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This article offers characterisation of the standardization process of the discursive practice
(DP) formulas denoting farewell in the national cooperative communicative behaviour
(NCCB) of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans (USA), grammaticalization of
which has occurred depending on the dominant modes of this practice in each linguaculture.
Here, we refine the definition of DP farewell as a standardised etiquette and ritual
seminal construct (grammatical form / formula) of the NCCB of Ukrainians, Russians,
Lithuanians and Americans, whereby the phatic closing phase of discursive situations is
completed (the contact between the interlocutors is concluded, the interaction is finalized),
in the process of which the interrelationships between the addresser and the addressee in
a discursive space of cooperative or other interaction are predicated upon.

A new experimental procedure is proposed for identifying the standardized formulas
of the dominants, characteristic of DP farewell in the four linguacultures. The linguistic
experiment has enabled the authors to derive the productivity indices (PI) of modes of
politeness / tolerance (MP / MT), neutrality (MN) and familiarity (MF) as means for each
type of DP both in a particular linguaculture and for a particular DP farewell, regulating
the NCCB of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans.

On the basis of the derived PI of the modes of politeness / tolerance, neutrality and
familiarity, we managed to capture that for DP farewell in NCCB of the representatives
of the linguacultures under consideration, the circumnuclear zone of communicative
consciousness of Ukrainians (MP/MT 0.36; MN 0.32), Russians (MP/MT 0.38; MN
0.41), Lithuanians (MP / MT 0.39; MN 0.35), and Americans (MP / MT 0.39; MN 0.3),
formed on the basis of modes of politeness / tolerance, and neutrality, is universal. More
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considerable differences are expressed with the productivity indices of the mode of
familiarity of DP farewell in NCCB of Americans (MF 0.31) and Lithuanians (MF 0.34),
which belongs to the circumnuclear zone of their communicative consciousness, whereas in
Ukrainians (MF 0.21) and Russians (MF 0.21) it takes the zone of near periphery.

Keywords: discursive practice farewell; standardized formula; national cooperative
communicative behaviour; mode of politeness; mode of tolerance; mode of neutrality; mode
of familiarity.

1. Introduction

Modern Linguistics and Communication Studies investigate the aspects of
communicative activity of people, who represent different nations. Those in-
vestigations are connected primarily with the search for new instruments, mecha-
nisms, ways and means of achieving harmonious and successful communication, as
well as cooperation. Though this tradition used to be verified by many generations of
scholars, nowadays it requires further development of a new research methodology
(Sheygal 2000; Papaurélyté-Kloviené 2007; Sternin 2015; Likhacheva 2017,
Kalnaca, Lokmane 2018; Korolyov 2018; Lauze 2018; Darginavi¢iené 2019).
That is why, within the context of globalization, intensification of various forms
of communicative activity and interaction, active development of international
contacts, diplomatic relations, etc. urgently require a deeper scientific understanding
of cognitive, semiotic and discursive phenomena, which represent the national
cooperative communicative behaviour (NCCB) of representatives of linguacultures
like Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American (the USA).

The choice of ethnic cultures for the analysis of the organization of modes
of DP farewell is principally conditioned by the strategic trajectories of global
geopolitics, the primary focus of which is currently on the representatives of
the Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American societies. In connection with
this, the main task of the humanitarian science is the need to identify and research
those signs and models of communication, the modes of which will help to
lower the degree of tension in the intercultural communicative behaviour of both
politicians and ordinary nationals of these countries.

Describing the cultural specificity of the Baltic peoples, the American re-
searcher Foster (2004, 208-209) stressed such traits of Lithuanians, in comparison
with Latvians and Estonians, as openheartedness, frankness, and loquacity,
manifesting themselves as a desire to express both positive and negative opinion,
thus, we can state that the level of their straightforwardness and the emotionality of
their speech behaviour is higher. The similar stereotyped characteristics of speech
behaviour of Ukrainians are presented in the works of many other researchers
(Shutova 2016).

Comparing the communicative behaviour of Ukrainians and Russians as
the representatives of the Slavic peoples with the communicative behaviour of
Lithuanians as those of the Baltic ethnic groups, in particular, in the discursive
situations of farewell, it is necessary to take into account the long-term connection
of Lithuania with Poland (156 years of a united Polish-Lithuanian state,
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth), as well as the fact that in some regions
of the contemporary Republic of Lithuania, in particular, in the Vilnius region
and the so-called Small Lithuania, Russians, Poles, Belarusians and Ukrainians
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live in different ratios (Mikhalchenko 1984, 51). Besides, all the Baltic countries
(Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia), especially their border territories, are inhabited
by considerable numbers of Balts of the neighbouring nationalities (Latvians
live in the north of Lithuania, and Lithuanians live in the south of Latvia, etc.)
(Foster 2004, 206). The corresponding ethnic composition of the population is
the macrostructure that defines the empirical material for a certain analysis, in
particular, in the proposed article.

The linguistic foreshortening of the topicality of the object of scientific
reflection deals with the necessity for a comprehensive study of the speech acti-
vity of a person as a whole and its communicative dimensions in particular, i.e.
the need to answer those challenges that have not yet covered the whole problem:
1) how they are constructed and stored within the models / stereotypes of coopera-
tive communicative behaviour within language / communicative consciousness of
the linguistic personality; 2) how forecasting, planning and regulation of coopera-
tive communicative behaviour is represented through cognitive-semiotic and
discursive-pragmatic factors; 3) how universal constants and nationally valuable
dominants are reflected in cooperative communicative behaviour of people who
represent different linguacultures.

