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Poccuiickuii yHuBepcuTer ApyK0bl HApOI10B

HAIIMOHAJIbHAS CHEIIM®UKA ITMCLMEHHOT' O
JEJIOBOT'O TUCKYPCA

B nacmosuyeri uccnedoeamenvckoii pabome asmopvl nposeenu
JIUH2BOKYILIMYPONOUYECKOe — UCCTe008aHUe — NUCbMEHHOU — (opmbl
denosoeo ouckypca 6 makux cmpanax kaxk Poccus, CIUIA u
Benuxobpumanus. I[Tucomennulii 0e1060u OUCKYPC paccmMampugancs ¢
MOYKU 3PEHUsI MAKUX HAVUHLIX NAPAOUSM, KAK COYUONUHSBUCMUYECK UL
aHam3z OucKypca, npasMaiuHe8UCMuKd, KOHMEHM-AHAAU3, OUCKYDC-
amanus, JUH2GOKYNbmypono2us. B pesyibmame meopemuueckoo
aHanU3a aemopsl NPUUIIU K 661600V O MOM, YMO COBPEMEHHDBIN 0eN06Ol
OucKypc npeocmaeisiem cobou CmMamycHo-0emepMuHUpOBAHHBIIL BUO
UHCIUMYYUOHATLHO20 — OUCKYpPCA, peuegoe nogedeHue, Komopoe
cosepwiaemcsi 8 COOMEEMCMEUU €  HOPMAMU, NPUHAMBIMU 8
cospemenHomM  0elo6om  coobwecmee. Asmopamu  nPoGOOUTUCD
8bIOOPKU 8 CIYUAUHOM NOpsOKe U UCNONb306ANUCy —PA3TUUHbLE
aHenulickue U pPYccKue  Cloeapu,  pasc08OpPHUKU, a  maKoice
pasznoobpasnvle d1eKmMpoOHHbLE PECYPCHL.

Pyccrosizbiunbiii  0eno6oul  OUCKYpC  Xapakmepusyemcs 6blCOKOl
aAcmomHOCMbI0  UCNONb306AHUS  2NIA20NI08 6 NACCUBHOM  3aI02e.
Cmenenb ucCnonib3068anusi NACCUBHbIX CUHMAKCUYECKUX KOHCMPYKYULL
3asucum om muna 0oKymenma. B mo epems kax ucnoavb3oseanue maKux
CUHMAKCUYECKUX — KOHCMPYKYUL  HEOOXOOUMO 8  PYCCKOA3bIUHOM
0e10680M OUCKypce, OHO He PACHPOCMPAHEHO 8 AHIUUCKOM 0el080M
OucKypce U He CIyJlcum OmiudumenbHolM NPUsHAKOM OQUYUATLHO20
cmuJisl.

Ilupokoe ucnonvsosanue MOOANbHLIX 21420108 - euje O0OHA
0CODEHHOCMb AH2IUNCKO20 0106020 Ouckypca. K omauuumenbHbim
XapakxmepucmuKam maxkice OMHOCUMCS UCNOb3068aHUe HeUMPAIbHbIX
8 2eHOEPHOM OMHOUWICHUU BBIPANCCHUN U 3AS6NeHU 8 OUYUATbHBIX
Odoxkymenmax. Credyem ommemums, YMO 2eHOEPHO-HEUMPAIbHbIL
C7108apb CMAHOBUMCSL 6ce bollee NONYIAPHBIM U WUPOKO UCNONb3YemCsl
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8 AH2TIUNICKOM 0eNI08OM OUCKYpCe.

Kniouesvie cnoea: smuoncuxonunegucmuka, 0enoeol OUCKYpC,
JUHBUCMUYECKUE CPeocmed, OUCKYPC-AHANU3, UHOVKYUA, O0eOyKyus,
cunmes, 1eKCUKO-2PMMAMU4ECKUe u CMUIUCmuiecKue 0coo6eHHoCmu
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NATIONAL SPECIFIC NATURE OF WRITTEN FORM OF
BUSINESS DISCOURSE

In the present research work, the authors conducted a linguocultural
study of Russian, American and British written forms of business
discourse. The written form of business discourse was examined from
the perspective of such scientific paradigms as sociolinguistic discourse
analysis, pragmalinguistics, content-analyses, cultural linguistics.
According to primary theoretical analysis, the authors concluded that
modern business discourse is a deterministic institutionalized
discourse, verbal behaviour or act, which is commited in accordance
with the standards, adopted in the modern business community. They
collected samplings in a random order and used different English and
Russian dictionaries, phrase-books, as well as varieties of electronic
resources.

