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Summary. The article deals with the communicative inten-
tion as an important anthropo-oriented linguistic phenomenon
that has a direct relation to the person, his mind, and intellect
and is represented by a number of grammatical units that clear-
ly expose the speaker as the bearer of intention in text commu-
nication. The inter-layered categorical status of the commu-
nicative intention, represented by units of different language
levels, is defined in the process of analysis, specifically, discur-
sive, syntactic, morphological, and lexical markers of inten-
tional verbalization of intention are systematized. Undoubt-
edly, the intention is an important component of a person’s
mental state, but it is explicated with the help of grammatical
means of the language and becomes understandable to other
participants of communications.

Communicative intention is a linguistic category in which
the content (the speaker’s intentional needs: to inform, to tell, to
ask, to encourage, to wish, to react emotionally, to appreciate,
to thank, to apologize, to sympathize, to praise, etc.) and a plan
for language representation plan are clearly explicated. This is
one of the important anthropo-oriented categories, because it
is always correlated with the speaker — the bearer of various
intentions, who determines the intentional scope of communi-
cation, selects a system of language means (generally accepted
or figuratively-rhetorical, direct or indirect constructions) for
their implementation, forms a continuum of interaction, deter-
mines the development of tolerant or zero tolerant communi-
cation. The dominant means of verbalizing the communicative
intention as an inter-level category are discourse-genre state-
ments, realized in two genre registers — dialogic and mono-
logic, and, of course, syntactic constructions in which lexical
and morphological units find their functional perfection.

In this article a number of linguistic methods (descrip-
tive, structural, contextual-interpretive, method of distrib-
utive analysis) are used to highlight the categorical status
of communicative intention, to systematize multilevel means
of its verbalization in text communication, and to interpret this
anthropocentric concept as a separate linguistic phenomenon.

Key words: communicative intention, speaker, category,
inter-layered status, verbalization, expression, communication.

Introduction. The anthropocentric direction of modern linguis-
tics emphasizes the dynamic development of linguistic studies that
are aimed at elevating a human being in the process of communi-
cation and are related to the conceptualization and lingualization
of the world, to the global intentions of the speaker and to material
manifestations, serving as means for verbalization of the intentional
space of the linguistic persona. Within these issues, we consider it
important to find solutions to the questions related to the catego-
ry of communicative intention, the difficulty of study of which is
stipulated by the fact that it harmoniously combines such crucial

concepts of the process of communication as the world (objective
reality, setting), utterances (means of realizing of the speech inten-
tion) and the author (the speaker as the bearer of various inten-
tional states). The systematic study of communicative intention
as a separate linguistic phenomenon clearly reflects the change
of the priorities in the contemporary linguistics — from structuralism
to anthropocentrism, to the linguistics of the speaker and grammar
of the utterance.

Analysis of recent research and publications on this topic.
The problems linked with the category of intention comprise the list
of those contradictory issues of linguistics that do not lose their rel-
evance, on the contrary, they acquire new perspectives of studying.
The term “communicative intention” is the basic concept of some
linguistic theories (the speech act theory, the theory of speech activ-
ity and the theory of speech influence) in the framework of which it
is correlated with illocution, subjective-modal meaning, motivation-
al sphere of the linguistic persona, strategies and tactics of the pro-
cess of communication (G. Grice, J. Austin, P. Strawson, J. Searle,
0. Issers, O. Kamenskaya, V. Krasnykh, A. Leontiev, etc.) and it
is also considered alongside such grammatical concepts as modal-
ity, objectivity, communicative attitude, actual division (I. Anders,
I. Vykhovanets, A. Zahnitko, M. Mirchenko, etc.).

Intention is defined in linguistic studies as a speech intent or will
of the speaker [, p. 409]; conscious or intuitive intent of the address-
ee, which determines the internal program of speaking and the way
it is implemented [2, p. 116]; as a kind of desire: the speaker’s
desire to tell something, to request or ask [6, p. 74]; the intent
of the addressee and the content of the statement [9, p. 29-30];
communicative attitude and the purpose of the utterance [3, p. 29];
the foundation of the typology of speech genres [2, p. 54]; text-form-
ing factor [8, p. 8]. However, the mentioned scientific works do not
give a complete and holistic view of the categorical status of com-
municative intention, the system of means of its verbal and non-ver-
bal implementation.