The target of the research is the discursive practice (DP) farewell, and
the research subject is the standardization of the formulas in the modes of its
configuration in NCCB of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans.

The purpose of the present article is to compare the standardized formulas
in the modes of DP farewell in NCCB of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and
Americans and to identify it’s dominant in each linguaculture.

2. Research methods and materials

In the current article, a complex of methods and procedures of analysis of
the language material was used for the purpose of achieving the aim of the research.
First and foremost, an anthropometric method (proposed as a tool for experimental
study of communicative behaviour by Sternin (Sternin 2008, 24-25) using the tools
of psycho- and sociolinguistic experiments in the form of linguistic interviewing),
with the help of which 16203 responses (4356 — from Ukrainians, 4158 — from
Russians; 3894 — from Lithuanians, 3795 — from Americans) to stimulus questions
concerning typical speech forms (their sign-configurations), which are stereotyped
and standardized for the communicative behaviour of informants in discursive
situations of greeting, acquaintance, invitation, request, consent, praise / compli-
ment, gratitude / appreciation, apology, sympathy / compassion / empathy / con-
solation, wish / desire, and farewell were obtained. This procedure, including
the answers of respondents in the form of linguistic interviewing?, allowed deriving
sign and verbal representatives, the standardized formulas of DP farewell (29 — in
the Ukrainian NCCB; 31 — in the Russian one; 32 — in the Lithuanian one; and

The question “What speech forms of farewell / good-bye are typical for you in com-
munication: polite / tolerant, neutral and familiar?” was offered to informants of each
of the four studied linguacultures in Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and English (for
Americans).
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27 — in the American one) from the situations in question. Thus, respondents in
the form of a pilot survey before a direct linguistic interview could anonymously
answer questions related to sociolinguistic parameters, including gender, age, place
of birth, nationality, mother tongue and language they mostly use in communication,
their level of education, profession (specialty, position). It should be noted that
the research results are relevant for the representatives of the Ukrainian, Russian,
Lithuanian, and American linguacultures having medium and high social status,
who identify themselves as Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and Americans, and
correspondingly have an average and high level of language and communicative
competence.

The responses obtained from more than 100 informants aged 1775 years from
each of the studied linguacultures, mostly students, PhD students (Post-Doctoral
researchers), employees of teaching facilities, representatives of the intellectual
class and young professionals: scholars of language, legal practitioners, historians,
sociologists, economists, computational professionals, mathematicians, medical
workers, psychologists, were processed using the formula N = Ss * n, where
(N) sample size was calculated by the number of subjects and by the number of
stimuli, Ss is the number of respondents, who participated in the research, and n is
the number of stimuli, offered for response (Yagunova 2005, 28). Thus, the sample
size for observation for the Ukrainian communicative culture is 132 * 4 = 528, for
the Russian one it is 126 * 4 = 504, for the Lithuanian one — 118 * 4 = 472, and
for the American one — 115 * 4 = 460.

The dominant modes of politeness / tolerance (MP / MT), neutrality (MN),
and familiarity (MF) in NCCB of the representatives of the linguacultures
under consideration are implied by the productivity indices (PI) of a particular
mode of communication of each DP under study, in particular, that of farewell.
The correlation between the modes (politeness and neutrality, neutrality and
familiarity, politeness and tolerance, etc.), specifically, the dominant character
of one of them in a particular discursive situation depends on the slot of frame
scenario model of NCCB (Korolyov 2018b), which is linked with nonverbal
elements of the process of communication, phonatory means — the elements of
prosody (voice level, pitch, tempo, pronunciation features, and timbre), as well
as on the specificity of (non-)institutional discursive space. Since the procedures
of psycho- and sociolinguistic experiments did not presuppose including special
separate questions to the respondents concerning the non-verbal semiotic matrix
of NCCB, we set out the results of sign representation of verbal structures only,
reflecting the communicative consciousness of the informants.

For each standardized formula DP farewell, singled out experimentally, as
well as for each component of the word meaning / notion, the performance index
may be derived (PI, by analogy to the derivation of the index of seme intensity
(Sternin 2015, 109) as the relation of the number of those, who insulated or
suggested this index to the number of the participants of the experiment). Thus,
for the linguistic interviewing, the following principle of calculating PI for each
model will be characteristic: if out of 100 responses a certain standardized formula
of DP is given in 50 responses, then its PI is 0,5, if in 5 responses, then its PI is
0,05 etc. Consequently, the corresponding criterion (semantic component, the DP
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itself, etc.) becomes a very important index not only for describing the structure
of word meaning / notion, but also for the cognitive and discursive realization
of a particular DP. By the PI principle, it is possible to range both semantic
components and standardized formula cooperative DPs, defining their nuclear
and peripheral taxonomy in the structure of the communicative consciousness of
the representatives of different linguacultures.