Russian business discourse is characterised by high degree of usage
of verbs in passive voice. The degree of usage of passive syntactic
constructions varies according to the type of a document. Whereas the
usage of such syntactical constructions is necessary in the Russian
business discourse, it is not common in the English business discourse
and it doesn’t distinguish an official style.

An extensive use of modal verbs is another feature of the English
business discourse. The distinctive characteristics also include the
usage of gender-neutral expressions and statements in official
documents. It should be noted that gender-neutral vocabulary is
becoming more popular and widely used in the English business
discourse.
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Introduction

Business discourse is the most relevant type of a discourse, which is
studied in modern linguistics. Business discourse is studied in language
schools of different countries, such as Russia, USA, France,
Netherlands and others. Approaches and methods of analysing of
business discourse are developed and adopted in cognitive linguistics,
cultural linguistics, intercultural communication, a theory of speech
acts, ethno-psycholinguistics. The communicative component of
business discourse is considered within the framework of official
communication, where emotive and cognitive functions are the most
important. Furthermore, a business discourse is a deliberate verbal
behaviour, complying with conventional standards and communication
norms, adopted in business community. Rules of business
communication and national specific nature of business discourse are
becoming neutral and more universal due to the process of globalisation
and the development of mass communication. Though there are still
differences in business discourse, connected with linguistic means,
forms of linguistic manipulation, a structure of a text and a text
composition in the countries of the West and in the Orient.

This research work is a systemization of the experience and a
consistent definition of Russian and English written form of business
discourse.

Business discourse (communication) is the fundamental component
of social communication in the commercial, administrative, legal,
economic and diplomatic spheres. New economic and social conditions
led to the commercial and organizational activities in which a great
number of people is involved. This situation emphasises the necessity
of learning speech patterns used in business communication, improving
the linguistic competence of people engaged in social and legal
relationship and those who carry out their professional duty.

The ability to conduct business negotiations successfully, properly
compose text documents, work with documents is considered to be the
most important component of the professional culture of every
educated person. Speaking and communicating properly, discussing,
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commenting — all these kinds of speech activity are a must to be
acquired and used in daily professional communication.

A certain type of linguistic personality is particularly evident in the
professional and business spheres. The integration concept of linguistic
personality suggested by Y. Karaulov treats its structure as a unity of
lexicon, thesaurus and pragmatics, which correspond to the following
levels:

1) the verbal - semantic level, i.e. natural language fluency;

2) the cognitive level which covers “mentifacts” (term introduced by
V. Krasnyh) — knowledge, concepts, ideas that shape the world picture
of the speaker;

3) the pragmatic level, which includes the objectives, motives,
interests and intentions of the speaker.

It is important to emphasize that business communication involves
the ability to use one’s own tactic and strategic experience. In order to
achieve a certain result, due to practical activity and intentions of
communication participants, in business discourse the following
strategies are used:

a) strategy of receiving information;

b) strategy of providing information;

¢) strategy of retaining information.

It is argued that the contribution of applied linguistics research
into Business English has brought forward useful information on the
nature and the prominent features of business communication.
Nonetheless the survey conducted by Nickerson on materials for
teaching English for specific business purposes (ESBP) suggests
that reference to pertinent research in this area appeared to be
minimal and found only in a small number of the books
surveyed. It is this relationship that warrants a study so as to
investigate the causes and the possible ways to overcome this problem.

Similarly to researchers of discourse analysis, when business
English students are given a single text or multiple texts to work with,
they are in fact asked to analyse the discourse of those texts within
a given specific purpose. This indicates that the very same research
methods used in research could effectively be used as methods in the
teaching and learning of English for specific business purposes (ESBP).
All studies emphasise the use of authentic materials, the important of
context and situation, and the effects of cultural and organisational on
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the production of discourse. Also, key to these studies, the use of
corpus analysis as well as the focus on genres is prominent; which are
key areas for the teaching of (ESBP). Through such studies a wealth
of information emerges in regard to what is to be taught and
methods that could be used for the teaching of written business
discourse. In stating so, this is very useful for curriculum developers,
teachers and learners. For curriculum developers, these studies offer
a comprehensive perspective which can be used to guide them in
the development of materials that is in harmony with the demands
and the needs of our contemporary business world in terms of
communication. For teachers, they provide teaching methods which
can be used in the classroom to help learners understand the
complexity and the nature of written business English. For the
latter, they emphasise the role of students as researchers, and this is
exemplified in the use some of the discourse analysis methods found
in research and assuming an active role rather than a passive one
it is through such analysis that students come to understand how
language is used appropriately to suit its business purposes and
the factors which determine each final realisation. It is through such
practices that students are able to identify thematic relations in
texts, analyse structure, examine how meaning is constructed in
discourse, determine the genre and the register the texts are part of
and examine the suppositions formulated in relation to the rapport
between the message writer and its recipient. These are practices
reflected in the methods of data collection and analysis used in the
studies. It is also important to emphasise the importance of students
engaged in such activities which without them, students will be unable
to produce appropriate business discourse that is fit to serve the
purpose of smoothing and maintaining business relationships with
the prime intention of making profit.