The purpose of the article is to justify categorical status
of communicative intention, to investigate lexical and grammatical
discourse markers of its implementation in the Ukrainian language,
to identify means of verbalization of the speaker’s substance as
the author of intention in text communication — in its tolerant or
non-tolerant dimension.

Results and discussion. Modern linguistics needs a new defi-
nition of the concept of intention, based on its anthropocentric,
cognitive, grammatical and discursive parameters. Our interpre-
tation of this concept, first of all, extends the limits of perception
of intention, in particular, its understanding not only as a mean-
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ingful or intuitive intent of the speaker and the desire of the sub-
ject of communication but primarily as the properties of linguistic
units. Secondly, it allows us to interpret communicative intention
as a universal linguistic category, which has an inter-level character
and is represented by statements, sentence equivalents, discursive
constructions. Actually, we consider it proper for the linguistic anal-
ysis to regard intention as a category, where the plan of content (the
speaker’s intentional need to inform, to tell, to ask, to encourage, to
wish, to react emotionally to something, to appreciate, to thank, to
apologize, to sympathize, to praise etc.) and the plan of expression —
means and ways of verbalization of the intentional space of the lin-
guistic persona are distinctly explicated.

In our opinion, the communicative intention has a polystatus
linguistic character, since its content covers not only the world
of human existence, but also the world of verbalization of speech.
First of all, this is a conceptual inter-level category, determined by
philosophical, psychological and cognitive parameters and repre-
sented by units at different levels of language. The dominant tools
of the verbalization of the category of communicative intention are
syntactic constructions, in which lexical and morphological units
find their functional completeness.

At the same time, it is a communicative category that deter-
mines the process of human communication and, in general,
the intentional structure of the utterance, which accumulates infor-
mation about the psychological space of the linguistic personality,
reveals the speaker’s position, his / her needs and goal set.

Finally, it is an explicit cognitive category that correlates with
the phenomena of the real world on the preverbal level and serves
as a medium connecting language and thinking, language and con-
sciousness. Categorization of mental or psychic resources of our mind
and, consequently, of intentions as the basic knowledge of the world
of the linguistic persona can occur with the help of concepts that
represent knowledge and experience of the man. Cognitive manifes-
tations of intentions are directly dependent on a number of psychic
phenomena, the conceptual system of the worldview, the perception
of linguistic and cultural community to which the linguistic persona
belongs, the communicative competence of the participants of com-
munication, the social role of the addressee, the type of interaction,
and on language units belonging to different levels that structure
and store knowledge and experience of the subject of communica-
tion through activities of the speaker.

Such a broad interpretation of the communicative intention pro-
vides it with an important place in the discourse of social and human
sciences, and not only in linguistics. For example, even in studies on
philosophy, provisions were made that intentionality initiates con-
sciousness, and the linguistic sign is used to express the intentional
state and content (F. Brentano, E. Husserl, V. Ladov). In the works
of domestic and foreign scholars, an important role of intention
in the life of each individual is established, since this is the basic
linguistic substance that determines and organizes the multi-vector
process of human communication.

The category of communicative intention is one of the import-
ant modular, anthropocentric categories, because it is always cor-
related with a speaker, a carrier of various intentions, who deter-
mines the intentional expanses of communication, chooses a system
of linguistic means (common or figurative-rhetorical, direct or
indirect constructions) for their implementation, forms the addres-
sant-addressee continuum of interaction, determines the develop-
ment of tolerant or non-tolerant communication.

Anthropo-orientation of intention as a linguistic phenome-
non is obvious since the intention is first of all the prerogative
of the speaker, the main participant in the process of commu-
nication. Moreover, the speaker is the conveyor of intentions
and determines the intentional perspectives of communication.
At the same time, verbalization of speech intentions is directly
dependent on the inner world of the subject of communication, his
objective and intention, which become decisive for the utterance
or the beginning of the interaction.