3. Discursive practice: farewell as a component of national
cooperative communicative behaviour

Interdisciplinary paradigm in the study of communication facilitated handling
of numerous problems pertaining to communication process, relying not only
on the forms and structure of languages, but orienting towards the content and
the mechanism of ideation and creative (sensor and intuitive as well as intellectual
and speech) activity of a personality as a special “state of consciousness”, which
is actualized and recreated in the sociocultural environment with the help of (and
thanks to) communication (Dridze 1996, 149). From the linguistic perspective,
as Nikolayeva (2000) notes, it is important to identify “unknown” and “latent”
intentions in communication, caused by social, pragmatic, role-related, and
individual psychological factors. That is why, we consider that the interest of
researchers to cognitive and semiotic factors in interpersonal communication
in different types of discourse is not accidental (Alefirenko 2007; Vasko 2019a,
2019b), and as important as elucidating an issue of the sign status of the national
communicative behaviour of the interactants — representatives of a particular
linguaculture — in a discursive space.

Interest in researches in the field of national communicative / discursive
space activates processes related to the scientific systematization of the provisions
and explanations in the field of ethnic specifics of communication (Hymes 1972;
Krasnykh 2004). Analysing the national cooperative communicative behaviour of
representatives of the Ukrainian, Russian, Lithuanian and American linguacultures
(Korolyov 2018a, 2019), it is necessary to clarify such a significant phenomenon
as a discursive space, within which a mono- and intercultural interaction is carried
out: “The task of building a discursive / communicative dimension becomes
the formation of a single picture of the world, which contributes to the unity of
the nation” (Pocheptsov 2001, 299).

The focus of cognitive semiotics is on the notion of discursive thinking,
which Luriya (1998, 323) proposed a while ago, using the term discursive as
a synonym for speech / language. By the term discursive consciousness, a scientist
understands a mechanism that “allows one to delve into the ontology of things,
go beyond the direct impression, organize their purposeful behaviour, uncover
complex connections and relationships, unavailable for direct observation, and to
pass information to another person”.

From the perspective of cognitive discursive semiotics (Alefirenko 2007;
Vasko 2019a; Korolyov 2018a; Sheygal 2000) we propose to consider national
communicative behaviour, which is based on the concept of “national language
personality” (Sedov 2004), which is its “semiotic centre” and the subject of
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discursive practices, representative of a particular ethnic community: a bearer
of mentality, national character, language, national value dominants, etiquette
and ritual norms and stereotypes (Korolyov, Domylivska 2020). It is possible to
establish universal and specific features of the latter, in particular, by applying
a formalized complex methodology for the comparative study of stereotyped
national DP from the standpoint of cognitive semiotics, psycholinguistics and
linguistic discourse study, which determine the methodological basis of this study,
the basic concepts of which are understanding a language as a semiotic system and
a means of reflection of the surrounding reality, the interaction of language and
thinking, correlation of language and culture, etc.

The NCCB, being of cognitive semiotic nature and realized in the discursive
space, plays a leading role in the process of socialization of the language per-
sonality and foresees the assimilation and representation of etiquette and ritual
norms, national values, fixed as stereotypes and being dominant during a parti-
cular period of the development of societies. Thus, the language personality can
be correlated with a certain socio-psychological phenomenon, represented by
a bearer of consciousness and language with a stable system of socially signifi-
cant traits, a complex inner (mental) world with a specific attitude to oneself and
one’s surroundings, which is realized in the relation with reality, other persons
and themselves (Karaulov 1987, 2002).

The multidisciplinary nature of the cognitive semiotic phenomenon of coope-
rative communicative behaviour is linked with the category of cooperativeness,
ontological and gnoseological status of which is based on the principles of
establishing and maintaining equilibrium in interpersonal, social and group, social
and economic inter- and transcultural relationships, which promotes constructivism
in dealing with a diverse range of conflicts (domestic, family, partner, collective,
professional, interethnic, ethnic, political, even religious, military, etc.) (Korolyov
2018a). Cooperativeness implicates and demonstrates the lack of egocentrism,
prevents the emergence and spread of ethnocentrism, motivating a willingness
to conduct a dialogue, facilitating the exchange of experience. The aftereffects
and benefits of a successful NCCB in the process of mono- and intercultural
communication lie in the fact that interactants are able to maintain a more stable
position in relation to the interlocutors (partners, competitors, etc.), channelling
pragmatically oriented efforts into cooperation, stimulating a further cooperation
(Korolyov 2019).

National communicative behaviour is the formation of language / com-
municative consciousness and cognitive semiotic and discursive space within
certain speech genres that are formed by a complex of discursive situations. At
the same time, DP as semiotic (sign) constructs of communicative consciousness
and components of discursive situations are representative of the discursive space,
within which national communicative behaviour takes place (Korolyov 2020).
Standardized formulas DP farewell refers to the most commonly used etiquette and
ritual signs of the NCCB of the representatives of different ethnic cultures, through
which the phatic closing phase of discursive situations is realized (the contact
between the interlocutors is being ended; interaction is finalized) leading to
defining the relationship of the addresser and the addressee in everyday life which
is reflected in the discursive space of cooperative interaction.
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4. Standardized formulas in the mode-organization

of the discursive practice: farewell as an indication of
communicative consciousness of Ukrainians, Russians,
Lithuanians and Americans

Relevant to the determination of the pragmatic specificity of the symbolic
representation of the studied DP farewell in the NCCB of Ukrainians, Russians,
Lithuanians and Americans is its differentiation on the basis of experimentally
established PIs for nuclear, circumnuclear and peripheral (near and far) zones
of modes of politeness / tolerance, neutrality and familiarity, reflected in
the communicative consciousness. During further examination, it is necessary to
establish the correlation of the PI of a certain DP and the level of possibility of
its application in (non-)institutional discursive situations: the modes of politeness
and tolerance, as a rule, correlate with official forms of interaction, while
those of familiarity — with informal ones. The mode of neutrality in this sense
is characterized by its universality, since it involves the use of the standardized
formula of DP that remains relevant to it in all types of discourse.