It should be noted that among the prospects of further business
discourse studies the thorough study of its strategies and tactics is of
great importance, as well as features of the linguistic personality of the
English-language discourse.

The relevance of the research work is in the need for a holistic
description and a comprehensive study of linguistic characteristics of
written form of business discourse in terms of social and cultural
differences of communication in Russian and English linguoculture.
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Business discourse is entering into a communicative space of a modern
society with the development of business contacts. However,
extralinguistic factors of written form of business discourse (social,
cultural, conditional) have not been studied thoroughly. Changes in the
society over the last few years indicates to the specific interest in the
subject in terms of sociocultural and linguistic aspects.

The scientific novelty of the work is in the research of linguistic
and sociocultural

characteristics of a written form of business discourse, focused on
comparison of Russian and English business correspondence.

The research work is aimed at identification, description and
systemization of characteristics of business discourse in the Russian
and English languages.

Per the terms of reference, the following objectives of the study
were identified:

— to identify theoretical aspects of the research problem
based on the systemization of specialised literature;

— to characterize a notion of institutionalised business
discourse in terms of modern linguistics;

— to characterize main approaches to the learning of
business discourse;

— to identify national and cultural peculiarities of
business discourse;

—  to describe linguistic, social and cultural peculiarities of
business discourse in Russian and English culture of languages.

The research object is a written form of business discourse as a
type of Russian and English business communication.

The subject of the study are social, cultural, lexico-grammatical
and stylistic peculiarities of written form of business discourse in
Russian and English business communication. The research work is
based on the hypothesis: a written form of business discourse is a type
of institutional business discourse. A written form of business discourse
is based on the ritual aspect and unithood of clichés and phrases
according to pragmatic functions of the Russian and English languages.

The following methods were used in the research work: a
descriptive method, a contextual analysis, a comparative analysis, a
discourse analysis, induction, deduction, synthesis, formal logic.
Methodological basis for the study is fundamental provisions
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represented in research works of leading domestic and foreign scholars
(Benvenist E., Seriot P., Stabs R., Luis R., Hall E., Karasik V.I., Kibrik
A.A., Plungyan V.A., Vezhbitskaya A., Vvedenskaya L.A,
Kybryakova E.S., Arutyunova N.D., Sternin LA., Alefirenko N.F.) and
devoted to business discourse and intercultural communication. A
practical base for the research is documents of a legal internet portal of
Eurasian Economic Union, databases of United Nations, official
website of the White House, business letters of intercultural business
negotiations.

Theoretical and practical significance of the research work lies in
the fact that conclusions, synthesis, data can serve as a basis for further
research on the issue.

Practical significance of the work is the possibility of applying data
in intercultural negotiations.

History of an official style in English communication

History of the English business language began in the second half of
the 16" century, when the first English printed manuals were published.
Until the 16" century, Englishmen had to use manuals, printed in Latin,
French, and Italian or manuals for writing manuscripts. Manuals of that
period allow to find out what theoretical knowledge was necessary for
ordinary citizens. Theoretical basis of manuals provides information
about the level of the development of apistography in that period.
Elements of tradition “ars dictaminis” and medieval art of writing
letters can be found while researching the manuals. According to
Donald Dickson (1985), classical models of letters of Renaissance
period, in particular «The Enemy of Idleness», written in 1568 by
William Fulwud, played an important role in the development of the
English business language. This is a compendium of umbrella letters,
copying the style, structure, lexical and grammatical peculiarities of
epistolary heritage of Cicero. “The enemy of Idleness” along with “A
Panoply of Epistles” of Abraham Lincoln and “The English Secretary”
of Angel Day are included in the first letter-writing manuals.

“The enemy of idleness” is an adapted version of Jan de la Moin
“Le stile et maniere de composer, dicter, et escire toute sorte d’epistre,
ou lettres missives, tant par response, que autrement”, translated into
English and published in Lion in 1566. In his research work, Fulwud
identifies readership of that manual in the letter: “Right worshipful the
Master, Wardens, and Company of the Merchant Tailors of London”
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(“IlourennpiM  Mactepam, Hamsupatensm, IlouTeHHON KOMIaHUH
KoMMepuecknx optHbIX ). The author asserted that he was a merchant,
but it’s doubtful whether he was a member of “Merchant Tailor’ s
Company”. The author clarified an unusual title of the manual, pointed
to the role of letters in addressing immediate problems and idleness.
The first part is based on the tract of Erasm D. “De conscribendis
epistolis” (1552), devoted to theoretical questions.