Explication of the speaker — the author of the intention —
is achieved by means of a number of grammatical markers in
Ukrainian: 1) the personal pronoun I, which emphasizes the indi-
viduality, identity and self awareness of the linguistic persona,
cf.: I came here to the world and met the sun, bathed my feet in
the morning dew (N. Tsaruk); 2) the personal pronoun We in
the semantic space of which we observe the coding of not only
of the agent but also of other participants in the process of commu-
nication: And during the enjoyable holidays, and on weekdays we
think, great-grandsons, about you (V. Symonenko); 3) case forms
of pronouns (me, etc.), e.g.: do not disregard me, do not neglect,
but hug me and dove (B. Melnychuk). How can I feel sorrow with-
out you? How can I weep my heartsore without you? (N. Tsaruk);
4) first person singular and plural of possessive pronouns (mine,
your) that intensify the egocentricity of the speaker’s «I», for exam-
ple: And what is the saddest: my torment is useless, ‘cause treason
is a dark and dirty thing (L. Kostenko); In general, I'm glad that my
poems caused a critical talk (Lesia Ukrainka). Possessive pronouns
partly point to the subject of intentions, expressing the importance
of something belonging to a person, cf .: O my unfree liberated
people, You go to the crucifixion <..> And I'm with you Through
the sharp light, yours, and mine— Both crosses carry (T. Severniuk);
5) the first person singular or plural in the present or future tenses in
the indicative mood: I bless those footprints, I bless the roads that
brought me here — to the star-studded palaces of art (L. Kosten-
ko); Ukraine! O, mother! To you we’ll swear an oath (M. Voronyi);
6) the first person plural of the imperative mood — Vasyliu, let’s go
to the forest to pick berries! (B. Hrinchenko); 7) subjective-mod-
al words and phrases (in my opinion, to my mind, it seems to me,
perhaps, probably, obviously, etc.), which represent the author’s
position, the subjective attitude of the speaker to the reported or
seen, convey the author’s opinion on a certain situation, determine
the axiological parameters of oral-colloquial or textual communi-
cation. For example: — In my opinion, it is long overdue to create
a management of the Dnieper basin (1. Tsiupa); — Perhaps there is no
more truth in the world. Maybe, it has fled overseas (E. Hrebinka).
N. Formanovska correctly observes that intention is a «certain men-
tal state of a person and is close to such phenomena as emotion,
desire, evaluation, attitude to reality, to the content of the message
to the addresseen [9, p. 29]. Undoubtedly, the intention is an import-
ant component of a person’s mental state, but it is explicated with
the help of grammatical means of the language and becomes under-
standable to other participants of communications.

The communicative intention is directly connected with logical
categories and philosophical universals; therefore, it may be regard-
ed as a conceptual category in the content plan and as a linguistic
one in the way of explication. In fact, its categorical status follows
from the “bilateral understanding of the linguistic sign and the bilat-
eral essence of language as a phenomenon, that includes a plan for
language content and a plan of expression” [4, p. 29]. As is known,
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to distinguish a certain category, it is necessary to have a num-
ber of forms possessing some common meaning so that there is
an opposition within this union and that the opposing values have
a formal expression. As for the communicative intention, syntactic
constructions, beginning from the syntaxeme to the complex syn-
tactic unit, units of the lexical and morphological levels can express
an intentional meaning and convey the content relevant to a par-
ticular speech situation. Thus, declarative, interrogative, impera-
tive, conditional statements are contrasted depending on the tasks
the speaker who joins the process of communication has, but they
are united by the intention — the universal linguistic notion that is
formally expressed, reveals extensive intentional horizons of com-
municants and is semantically informative.