As aresult of linguistic interviewing, the PI (scale) of the modes of politeness /
tolerance, neutrality and familiarity as regulators of the NCCB of Ukrainians,
Russians, Lithuanians and Americans was determined — as an average index for
each type of DP in a specific linguaculture, as well as for DP farewell (diagram).
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SNA

MP/MT MN MF

Ukrainians  # Russians M Lithuanians < Americans

Diagram.  Productivity indices of NCCB modes of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians,
and Americans in DP npomanss / nporuanue / atsisveikinimas / farewell

The responses, obtained experimentally, form a certain kind of associative
field with a nucleus, a circumnuclear zone and a periphery, which is differentiated
into near and far ones. We relegate high-frequency reactions to the nuclear and
circumnuclear zones, whereas to the zones of near and far periphery — low-
frequency ones. We consider responses to be high-frequency, if they rank from
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second to third. On average, such reactions account for 30% of the total number
of responses to each stimulus notion. According to Yu. Karaulov, the rank
index of the frequency of responses has a statistic pattern (Karaulov 1994, 24).
The number of ranks is directly linked to the number of responses: the greater this
number, the greater the number of ranks in the field. With a field of 100 reactions,
the number of ranks ranges from 5 to 8. This pattern is confirmed by the results of
our study. The nuclear zone of communicative consciousness of subjects includes
standardized formulas of cooperative DPs, which in each particular linguaculture
are observed in the answers of more than 50% of respondents, the circumnuclear
zone — from 30% to 50%, the near periphery — from 10% to 30%, and the far one —
up to 10% respectively.

Let us present empirical findings of the research in the form of psycho- and
sociolinguistic experiments concerning the mode-organization of standardized
formulas of DP farewell in the NCCB of Ukrainians, Russians, Lithuanians and
Americans. It should be immediately noted that in all analysed linguacultures,
the DP farewell occasionally overlaps with the DPs of wishes, apologies,
gratitude / appreciation (see more in Korolyov 2018a).

Special attention will be paid to those standardized formulas of DP farewell,
which in the analysed linguacultural contribute to the expression of the specificity
of the mode-organization and the effectiveness of NCCB. For this purpose, we
can show the overall average PI of each of the modes by specific communicative
cultures, which primarily show specificity within the mode of familiarity: the MF
circumnuclear zone in the communicative consciousness of respondents is
pinpointed in Lithuanians — PI 0.34 and Americans — PI 0.31; the near periphery
zone — in Ukrainians — PI 0.21, and in Russians — P1 0.21.

According to numerous researchers, including Sternin (2011), Larina (2009),
whose study object has been the features of verbalization of farewell in English-
speaking linguacultures, particularly in the American communicative behaviour,
the variety of etiquette and ritual speech signs of farewell are much larger and
more varied than in DP greetings (Sternin, Sternina 2001, 98). This concept is fully
exemplified, since the highest PI of the mode of familiarity of DP farewell has
been found in the American communicative culture due to the multifunctionality
of these sign constructs in the communicative consciousness of Americans. One
standardized formula of DP farewell in the American NCCB can be used with
the identical PI within the range of all specified modes.

Thus, we must first refer to the invariant sign standardized formula of DP Bye
(bye), (its been a lot of fun / see you back)! — MP / MT 0.88; MN 0.99; MF 0.99,
the modes of which form the nuclear zone in the communicative consciousness of
subjects. Its variants Bye! and Bye-bye! are also cited as possible forms of contact
termination in the three modes of NCCB of Americans, although more often they
are supplemented by other utterances that play down their familiarity. However, we
can explain the shift in the organization of modes of this DP standardized formula
towards the communication modes of neutrality and politeness / tolerance through
the processes of democratization of communicative interaction in the American
society, which were already mentioned by researchers of discursive spaces of
English-speaking linguacultures (Stupin, Ignatyev 1980, 126; Larina 2009, 189).
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Standardized formula of DP Bye! and Bye-bye! are contracts of a more formal
farewell DP Goodbye! — MP / MT 0.85; MN 0.25, which, in turn, was formed from
the God be with you form (Ferguson 1981, 33).

Notably, the standardized formulas of DP farewell, which have a religious
semantics are found in the responses of subjects aged mostly over 40 of the four
linguacultures analysed: God bless / save (you)! — MF 0.03; Su Dievu! / Tesaugo
tave / Jus Dievas! — MP / MT 0.1; MF 0.08; C bozom! / Xpanu eac / Bac / mebs
T'ocnoow / Booce! — MP / MT 0.14; MF 0.15; 3 Bborom! / bepexu (tede / Bac)
boxe / T'ocnogs! — MP / MT 0.11; MF 0.12. The general tendency is that these
standardized formulas of DP are relevant to the modes of politeness / tolerance and
of familiarity, forming in the American and Lithuanian communicative cultures
the zones of far periphery of the communicative consciousness of individuals, and
in the Russian and Ukrainian ones forming the near one.