Thanks to scientist Erasm D. an informal style of business letter was
established in the society. According to Erasm D., business letters are
divided into three groups: juridical, deliberative, demonstrative. This
classification can be also found in the first part of the manual “How to
Write under the Demonstrative Gender, in the Praise of Some Bodies”,
written by Fulwud. The second part of the manual is devoted to
scientists, humanists and intellectuals, interested in new learning.

The most important information is in parts 3-4, where we can find
letters of outstanding people, describing diverse living situations and
problems. Those letters are addressed to the members of the family and
business partners. Abragham Fleming didn’t follow the pattern “The
enemy of idleness” in his research work “A Panoply of Epistles”,
written in 1576. In the introduction “To the Learned and Unlearned
Reader”, we can see a title of the book “An epitome of precepts
whereby the ignorant may learn to indite, according to skill and order,
reduced into a Dialogue between the Master and the scholar”. These
rules are presented in the form of a dialogue between a teacher and a
pupil. “A Panoply of Epistles” was intended for a wide audience, but
expectations were subverted and the manual wasn’t popular. There was
a translation of Latin letter-writing theory with examples of letters of
famous people in this manual. Theoretical principles were taken from
“Methodus Conscribendi Epistolas” by Christopher Hegendorft.

Day’s “The English Secreatry” follows the structure of “The Enemy
of Idleness”, presenting theoretical knowledge and practical advice. It
proves that readers were attracted by the combination of theory and
practical advice in this manual. One of the works of Daniel Defoe “The
Complete English Tradesman” (1727) has played an important role in
the development of English business language. There is practical advice
on written business English in chapters “Of the Trading Style” and “Of
a Tradesman's Writing Letters” of the work. Daniel Defoe’s work
allows us to trace the development of written business English in terms
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of historical, social, economic and political context.

Mary T. Carbon associates the origin of business language with the
names of famous orators of 18" century, such as George Kampbell,
Hue Blair, Richard Weitly.

These orators established fundamental principles of modern
business communication, based on traditions of public speaking of
Ancient Rome: adaptation of the text for the audience, standard style in
epistolography and in letter-writing. These principles were later
developed by orators and scientists of the 19" and 20" centuries. In
1916 the first textbook on business communication appeared: “Business
English. Its Principles and Practice” by George Berton Gochkis. The
author pays much attention to the importance of rhetorical principle

CUE (Coherence, Unity, Emphasis) and the law of language
orientation of a recipient in accordance with the existing principles of
business communication.

From the above it follows that, the development of business
language is directly related to the first English printed manuals on
business letter-writing, such as: “The Enemy of Idleness” by William
Fullwud, “A Panoply of Epistles” by Abraham Flemming, “The
English Secretary” by Angel Day, published in the 16" century.

The further development of business English is associated with the
names of British orators George Kampbell, Hue Blair, Richard Weitly.
An invaluable contribution to the development of an official style was
made by George Berton Gochkis, the author of the first manuals on
business English.

Development of an official style in Russian communication

Russian official style is deeply rooted in the history of the Old
Russian state.

The first written official documents became available after the
development of writing in the 10™ century. The examples of these
documents are the texts of contracts, concluded between Russians and
Greeks in 907, 911 and 971. At an early stage of the development, an
official style was used in such spheres of public life as international
relations and foreign trade and dealt with issues, related to private
property. In the 20" century, a Code of Laws of Kievan Rus — the
Russkaya Pravda — was created. This monument of writing presents us
with the opportunity to judge the level of the development of the
system of political and legal terminology of that time. The charter of
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Grand Prince Mstislav Volodimirovich and his son Vsevolod was the
second important document of historic significance in 1130, as there
was a special formula with the names of witnesses of the transaction
and a man, who seals and signs a document. One of the key points in
the development of Russian business letter were paper work and
proceedings of the 15-17" century. It is related to the creation of
Russian Centralized State and State public affairs. An official language
is regarded as a standard language. Business letters had a number of
essential characteristics in that period: the order of the material, textual
formulations and information items, such as requisites and linguistic
units (Vvedenskaya, 2004). In 1720 General regulations introduced a
new “collegiate” system of office procedures, named after new
institutions — “colleges”. In the collegiate system of office procedures,
an official language progressively split off from conversational style
and included a lot of new terms and borrowings. They are:
“agMuHMCTpaTOp”, ‘“‘aceccop”, “Oyxrairep”’, “MUHHUCTD”, ‘“‘Makiep’,
“rybepuarop”,  “ry0epHus’,  “OayuioTHpOBaThH’,  “‘ameIuIAIuUs’,
“>xypHaI”, “UHCTPYKIWS, “parmopt”’, “ImpoToKoN”, “akT” etc.