Undeniably, any category is a combination of constructs
(linguistic units) based on a certain concept (feature). Actual-
ly, the communicative intention is this unifying parameter. This
parameter is mandatory, because it forms the intentional structure
of any utterance, for, as M. Bakhtin points out, “we realize, under-
stand, feel the speaker’s intention or the verbal will of the speaker
in every utterance, from a single-word everyday remark to large
complex works of science or literature” [1, p. 409]; it is subjec-
tive, since intention is always related to the speaker, the creator
of the particular utterance, the subject of intention; it is dynamic,
because it reflects the actual speech act or textual communica-
tion; it is constant regarding the system of its means of verbal-
ization (the language unit either realizes this category or not).
At the same time, the communicative intention is an inter-lay-
ered linguistic category realised by such components as syntag-
mas, communicators, and utterances. Lexical and morpholog-
ical means reveal their communicative-intentional potential in
the utterances, which we consider to be the most relevant means
of verbalization of intention.

According to our observations, the inter-level status of the cat-
egory of the communicative intention is realized by linguistic units
of different levels:

a) lexical because lexemes form utterances expressing a certain
intention (emotional, evaluative), e.g.: — My merciful God, how hap-
py L am! (M. Vinhranovskyi); — I am touched by the fact that you ve
read my father’s books (1. Tsiupa). Nouns and adjectives express
axiological intention, the content range of which is represented by
two ambivalent intentions: the intention of appraisal labeled with
the concepts “good”, “well”: ~-What a clever girl! (G. Tarasiuk); —
What a beauty! Well, dolly girl! (A. Dovzhenko ); and evaluative
intention, expressing the meaning “bad”, “evil”: — Well, you are
the fool (V. Shevchuk); — Go, scoundrel. Don t drive me into frenzy
(M. Stelmakh);

b) morphological because words belonging to different parts
of speech have different valency and potentiality to verbalize
the intention. For example, verbs will definitely convey this or
that intention, refer to performativity and verbalize the intentions
of promise, request, gratitude, etc.: — I swear by the sky adorned
with the constellation of the zodiac (P. Zahrebelnyi); — I beg you
to come to me (V. Vynnychenko); — Oh, thank you for your care,
your grace! (V. Vynnychenko); interrogative pronouns and adverbs
may express the intention of request: — Who is wandering there?
(V. Pidmohilnyi); — Whom has she bought such a good and beau-
tiful pysanka? (G. Kvitka-Osnovyianenko); —-And where are you
from? Whence do you come? (Ivan Bahrianyi); exclamations real-
ize the intention of command (- Enough! Confess, who are you?

(V. Vynnychenko); — Here you must sit where your new name is
written! Off you go! (1. Franko);

¢) syntactic because explication of a certain intention, its inter-
pretation and recognition occurs at the level of utterances and sen-
tence equivalents that express intention of: declaration, the con-
tent range of which is focused on the representation of a certain
intellectual experience of the speaker, his knowledge and skills
(= I live in a country of schedrivka and vesnianka, where the eve-
ning dawn comes to the porch and listens to the song of childhood
(M. Synhayivskyi); interrogation that transmits a multi-vector cog-
nitive process aimed at elucidating certain information or clarifying it
(— Mum! What girl came to us yesterday to spot the fire? (1. Nechui-
Levytskyi); command, which reflects the will of the speaker,
different in intensity and syntactic organization (- Immediately
sit down here at my table and write a petition (1. Tsiupa); — Let’s
run to the Danube! (S. Sklyarenko); condition, which represents
the desire of the communicator to perform the potentially desired
action (- If only my beloved strip of land! If only the gray straw
of the great-grandfather s roofs! (E. Malaniuk);

d) discourse-genre as a dominant, vertex level, associated pri-
marily with the functional-style and genre differentiation of speech,
with the dominant intentions of various discourses. In this case,
the intention is verbalized through text structures realized in two
communicative registers — dialog, reflecting the event that arises
as a result of interaction between the two communicators: — Are
you already going, son? — I go, mother (V. Stefanyk), and mono-
log transmitting the one-sided, individual communicative line
of the addressee and represents a broad content range: contempla-
tion about individual life realities or people, evaluation of reality, for
example: For your only braids, for only your voice you are worthy
of love ... How can such words be born in the depths of the human
soul, like the stars on the eyelashes of the night? And is it not a mir-
acle that everyone finds love in their own way and loves everyone
in their own way? (M. Stelmakh). Speech acts built on the princi-
ples of courtesy, sincerity, trust, and compromise represent tolerant
communication: the participants hold a straightforward dialogue,
have balanced relationships, mutual role, and behavioral expec-
tations, retain a benevolent tone of communication therefore suc-
cessfully verbalize their intentions: — What is it, baby? — This is
a silver halfkarbovanets (M. Stelmakh). If communication does not
encourage manifestation of positive qualities of subjects of speech,
then the communicative event is regulated by strategies of confron-
tation, conflict, which suggests, first of all, incompatibility of views
of communicators, unrealized intentions, and non-tolerant commu-
nication: — Are you looking for someone? — And what has that to do
with you? (O. Honchar).