The similar tendency is demonstrated by the corresponding standardized
formulas of DP farewell in the Lithuanian communicative culture, in particular, by
the contracts of more formal utterances: 1) 7ki/ — MP / MT 0.18; MN 0.55; MF 0.99
from Iki pasimatymo! — MP / MT 0.95; MN 0.92; MF 0.17; 2) Viso! — MP/ MT
0.15; MN 0.33; MF 0.96; from Viso gero! — MP / MT 0.92; MN 0.89; MF 0.64. PI
of MP / MT allow stating that in the communicative consciousness of Lithuanians,
representing medium and high status of the contemporary society, certain shifts
in the organization of NCCB modes are occurring, which affect the functioning
of etiquette and ritualized standardized formulas of DP. Instead, the variation of
DP’s farewell standardized formulas with formants iki and viso remains broad
and branched: Iki (naujy) susitikimy! — MP / MT 0.68; MN 0.54; MF 0.24; ki
rytojaus / kity mety / kitos vasaros / Ziemos / savaités / kito pirmadienio [..]! —
MP / MT 0.68; MN 0.64; MF 0.43; Iki / ligi greito / malonaus / laukiamo / sutarto
pasimatymo / susitikimo! — MP / MT 0.49; MN 0.46; MF 0.38; ki susitikimo
namie / Klaipédoje / sekmadienj / [..]! — MP / MT 0.48; MN 0.52; MF 0.22; Viso
geriausio! — MP / MT 0.55; MN 0.38; MF 0.21; Viso labo! — MP / MT 0.54; MN
0.42; MF 0.22 etc.

In the Russian linguaculture, the standardized formula of DP Iloka(noxa)! —
MN 0.87; MF 0.99 is the equivalent of the American formula Bye (bye)!/, and
the Lithuanian one /ki/ (although in the Lithuanian language it is a pronoun fo
which, of course, in the role of DP Farewell formula, has lost its grammatical form
and part-of-speech appurtenance, while performing the function of exclamation),
but according to the PI of modes, it is not characteristic of institutional discursive
space, because it forms the nuclear zone of the communicative consciousness of
individuals only within the modes of neutrality and familiarity. Let us note that such
a colloquial variant as the standardized formula of DP Ilokeda / nokedosa! — MF
0.12 already constitutes the zone of the near periphery of the mode of familiarity
in the communicative consciousness of Russian informants, and the DP formula
Ilana! — MF 0.06 constitutes the zone of far periphery.

The Ukrainian communication culture is characterized by the active use of
the standardized formula of DP [Toka (noka)! — (MN 0.39); MF 0.99, which forms
the circumnuclear and nuclear zones within the modes of neutrality and familiarity,
respectively. However, no response was recorded within the MP / MT, indicating
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low performance of its use within these modes of the Ukrainian discursive space.
However, following the current trends in the American and Lithuanian lingua-
cultures, in which the development of democratic values related to the equality
of rights of all the members of the society and freedom of expression has
commenced and continues to evolve, we can expect the corresponding shifts in
the communicative consciousness of Ukrainians in the near future.

For example, such specific for the Ukrainian NCCB standardized formulas of
DP farewell, as: bynemo! — MP / MT 0.26; MN 0.16; MF 0.18; Bysati-me / 6yobme
(30oposuti(a,i) / waciusuti(a,i)! — MP / MT 0.22; MN 0.33; MF 0.48 are already
fixed in the mode of politeness / tolerance, forming a zone of near periphery in
the communicative consciousness of Ukrainians; the DP formula /7a-na! — MN
0.07; MF 0.24 constitutes zone of far periphery for the mode of neutrality, and of
near periphery — for the mode of familiarity, which already testifies to a certain
shift in the organization of modes of NCCB of Ukrainians in the discursive
situation farewell.

The studied linguacultures show a common and universal tendency for ending
contact when the function of standardized formulas of DP farewell is fulfilled by
the formulas of DP wishes:

Ukr.: Yoaui (mo6i / Bam)! — MN 0.15; MF 0.17; Ll{acruso / wacmu (mobi / Bam) /
(ne)xau wacmums! — MP / MT 0.31; MN 0.24; MF 0.36; Ha 6ce doope! —
MP /MT 0.75; MN 0.77; MF 0.11; Vcvoeo (mobi/ Bam) naiikpawoeo /
0obpoeo, Hauninuozo! — MP/MT 0.53; MN 0.42; 'aproeo / npuemnozco
ous / seuopa! — MP / MT 0.4; MN 0.17; I'aprozo(oi,ux) / npuemnoeo(oi,ux) /
wacaueozo(oi,ux) / eecenoozo(oi,ux) euxionux / cesm / gikendy / ionycmku /
nooopoaci / oopoeu! — MP / MT 0.26; MN 0.18; (Ha) doopaniu / doobpoi /
cnoxkitinoi noui! — MP/ MT 0.14; MN 0.1; MF 0.06; bysati-me / 6yovme
(300posuii(a,i) / wacnusuii(a,i)! — MP / MT 0.22; MN 0.33; MF 0.48;