Numerous linguistic borrowings resulted from the aspiration of
Peter 1 to align a Russian official writing style with European patterns
and models of writing letters.

Models of documents, called “general application forms”, were
developed. New norms of paperwork, standards of titles, rules of
appropriate addressing, including ranks and titles were also considered.
A number of props are also introduced, denoting different stages of
document processing: index registers, signatures, a mark indicating a
ratification etc. After the development of a literary language,

functional varieties of the language were established in XIX century.
In 1811 a process of unification of business letters was ratified and an
institution of ministers was established. Such features of an official
style as a non-personal type of speech,

a lexical and morphological monotony, a logical organisation of the
text, standardisation began to develop. Official letters, written on
internal forms with props, were widely distributed in the 19" century.
Paperwork management and literature was developing at that period.
Letter books with letter samples appeared and researches in the area of
Russian business correspondence were conducted (Krasivova, 2001).
In the 20" century the State apparatus was changed, as a result of which
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the introduction of new rules of paperwork was necessary. A problem
of unification and standardization of documents became urgent, which
was partially solved in 1918 after establishment of unique blank forms.
By the end of the 20-s an intensive work on the establishment of new
standards of official correspondence began. A Cabinet of
standardisation was established, focused on issues of the development
of standards for such official letters as protocols, telegrams,
notifications, management letters. The project “General rules of
paperwork and document management” played a significant role in
addressing the challenges in 1931. Researches and theoretical
conclusions of domestic and foreign scientists, practical experience and
lessons learned were compiled and generalised (Vvedenskaya, 2004).
Establishment of Unified State System of documentation was an
important stage in standardization practice in the 80-s. All-Union
classification and aligned system of documents were developed at that
time (Vvedenskaya, 2004). The format and content of business
communication changed considerably in the late 20th and early 21st
centuries. This is linked to the development of business, commerce and
integration of Russian economy into the global economy, that require
the introduction of new types of business correspondence and business
communication skills in international practice. Having analysed the
process of the development of the written form of business
communication, we can conclude that an official style of the Russian
language has changed significantly in the history of the development.
However, it was based on a wealth of experience of previous
generations.

Specific character of business communication culture in the
English-speaking countries

Despite the fact that business communication has general
requirements and characteristics, there are differences in
communication behaviour, communication rules, manner of speaking,
preferences in different societies and groups. One of the new tendencies
in the language learning, called “contrastive pragmatics” is considering
the matter now. Vezhbitskaya A. identifies three concepts within the
framework of this tendency: 1) people speak in different ways
according to the society they belong to. 2) Differences in the ways of
speaking reflect cultural values and hierarchy of values of this group. 3)
These differences are significant and systematic (Vezhbitskaya, 2003).
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Participants in communication should have cultural competence for
effective business communication, negotiations and meetings. This
term designates the ability to see value in cultural attitudes and cultural
values of partners and the impact of these differences on business
communication (Vezhbitskaya, 2003). Having analysed peculiarities of
business communication in English-speaking countries, we can state
that British mindset is characterised by formalism and conservatism.
They have a specific culture, which is different from culture of other
countries due to its insularity. The British culture is considered a
“middle ground” between excessive formalism, intrinsic to Germany,
and American familiarity. Conservatism is reflected in the British style
of business communication. It is expressed in respecting traditions of
negotiating and demeanour. English businessmen follow specific rituals
and rules of business communication. There are some issues to be
clarified before negotiating. An appointment should be made only after
obtaining proper information about price levels, a tendency,
characteristics of market and existing trends, information about
characteristics of a firm and its employees (Igebaeva, 2009). British
entrepreneurs analyze the market carefully and the situation in the
market. Short-term and long-term forecasting is an integral part of this
process. It is notable that British businessmen prefer to enter into
contracts, making a profit in the near future and avoiding wasteful
expenditures.

The usual way to begin negotiations, business communication in
Britain would be with mundane concerns (the weather, sport, news),
not with the topic of the discussion. If you are doing business with
English businessmen, you should prove that universal human values are
more important than commercial interests (Emisheva, 2000). British
style of business communication is challenging for representatives of
other cultures, as it combines indirect communication and direct
communication. The latter is used when discussing figures, quantity,
data, price policy of a company. The style of the communication is
indirect, as the British business communication is characterized by
understatements.