The system of means belonging to different levels of verbaliza-
tion of the intentional scope of human communication, the categor-
ical status and versatility of the phenomenon of intention outline its
typological manifestation (cognitive-mental, communicative-mod-
al, subjective-modal, discursive and genre, metacommunicative
intentions) [10, p. 167], differentiation of which is based on the fac-
tors that take into account: 1) the standard spectrum of the speak-
er’s intentional needs (to approve or reject information, to ask, to
encourage to perform an action, to express desire / wish / assess-
ment, to declare respect, to thank, etc.); 2) correlation of ways
the intention is verbalized in the statement/discourse (genre);
3) intention relation to the paradigm of the basic speech needs or to
the discourse of phatic communication; 4) the intentional dominant
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of a discursive utterance; 5) lexico-grammatical means of intention
explication (modal-intentional and discursive expressions, sen-
tence equivalents, forms of verbs, nouns, adjectives, etc.). Actually,
the designation of the role of each of these factors in the process
of verbalization of communicative intention in various Ukrainian
discursive-genre manifestations constitutes the subject of our fur-
ther scientific research.

Conclusions. Thus, communicative intention is a linguistic cate-
gory in which the content (the speaker’s intentional needs: to inform,
to tell, to ask, to encourage, to wish, to react emotionally, to appreci-
ate, to thank, to apologize, to sympathize, to praise, etc.) and a plan
for language representation plan are clearly explicated. This is one
of the important anthropo-oriented categories, because it is always
correlated with the speaker — the bearer of various intentions, who
determines the intentional scope of communication, selects a sys-
tem of language means (generally accepted or figuratively-rhetori-
cal, direct or indirect constructions) for their implementation, forms
a continuum of interaction, determines the development of tolerant
or zero tolerant communication. The dominant means of verbaliz-
ing the communicative intention as an inter-level category are dis-
course-genre statements, realized in two genre registers — dialogic
and monologic, and, of course, syntactic constructions in which lexi-
cal and morphological units find their functional perfection.

A comprehensive analysis of the category of intention indicates
a multi-vector direction of modern linguistics, reveals a close rela-
tionship between different linguistic levels and categorical values,
promotes the development of communicative grammar, anthropo-ori-
ented and completely relevant for linguistics of the 21st century.
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HAYKOBULL JHCYPHAI.

Ia6ar-CaBka C. T. KomynikatuBHa iHTeHmisi 1K
JiHrBictuyHuii peHomeH: kareropiiiHmii craryc i Bepoai-
3anis

AHoTtanisa. VY crarTi NpoaHali3oBaHO KOMYHIKaTUBHY
IHTCHI[II0 K AHTPOIIO30PIEHTOBAHUN JIHIBICTUYHUI (eHO-
MEH, 10 CBOIM 3MiCTOM OXOIUIIOE HE TLIBKU CBIT JIHOJACHKOTO
OyTTs, HAMIpH KOMYHIKaHTIB, TXHIi IHTEJEKT Ta CBiIIOMICTb,
a i cBiT MOBHO{ BepOasizauii. Ha 6araromy gakrnunomy mare-
piaJii OOTpYHTOBaHO MIXKpPIBHEBHI KaTeroOpiitHUI cTaTyc KOMYy-
HIKaTUBHOI IHTEHI{, CHCTEeMaTH30BaHO CHUHTAaKCHYHi, MOp-
(donoriuHi Ta JEKCHYHI MapKepH IHTeHILIWHOI BepOaizarii,
OKPECIIEHO 0COOIUBOCTI €KCILTIKALlil JUCKYPCUBHO-KAHPOBUX
IHTEHIIi}, eTepMiHOBAaHUX CTHIILOBOIO TU(EPEHIIIAI[IEF0 MOB-
JeHHs1, aTMocdeporo mepediry iHTepaxmii.