Rus.: Yoauu (mebe / Bam)! — MP / MT 0.21; MN 0.43; MF 0.32; Cuacmauso
(mebe / Bam)! — MP / MT 0.38; MN 0.29; MF 0.24; Bcezo (Bam / mebe)
(camozo) 0obpoeo / xopoutezo / nyuwezo!—MP / MT0.75;MNO0.71; MF0.15;
Xopoweeo / yoaunoeo / npuamnozo ous / éeuepa! —MP / MT 0.46; MN 0.49;
MF 0.13; Xopowezo(eii,ux) / npuamuozo(oti,vix) / cuacmaueozo(ou,vix) /
8ecénozo (o, vix) / yoaunoeo(ot,bix) omnycka / noe3oku / dopoeu / 8bixo0-
uoix / npazonuxos / yukenoa [..J! — MP/MT 0.34; MN 0.36; MF 0.15;
Cnoxotnou / 0o6poti Houu! — MP / MT 0.19; MN 0.16; MF 0.15; Craoxux /
npusamuwix / 000peix crosudenuu! — MN 0.08; MF 0.03; Cnoxu! —MF
0.02; Byov-me 300pos(a,vt) / cuacmaus(-a,-vt)! — MP / MT 0.18; MN 0.19;
MF 0.08;

Lith.: Viso gero! — MP / MT 0..92; MN 0..89; MF 0..64; Viso! — MP / MT 0..15;
MN 0..33; MF 0..96; Viso geriausio! — MP / MT 0..55; MN 0..38; MF 0..21;
Viso labo! — MP / MT 0.54; MN 0.42; MF 0.22; Sékmés (tau / Jums)! —
MP / MT 0.86; MN 0.74; MF 0.77; Laimingai! — MP / MT 0.92; MN 0.85;
MF 0.86; Gery /graziy / laimingy / smagiy Svenciy / atostogy! Gero /
grazaus / smagaus savaitgalio / poilsio! — MP /MT 0.16; MN 0.19; MF
0.18; Laimingo kelio! — MP / MT 0.2; MN 0.17; MF 0.15; Geros / grazios
dienos [..]! — MP / MT 0.19; MN 0.16; MF 0.2; Geros kelionés ir laimingai
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sugrizti! — MP / MT 0.15; MN 0.04; Labanaktis! / Labos naktelés! — MP /
MT 0.21; MN 0.16; MF 0.18; Saldziy sapny! /| Gero miego! — MP / MT
0.16; MN 0.19; MF 0.2; Tegu lydi visur sékmé! — MP / MT 0.12; MN 0.08;
MF 0.03; Bikite / lik-ite sveikas(a,i,os)! — MP / MT 0.14; MN 0.1; MF 0.18;
Gyvenkim / darbuokimés sveiki! — MN 0.02; MF 0.03;

Amer.: (Good) night! — MP/MT 0.16; MN 0.15; MF 0.01; (Have nice)/
sweet dreams! — MN 0.06; MF 0.11; Good Iluck! — MP/MT 0.32; MN
0.35; MF 0.47; Be happy! — MN 0.38; MF 0.44; Take care (of yourself/
yourselves)! — MN 0.11; MF 0.18; (Have a) nice / good day / evening /
stay [..]! — MP / MT 0.15; MN 0.3; MF 0.25; Have a happy / good / nice /
pleasant / merry holidays / weekend / safe journey [..]! — MP/MT 0.53;
MN 0.48; MF 0.44.

The communicative cultures under consideration are also characterized by
standardized formulas of DP farewell that simultaneously fulfil the pragmatic
function of DP gratitude / appreciation, which are usually added to the proper
etiquette units with the semantics of ‘farewell” and express gratitude for the in-
vitation or visit, for their time, for treating or other tokens of appreciation:

Ukr.: (A / mu) wupo / oxoue / dyoice / cepoeuro / Kpacho 0axyio(emo) / 60siunuti(a,i)
(mobi / Bam / eam) 3a yeazy / 3ycmpiu [..]! — MP / MT 0.16; MN 0.12;

Rus.: (Bonvwoe / oepomuoe) cnacubo / (cepdeuro / uckpenne) drazodapro(um) 3a
enumanue / ecmpeuy / [..]! — MP / MT 0.4; MN 0.36;

Lith.: (Labai / nuosirdziai / nepaprastai) déekingas(a,i) (Jums / tau / jums) / acii /
dékui / dékoju(ame) uz susitikimg / démesj / [..]! — MP / MT 0.18; MN 0.15;

Amer.: Thank you /thanks (for having us/for a lovely / wonderful evening /
meal / time / [..])! — MP / MT 0.38; MN 0.35; MF 0.35.

A special universal phenomenon for the studied communicative cultures group
of the standardized formulas of DP farewell are signs-constructs of intentional
nature, which semanticise the intention of communicators to continue contact in
the future:

Ukr.: Jlo (cxopoco / weuoxozo / nacmynnoeo) nobawenns! — MP / MT 0.98; MN
0.99; MF 0.17; o 3asmpa / nacmynnoeo(i) muosichs / nonedinka / poxy /
aima / 3umu [..]! — MP/MT 0.76; MN 0.87; MF 0.18; Jo (nacmyn-
Hol' / cxopoi)  3ycmpiui  (8panyi / 60ens / yeeuepi / 60oma / ¢  Kueasi / 6
neoinio [..J])! — MP/MT 0.78; MN 0.77; MF 0.35; A/ mu nenaooseo /
He npowatocv(emocs)! — MN 0.13; MF 0.05; (lle) nobauumocs /
3ycmpinemMocs(yaemocy) o wocmii 200uni / na podoomi /6 kagpe [..]! —
MP/MT 0.25; MN 0.23; MF 0.21; (A) sameregonyio / noozeonio /
nabepy / nanuwy! / (Tu / Bu) menegonyiime / 0360nu(imv) / nuwiu(imo)! /
Ha 36’sa3xy! / Tpumaiimo 36 ’a30x! — MN 0.3; MF 0.27;

