do not express a particular communicative goal, but emotional
aspect. It was also noted that the remaining three communicative types
sentences are not equally opposed to each other, for the opposition
declarative / interrogative sentence stands out purely functional feature,
while the third communicative type is imperative sentence — is not purely
functional, but modal-functional, since it is expressed by a special
morphological form (imperative mood [2, p. 13-17].

Having put the units of communication at the forefront, we propose
to consider first those of them, which go on communication of only two
interlocutors. There are three types of functional-semantic elements, which,
combined in different ways, create different types of communicative units:
1) Functional-semantic elements reflecting relationships that exist in
situations of objective reality. 2) Functional-semantic elements associated
with reflection of human mental activity. 3) Functional-semantic elements
reflecting logical activity of human thinking.

Thus, we can distinguish the following types communicative units:
1. Ascertaining communicative units. The traditional distinction between
narrative, interrogative and imperative sentences is based largely on the fact
that declarative sentences were singled out within the functional style
of narration, and interrogative and imperative — within the framework
of functional style of dialogue. Meanwhile, while studying non-interrogative
sentences of the dialogue, it is clear that they do not have narrative function,
but can perform a variety of other functions, which are often labeled
nominatively. A feature of non-interrogative dialogue sentences is that about
nor reflect internal mental experiences of a person about some facts; give
report on the facts of objective reality or nominate behavioral response of the
speaker or interlocutor. From point of view communicative purpose
contained in them, they can be called ascertaining statements and subdivided
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into a message, assertion, assertion, supposition. 2. Imperative commu-
nicative units. Complete semantic structure of imperative statements includes
a semantic element with the meaning of command, request,, proposals,
prohibitions; semantic element nominating that behavioral response that the
speaker wants to receive from interlocutor, and a non-predicate semantic
element that nominates that the object that the speaker wants to receive from
the interlocutor, or that way action required of the interlocutor. Usually full
the semantic structure of the imperative utterance is not used in process
of direct communication [3, p. 176-180].

That is why there can be distinguished certain semantic types
of imperative statements independent from the type of nomination presented
in it. With nominative point of view imperative communicative units can be
divided into several types, namely: 1) predicate nominations with predicates
naming specific activities; 2) predicate nominations with predicates
expressing phases incentives to action; 3) predicate nominations expressing
the pragmatic aspect communication situations; 4) non-predicate
nominations, nominating only the subject (substance) that is the goal
of a specific action; 5) specific predicate nominations, that is, nominations
that include a predicate with one of the situation parameters, or modifiers.
3. Interrogative communicative units. Communicative units expressing
a communicative action — a question, can be represented by statements
of a complete semantic structures, that is, with the nomination of a commu-
nicative action, or truncated. The first in traditional grammar is usually called
indirect question, the second — an interrogative sentence [4, p. 138].

Having done this analysis we can consider types of communication as
more detailed units. If we base on the theory of allocation of communicative
units in linguistics, we can talk about the existence of two main types of units
in dialogical speech, such as question and answer, because first of all
dialogic communication presupposes, a reaction to interlocutor’s speech
behavior [5, p. 39-42].
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J0 IIUTAHHSA PO3BUTKY
COLIAJIBHO-KOMYHIKAIIIMHAX CUCTEM CYCILIbCTBA

Crapkos B. I.
acnipaum gaxyismemy cucmem
ma 3acobig i cucmem Macoeoi KomyHiKayii
Jninposcvkoeo nayionanvroeo yHisepcumenty imeni Onecs I onuapa
M. [[ninpo, Ykpaina

Po3BUTOK BCIX HAamNpSMKIB CyCIUIBHOI JiSUIBHOCT JIIOJMHU pa3oM i3
npolecaMy  coliaizaii BIOCKOHATIIOETbCS Y BCbOMY CBiTOBI. IloamiOHi
npouecH BifOyBalOThCs, 3aBISIKH 3POCTaHHIO €()EKTHBHOCTI CIUIBHHUX i,
SIKI BIAPI3HSAIOTHCS BiJ CHUIBHUX 3yCHJIb IHIIMX BUAIB OiONOTIYHHX iCTOT,
YCBIJIOMJICHICTIO Ta IIJIECHPSIMOBAHICTIO.

Hacuuenicte cy4acHOTO KUTTS iHPOPMAII€0 PO3MHUPIOE TPOMAICHKi Ta
MIXXOCOOHCTICHI 3B SI3KM Ta KOHTAKTH, BU3HAYAIOUN PO3BUTOK I'YMaHiCTUIHOL
cdepr CycIiTbCTBA, BUHUKHEHHIO HOBHX COIIAIbHUX iHIIIATHB, PO3BUTKY
KyJIbTypHHX miporieciB [1, c. 30].

IToniOHi sBHIA CTOCYIOThCS HE JIMIIE BHUPOOHMYOI AisLUTBHOCTI,
HABKOJIMIIIHBOTO  CEPEIOBHING, aje W CYCHUIBHOI opraHisaiii, sKka
Oe3mocepeiHbO BIUIMBaE Ha (OPMYBaHHS JyXOBHO-KYJNBTYpHOI cdepu
CyCIIBCTBA. 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI  CYyYacHOi [HMBLTI3alli, BIOCKOHAICHHS
CTPYKTYpPH CYCHUIBCTBA TIOB S3aHI 3 PO3BHTKOM TOPU3OHTAIBHUX (OPM
00MiHy iH(pOpMAaIIi€I0, T0 IKUX BIIHOCATH COIiambHi Mepexi [1, c. 31].

B ocraHHe pecsTHpiyYs, PO3BUTOK COIIAIBHUX MEPEX, JAWHAMIYHO
BIUIMHYB Ha KOMYHIKAaIlifHy CHCTEMy CBITY Ta YKpaiHCHKOI JepKaBH.
B comianpHil i momituuHil cdepi Ykpainu, icHye ynmana KiTbKiCTh TapTii,
TPOMAJICBKUX OO0 €IHAHB Ta PyXiB, M0 00 €KTUBHO MAaIOTh IIEPEIyMOBHU
311 BUpIIIEHHS MpoOJeM, sIKi MOCTAaloTh mepes KpaiHoto. Ha xanb 3a Bci
TPUILATh POKIB YKPAiHCHKOI HE3AIEKHOCTI, MOJITHYHI CHIIM Ta OIBIIICTH
TPOMAJCHKUX OO0 €IHAHbP HE CKOPUCTAIHCS MOXJIUBICTIO KOHCTPYKTHBHO