Consider the following sentence, characteristic to British style of
business communication: “If you have time you may want to look into
that.” (Ecm y Bac ectb Bpems, To Bbl Morim Obl 3aHUMAarbCs 3TUM
BorpocoM). Representatives of countries, dominated by direct style of
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communication, would not consider this statement as an order, though
it is a demand for action in British style of communication. It is
common to substitute negative statements for positive ones. For
instance: the statement “I disagree” (s He cornacen) is substituted for “I
think you have made several excellent points there but have you ever
considered...” (S cumraro, yTo BBl TpEKpacHO BBIPA3UIN CBOIO
MO3HIINIO, HO HE JyMaiH Ju Bel o...).

Lack of interest in the proposed topic is expressed in the following
way: “That’s an interesting point” (3To HHTEpeCHast TOUKA 3PCHUS).

Humor is another specific feature of British style of business
communication. English humor permeates all levels of business
communication and is considered the main instrument of
communication. The more complex and strained situation, the more
likely you will hear a joke. It does not mean that British people don’t
take the situation seriously. Point is that Britons don’t like boring
meetings and strained relations, that’s why they resort to different
forms of humour and tactics to ginger up the talk and keep the situation
calm. It’s preferable to be self-critical than to promote yourself by
creating positive image. People, boasting about their achievements and
positive traits are not considered credible. Such behaviour is considered
bad and spoil the impression about this man. Restraint inherent to
Britons is reflected in business communication. They keep their temper
and restrain themselves, avoiding categorical propositions, questions
about private life.

It’s typical for Britons to listen patiently to an interlocutor, not
objecting and opposing. But it does not mean approval and consent.
Self-control is considered a human dignity, explaining such a
behaviour. Members of the British delegation are considered to be good
psychologists in the negotiations. During the negotiations, great
attention is paid to studying habits and tendencies of a partner. It’s
probably due to studying psychology in British universities, which is
obligatory in training of specialists in the field of international relations
and political science. Now, let’s consider an American style of business
communication. Features of an American model of business
communication reflect an American culture. An anthropologist E. Hall
identifies lower-context and high-context cultures, depending on the
context of the communication. Hall defines intercultural
communication as a form of communication that shares information
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across different cultures and social groups. One framework for
approaching intercultural communication is with high-context and low-
context cultures, which refer to the value cultures place on indirect and
direct communication.

According to the classification of E. Hall, an American culture is
considered lower-context (Hall, 1976). A low-context culture relies on
explicit communication. In low-context communication, more of the
information in a message is spelled out and defined. Informality is a
mark of low-context cultures. This is because low-context cultures are
generally short-term encounters of people who are open to outsiders.
Language is another key determinant of low-context culture. Low-
context cultures use very distinct and detailed modes of
communication.

The information is given in the words, not in the context. A direct
style of communication is preferable. In low-context cultures, great
importance is attached to oral and written speech. Discussion of details
is extremely important; nothing is left in the air. This is precisely why
representatives of this culture put emphasis on  contracts, documents
and agreements. Low-context cultures have the following features: 1)
non-verbal communication is of low priority. 2) Everything is
expressed through verbal communication, an assessment is made. 3)
Expressing of dissatisfaction is possible in certain cases. 4) A conflict is
constructive, resolving the question. Thus, a direct style of
communication is characteristic for American style of business
communication. All the statements are brief and unambiguous,
avoiding misunderstanding. Americans do not waste time on
formalities and get to the heart of the issue. Concurrently, they make
show of friendship, openness and positive energy and thinking. They
prefer informal, unofficial style of communication and are good with
humour in the negotiating process. Sarcasm is considered the main
factor of negotiations, facilitating work and reducing time.

It’s notable that representatives of an American culture, as well as
representatives of low-context culture, make friends easily, but
interpersonal relations are superficial and temporary. Americans
identify different types of friendship: “work friends”, “sport friends”,
“family friends”, “vacation friends”, etc. An American style of
negotiating is aggressive and rapid. However, it is a feature of an
American style of business communication. In a whole, activity of
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American delegations is professional. They make thorough preparations
for negotiations, requiring efficiency and effectiveness from their
partners too (Lantsov, 2008).

The words of Franklin “Time is money” guide Americans in their
work, as they value the time. Punctuality is primary for them. They live
on a schedule. Silence is a bad sign in the negotiations for the
representatives of American delegations. It means discontent,
irresolution, misunderstanding, a risk for open communication.

They arrive at a decision rapidly and change their mind very
seldom. A distinctive feature of an American style is predominance of
unofficial words. This is born out of the historical experience: it is
connected with the desire of colonists to differ from aristocrats. In the
book of American historian K. Cmiel “Democratic Eloquence”, one can
follow the process of American speech development from 1775 to
1900. The author notifies, that it was A. Lincoln, who maintained pre-
revolutionary traditions of communicating in the civil area (Cmiel,
1991).