Rus.: Jlo (ckopoeo / cnedyrowezo) ceudanus! — MP/MT 0.98; MN 0.99;
o saempa / cnedyrowezo(i)  200a / nedenu / 3umer / nema / [..]!  —
MP /MT 0.73; MN 0.89; MF 0.18; /lo (cxopoii / cnedyroweit) ecmpeuu
(Ooma /¢  Canxmllemepbypee / 6  6ockpecenve / ympom / Oném /  eeye-
pom/ [..])] — MP/MT 0.77; MN 0.67; MF 0.21; A/ mv1 nenaooneo / ne
npowaiocw(emcs)! — MP / MT 0.11; MN 0.17; MF 0.19; (Ewé) ysuoumcs /
ecmpemumcsi(vaemcsy) / nepeceuémess (6 mpu  uaca /Ha  pabome / 6
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(mopeosom) yeumpe [..])! — MP/MT 0.42; MN 0.67; MF 0.37; (4)
noseonto / nanuwy! (Tet / But) 36onume / nuwume! / Ha cészu! — MN 0.23;
MF 0.25;

Lith.: Iki pasimatymo! — MP/MT 0.95; MN 0.92; MF 0.17; ki (naujy)
susitikimy! — MP / MT 0.68; MN 0.54; MF 0.24; [ki susitikimo namie /
Klaipédoje / sekmadienj / [..]! — MP / MT 0.48; MN 0.52; MF 0.22; ki / ligi
greito / malonaus / laukiamo / sutarto pasimatymo / susitikimo! — MP / MT
0.49; MN 0.46; MF 0.38; Iki rytojaus / kity mety / kitos vasaros / Ziemos /
savaités / kito pirmadienio [..]! — MP/MT 0.68; MN 0.64; MF 0.53;
Susitiksime treciq / darbe / (prekybos) centre / [..]! — MP/ MT 0.41; MN
0.38; MF 0.25; Iki! —MP / MT 0.18; MN 0.55; MF 0.99; (45) paskambinsiu /
parasysiu! / (Tu / Jus) skambinkite / parasykite! / Susirasysim(e)! — MN
0.18; MF 0.2;

Amer.: (I'll / we’ll) see you soon / be seeing you / tomorrow / later / then / again /
around / in a bit / in week / in the morning / in weekend / on Sunday / at
home / in New York / at the office / at 6 / on work / in café [..]!| — MP / MT
0.85; MN 0.87; MF 0.95; Text / call me! Keep in touch! — MN 0.36; MF 0.4;
Bye (bye). (its been a lot of fun / see you back)! — MP / MT 0.88; MN 0.99;
MF 0.99; See ya! — MF 0.34; Bye for now! — MN 0.12; MF 0.25; See you
one more time! — MN 0.07; MF 0.14; Catch you later! / I'll ring you later! /
I’ll give a ring one of these days! — MN 0.12; MF 0.15; Dont hesitate to
call / write / message! — MP / MT 0.26; MN 0.03; MF 0.17,

In the cooperative communicative behaviour of Ukrainians, Russians,
Lithuanians, and Americans within of the standardized formulas of DP farewel!
there are those that duplicate DP invitation but which usually refer to the addresser’s
proposal to return a visit:

Ukr.: (Hacmynuoeo pasy / nisniwe / menep) (a/ mu) uexaio(emo) (mebde/ sac /
Bac) / (mu / 6u / Bu) npuxoov(me) 0o mene / nac / (mu / éu / Bu) maeui(me)
(00086»513K060) 00 mene / nac npuiimu / 3asimamu! — MP / MT 0.34; MN 0.32;

Rus.: (Tenepwv / 6 credyrowuii paz/ nosoice) (a/ mot) ocoy(ém) (mebs/ Bac) /
(muot / b1 / Bot) npuxoou(me) k(o) mue / nam / (moi / vt / Bot) donoicer(roi)
(obsz3amenvro) k(o) mue / nam npurimu! — MP / MT 0.28; MN 0.27;

Lith.: (Véliau / kitq kartqg/ kitu laiku) lauk(s)iu((s)im(e) / ateikite pas mane /
mus [..])! — MP / MT 0.15; MN 0.17; MF 0.07;

Amer.: (Next time / later / one day) come to me / us / you should come to lunch /
you must come around to my house! — MP / MT 0.23; MN 0.2.

Common for the analysed communicative cultures are the standardized
formulas of DP farewell, which duplicate DP request and semanticise the tokens
of appreciation for third parties, who are not directly involved in communication:

Ukr.: (Ilepeoa(sa)iime) npusim / simanusi bamokam / poouvam / wonogixosi / [..]! /
(Ycim) npusim / eimanns! — MP / MT 0.15; MN 0.18; MF 0.2;

Rus.: (Ilepeda(sa)iime) npusem / nozopasnenust pooumensm / scene / demsim / [..]!
(Bcem) npusem! — MP / MT 0.21; MN 0.32; MF 0.3;

Lith.: (Perduokite) (mano / miusy) linkéjimus draugams / vyrui/ vaikams [..]!/
Linkéjimai visiems! — MP / MT 0.16; MN 0.24; MF 0.14;
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Amer.: Say hi/ hello to John/ your wife/ [..]!/ (Give my) regards to your
parents! / (Convey my) congratulations to Jack! / Best wishes to Melany! —
MP /MT 0.18; MN 0.21; MF 0.2.