YpaxoByroud HayKoOBi CTYZil 3apyOiKHHX Ta BITYM3HSIHUX
JIHTBICTIB, 3°SCOBaHO, 10 KOMYHIKATUBHA IHTCHIS] — JIIHTBi-
CTHYHA KaTeropis, y sKi BHUPa3HO EKCIUIIKYEThCS IUIAH 3Mi-
cTy (IHTeHLiHI MOTpeOU MOBLS: MOIHG)OPMYBAaTH, OIOBICTH,
3amHUTaTH, CHOHYKaTH, Mo0akaTH, EeMOLiMHO BinpearyBaTH
HA II0Ch, OIIHUTH, MOJSKYBaTH, BUOAYUTHCS, ITOCITIBUYBaTH,
MOXBAJIMTU TOILIO) i TIaH MOBHOI pemnpeseHtaiii. Lle oxHa
3 aHTPOIO30PIEHTOBAHUX KAaTEropii, TOMYy IO 3aBXIH CIIiB-
BiJTHECEHA 3 MOBLIEM — HOCI€M Pi3HOMAaHITHUX IHTCHIIH, SKUI
BH3HAYAE IHTCHIIIMHI OOIIMPH CIIJIKYBaHHS, TOOHpPAE CHCTE-
MY MOBHHUX 3ac00iB (3araJbHONPUIHATHX YU QirypanabHO-pH-
TOPUYHUX, MPSIMHUX YU HEMPSIMUX KOHCTPYKLIH) sl TXHBOT
peamnizauii, popMye agpecaHTHO-aipeCcCaTHH KOHTHHYYM B3a-
€Mojiii, IeTepMiHy€ PO3BUTOK TOJEPAHTHOI YK aTOJEPAHTHOT
KoMyHikanii. JlomiHaHTHUMHU 3aco0amu BepOaiizauii Komy-
HIKaTMBHOI I1HTEHIT K MIKpPIBHEBOI Kareropii CIyryrmoTh
JUCKYPCUBHO-KaHPOB1 BHCJIOBICHHS, pealli3oBaHi y JBOX
JKQaHPOBUX PETICTpax — AiaJOriyHOMY Ta MOHOJIOTIYHOMY, i,
6e3nepeyHo, CHHTAaKCUYHI KOHCTPYKIIi, Y IKUX (QyHKI[IOHAIIb-
HO JIOBEPIIYIOThCS JIEKCUYHI Ta MOP(OIIOTIYHI OJJMHHUIII.

VY crarTi BUKOPUCTAaHO HM3KY JIHTBICTUYHMX METOJIB
(OTIHCOBUIA, CTPYKTYypHHI, KOHTEKCTyallbHO-IHTEpIIpeTaIii-
HUH, MeTox QUCTpUOYTHBHOIO aHallizy), abu OOIPYHTyBaTH
KaTeropiiHMi CTaTyCc KOMYHIKATHMBHOI IHTEHII Ta CHCTe-
MaTu3yBaTH OaraTopiBHEBi 3acoOu ii BepOaiizalii B pi3HUX
JTIUCKYPCHUBHO-)KaHPOBHX (OpMax yKpaiHChKOI MOBH, 11100
peIpe3eHTyBaTH L€ AaHTPOIIOLCHTPHYHE ITOHSTTS K OKPEMHUIt
JHTBICTHYHUN ()EHOMEH.

K11040Bi c;10Ba: KOMyHIKaTHBHA IHTEHIIiS, MOBELb, KaTe-
Topis, MiKpiBHEBHUH cTaTyc, BepOatizallisi, BUCIOBICHHS, JIUC-
Kypc, KOMyHIKaIis.