Here is a table as an example, where American and British variants
of various expressions in business communication are given. American
direct style and British indirect style of communication are compared.

American business British business
communication communication

Jack’ll blow his top. “V Our chairman might tend to

Jlxeka Kpblia cbener”. disagree. “Ham pykoBomutenb

BO3MOYKHO HE COTTIACHUTCS C OTHM .

You gotta be kidding. “Begi, Hmm, that’s an interesting idea.

JOIKHO OBITh, IIYTUTE .

“XMM, HHTEpecHas uaes’ .

Bean counters drive me mad.

Accountants can be frustrating.

“CueroBoAbl MEHS BBIBOIAT U3 “Byxranarepsl MOryT HHOrIa
paBHOBecHS . pa304apoBhHIBATh .
It’s the only game in town. I'm afraid, there is no other
“3T0 eAMHCTBEHHBIN BBIXOT . choice.
“K  coxaneHurlo, Jpyroro

BBIXOJ1a HET .

If they ever come back from
the grave. “Ecim oHu Kkorja-
HUOYIb BOCCTaHYT U3 MEPTBBIX .

If they are ever a force in
business again. “Eciu oHH omsTh
CTaHyT BJIMSATEIIBHBIMU B
OusHece”.
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We had sticker-shocked the We had overpriced the product.
consumers right off their feet. | “Mbl cunbHO 3aBBICHMIM IIEHY Ha
“Hammm morpebutrenn Obui B | TOBap .

LIOKE OT TPaOHUTEIbCKUX LIEH .

You’re going to get hurt. 'm not sure this s
“VY Bac OynyT norepu’. advantageous for you. “S He
yBEpEeH, YTO 3TO  peIleHue
MIPUHECET BaM BHIToy .

Table 1

Having analyzed the foregoing, we have come to conclusion that
American and British styles have some peculiarities. The British style
implies keeping up traditions and rituals of business communication,
reflecting British conservatism. The usual way to begin negotiations in
British business communication would be with unrelated topics,
showing the importance of universal human values. It should be noted
that British style combines indirect and direct styles of communication.
However, an indirect style is leading, as ‘““understatements” are
characteristic for British business communication. Humor is also
characteristic for British business communication. American business
communication, as a part of lower-context culture, is characterized by
open communication style. All the statements are brief and
unambiguous. Non-verbal forms of communication are of minor
importance; all the statements are expressed through verbal
communication.

Americans, in turn, do not waste time on formalities and get right to
the point. Notably, American communication style is characterized by
high rate of discussion and predominance of non-formal words.
Americans prefer non-official style of communication and use humor in
the discussions and negotiations.

Specific character of business communication culture in Russia.

In XXI century, cross-cultural studies are the most urgent and highly
important in intercultural business communication. Russian
entrepreneurs are increasingly required to cooperate with foreign
partners and collaborate with foreign companies. Certainly, Russian
style of business communication, like every other national style, has
some characteristics. Unobvious for the representatives of Russian
culture, these features are extremely important for representatives of
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other cultures. American scientists identify such features as mood
swings and change of attitude to a business partner, when analysing
Russian style of business communication. A friendly attitude can be
replaced by official one and vice versa.

While meeting and saying goodbye, a handshake is the main ritual
in Russian business culture. It is noteworthy that the common feature
for Russian and American styles is carefully prepared statements and
professionalism. Furthermore, a written commendation is considered to
be a good manner in Russian business communication (Lantsov, 2008).
Richard Luis analyses differences and similarities of Russian and
American business communication in his book “When cultures collide:
leading across cultures”. The author explored the vital question of how
the mind is conditioned, culturally, at an early age. The common
features for Russian and American business communication are love
for technology, hospitality, multi-ethnicity, expansionist approach
towards problems, etc. Negotiations with the representatives of Russian
delegations are compared with a chess game since advance planning is
preferable in Russian business communication. Business partners are
considered to think about consequences of their actions before taking
any decision. A spirit of compromise is regarded as a sign of weakness
in Russian business communication. In a deadlock situation,
representatives of Russian delegations show patience and tolerance to
find solutions to challenges. In general, Russian partners don’t take
risks and operate cautiously. Russian partners prefer not to take any risk
and operate cautiously on the whole. They choose the lesser of two
evils, discussing risky and less risky options. Representatives of
Russian delegations have very limited capacity to operate and can’t
take initiatives on their own. It should be noted that, there is a general
upward tendency of using direct and open styles of speech nowadays.