Thus, the various sign configurations of the standardized formulas of DP
farewell in the studied communicative cultures perform a phatic function and
are primarily of etiquette nature, preconditioning a favourable atmosphere of
communication, as communicants express respect for each other through ritualistic
good wishes, which etymologically contain the wishes of health, good day, good
luck, etc. The dominant standardized formulas of DP farewell in configuration with
other DPs as the sign constructs of the communicative consciousness of Ukrainians,
Russians, Lithuanians, and Americans are predetermined by their use in (non-)
institutional discursive situations, as well as socio-anthropometric, psychological,
gender, and other characteristics of interactants, etc.

5. Conclusions

Summarizing the comparative analysis of the standardized formulas of DP
farewell, let us note that they are universal signs of the studied linguacultures,
but with different variations of modes in NCCB. Let us try to explain the higher
degree of productivity and, consequently, the efficiency of the mode of familiarity
in the NCCP of Americans and Lithuanians, compared to that of Ukrainians and
Russians that are conditioned by such factors.

1. First of all, we focus on the anthropometric, sociocultural characteristics of
informants, their educational grounding, etc., since psycho- and sociolinguistic
experiments in the form of linguistic interviewing were conducted mainly
among the respondents having medium and high social status.

2. The advantage of the standardized formulas of DP farewell of the mode
of familiarity in NCCB of Americans and Lithuanians, compared with
Ukrainians and Russians, can be explained by the greater extent of mani-
festation of democratic values, which at some stage of their formation in-
fluenced the specificity of speech interaction in institutional discursive space
bringing it closer to the character and semiotics of a noninstitutional one. If
we rely on the value dominants found in the communicative consciousness
of the representatives of the linguacultures under study, which are common
to Americans and Lithuanians, we should first of all emphasize equality
and, above all, freedom of expression as necessary components of their
cooperative speech behaviour and the factors pertaining to realization of their
macrostrategy.

3. Another extralinguistic factor that, in one way or another, influences
the dominant modes of cooperative communication in different communicative
cultures may be the globalization processes and the development of
information technologies. In this context, we should not ignore active
migration processes, which are still active in the Republic of Lithuania,
especially after the accession of this country to the European Union in 2004.
The development of democratic institutions with the corresponding criteria
and values of the “Western” type, the need for harmonious integration with
the pan-European political, financial and economical, educational and cultural
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continuum, etc., urged the representatives of Lithuanian linguaculture to find
effective ways and methods, in particular, of successful implementation of
cooperativeness in the communicative interaction, which surely also affected
their monocultural communication.

In the Ukrainian and Russian linguacultures, the mode of familiarity (which
is distinguished from the familiar style of communication) is also present
in the standardized formulas DP farewell, but it has a much lower PI than
in the American and Lithuanian forms, and therefore a lower performance,
which can be explained by the greater etiquette ritualization, adherence to
the established norms and strict rules, as well as the existence of the rudiments
of a former purely totalitarian (and not democratic) ideology. However,
it should be noted, that due to modern information technologies that allow
the communication process to become not only mono- and intercultural but also
transcultural, there is a mutual influence of communicative consciousnesses
when one and the same linguaculture can be both a recipient and a source.

4. An important factor, which also affects the higher PI of the mode of familiarity
of the standardized formulas of DP farewell in NCCB of Americans and
Lithuanians, is the principle of economy of speech / expressive efforts, which
allows saving time in the process of communication in order to achieve
the desired perlocutionary effect and the implementation of cooperative
macrostrategy. This factor confirms the presence of national value dominants
of agentness and vigour in the communicative consciousness of Americans
and Lithuanians with an emphasis on their economic component (veiklos
principas, orientacija j verslg, ekonoming veiklg, activity) Ta nmparmarusmi
(pragmatizmas; pragmatism).

Abbreviations

Amer. Americans

DP discursive practice

Lith. Lithuanians

MF mode of familiarity

MN mode of neutrality

MP mode of politeness

MT mode of tolerance

NCCB national cooperative communicative behaviour

PI productivity indices

Rus. Russians

Ukr. Ukrainians
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Kopsavilkums

Raksta aplukotas atvadisanas diskursa prakses standartformulas ukrainu, krievu, lietuviesu
un amerikdnu nacionalaja kooperativas sazinas uzvediba. So formulu gramatizéanas
ir atkariga no konkrétas lingvokultiras un diskursa prakses. Diskursa prakses formula
atvadisands petijuma tiek uzskatita par standartveida etiketi un radoSu rituala konstrukciju,
ko lieto ukraini, krievi, lietuvies$i un amerikani, lai noteikta situacija Tsi noslégtu diskursu.
Raksta piedavata jauna eksperimentala pieeja atvadiSanas diskursa prakses standartformulu
identificgSana cetru lingvokultiiru materiala. Lingvistiskaja eksperimenta atklati pieklajibas /
tolerances, neitralitates un familiaritates veidi katra ming&taja lingvokultira saistiba ar
atvadiSanas frazém. Tapat aplikotas kopigas un atSkirigas atvadiSanas frazu lietojuma
iezimes Cetras lingvokultairas.

Atslegvardi: atvadisanas diskursa prakse; standartformula; nacionala kooperativas sazinas
uzvediba; pieklajibas veidi; tolerances veidi; neitralitates veidi; familiaritates veidi.
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