Comprehensive and conceptual approaches are adopted in Russian
negotiating style in consideration and adoption of agreements as
opposed to American and German incremental approaches. Adoption of
a conceptual approach raises some difficulties while working out and
clarifying details in the follow-up process in a lot of ways.

It is for these reasons that the main feature of Russian style of
business communication is considered to be a focus on common
objectives and inadequate attention towards the ways of achieving.
Contractual arrangements are not so obligatory in consciousness of
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Russian society as opposed to Western mindset.

Russian and Asian views are the same in this regard. Besides,
sudden changes and new offers are often a cause of concern for Russian
representatives. It will always present difficulties to reach consensus
with directors.

It is usual for Russian business communication to address the
audience using pronouns “we” in the communication. So, it is an
indication that business communicators are considered collective
actors. A pronoun “I” is not only replaced with a pronoun “we” in
business communication, but it can also be omitted, which is
considered the norm of business correspondence. For example, we use
“it was done” instead of “I asked to do” or “I request to do it”. This fact
is also represented in the usage of collective nouns, such as
“directorate”,  “administration”,  “government” in  business
correspondence, when an official signs a document.

It means that an official (an author of a document or a business
letter) is a representative of the entire organisation.

Thus, we can distinguish frequent mood swings and attitudes to
business partners as the main features of Russian business
communication. Friendly attitude is replaced by more official and vice
versa. The significant feature is the predominance of conceptual and
comprehensive approach of negotiating, that is the reason for which
Russian style is considered to focus on common objectives and pays
insufficient attention to the ways of achieving goals.

Comparing Russian and American business communication, we can
identify other common features, such as demand for well-prepared
logic statements, presentations and performances and the usage of
pronoun “we” in their speech.

In general, negotiations with Russian representatives can be
compared with a chess game, as it is common for Russian business
partners to contemplate further actions beforehand.

So, we can conclude that the emergence and development of English
and Russian business communication are attributable to different
factors and characteristics.

The development of the English business language is connected
with the first English printed business letter-writing handbooks and
guides, whereas Russian official style was rooted in the history of old
Russian State and connected with the emergence of the first written
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official documents, i.e. treaties, signed between the Russians and
Greeks. So, we can see that the development of the English business
language is linked to names of English rhetoricians, while the
emergence of the Russian business language is tied to historical events,
such as the development of Russian centralised State.

The main feature of the British style of business communication is
respect for the traditions and rituals of business communication that
reflects British conservatism.

Humour is a significant feature of the British business language. The
British style combines indirect and direct styles of communication, but
the main communication style is indirect.

The American style reflects lower-context culture and is
characterised by open and direct communication style. Non-verbal
communication is of minor importance; as verbal communication plays
the primary role. The American style of negotiating is characterised by
rapid pace. Finally, one of the features of the American style of
business communication is the predominance of simple informal words
in the vocabulary.

Conclusion

Taking into account all the above mentioned theoretical
considerations and practical analyses allows us to conclude that
Russian business discourse is characterised by high degree of usage of
verbs in passive voice. The degree of usage of passive syntactic
constructions varies according to the type of a document. Whereas the
usage of such syntactical constructions is necessary in the Russian
business discourse, it is not common in the English business discourse
and it doesn’t distinguish an official style. An extensive use of modal
verbs is another feature of the English business discourse. The
distinctive characteristics also include the usage of gender-neutral
expressions and statements in official documents. It should be noted
that gender-neutral vocabulary is becoming more popular and widely
used in the English business discourse, notably gender-neutral
pronouns.

In the course of our research, we have arrived at the conclusion that
the most frequently used lexical units in the English written form of
business discourse are such verbs as “to promote”, “to exchange”, “to
encourage”, “to undertake” and participles, such as “wishing”,

LN

“recognizing”, “reaffirming”, “highlighting”.
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In the Russian business discourse, the most frequently used verbs
are “moJep>KUBaTh”, “‘COACUCTBOBATE , “OCYIIECTBISTE, “‘OKa3bIBATh
and participles “noarsepxnas’, “noauepkuBas’, “npusHaBas’. We can
also note the most frequently used catch phrases, such as “to enter into
an agreement” (BCTymaTb B corjamieHue), “at a short notice” (3a
KOPOTKHI CpOK/ MO TepBoMy TpeOoBaHmio), “to proceed with the
execution / to proceed an execution” (IpUCTyHarb K BBIIOJHEHHUIO),
“by mutual agreement” (mo B3aMMHOMY COrJaIlieHHI0), “by common
consent” (¢ o0IIero coracus).

Thus, the authors described and systemized the peculiarities and
features of written form of business discourse in the Russian and the

English languages.
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