* 3MEHIICHHSI JKUTTEBOTO IUKIY IPOAYKTY B HAYKOMICTKUX BHJAaX €KOHOMIYHOI JISUIBHOCTI,
OB’ sI3aHE SIK 13 3HAYHOIO 3MIHOIO MOIHUTY, TakK 13 MIBUAKICTIO HOBOBBE/IEHb Y BUPOOHUKIB;

- BUCOKAa I1IHOBA €JIACTUYHICTh IOBUTY B HAYKOMICTKMX Tally3iX, SIKI BHPOOJISIIOThH
IHHOBAIII}{H1 TOBapH.
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CYTHICTbD CKJAJOBHX KAJPOBOI BE3IEKH TEPKABHUX OPT'AHIB 1
OPI'AHI3ALIIN

KanpoBa Oe3neka € Ckj1aJl0BOI0 YaCTHHOIO CHCTEMH 3arajibHoi 0e3NeKkH oprasizauii nmopsi 3
IHIMUMU  CKJIQJIOBUMH — (DIHAHCOBOKO, CHJIOBOIO, 1H(MOPMAIIHHOI, TEXHIKO-TEXHOJIOTIUYHOIO,
MPaBOBOIO, EKOJIOTIYHOIO, IHBECTHIIHHOIO Ta 1H. ['0JIOBHOIO METOK 3a0e3medeHHs KaapoBOi
Oe3neKu opraHizalii € JOCSATHEHHS MaKCUMallbHOI CTaOUIbHOCTI i1 (DYHKLIOHYBAHHS, a TaKOX
CTBOPEHHSI OCHOBH 1 TIEPCIIEKTUB 3POCTaHHS ISl BUKOHAHHS 11 IIUICH HE3aJIEKHO BiJ 00'€KTUBHHUX 1
CyO'eKTMBHUX (aKTOpiB BIUIMBY (HEraTMBHUX BIUIMBIB, YMHHHUKIB pPH3HKY). 3a0e3neucHHi
BIJIOBIAHOTO PiBHA O€3MeKH € BKpall HEOoOX1IHUM JJsl opraHizaiiil Oyab-sKoi (OpMH BIIACHOCTI,
30Kpema, s Iep>)KaBHUX OpraxiB Biaau. Ha mporiec 3a0e3nedeHHs KaapoBoi Oe3MeKu B AepKaBHIN
cdepi BIIUBaAE 10CUTh O0arato (akTopis.

IIpu BHOCKOHaJIEHHI KaJpoBOi Oe3leKku B JepKaBHIA cdepl Ciii yCBIAOMMTH, IO JUIS
JOCATHEHHSI HaWOUIbIIOro e(eKkTy HEeoOXIJHO He TUIbKM BHUSBUTH MpoOJieMy 1 3HAWTHU WIUIAX ii
BUpIILIEHHS, a TaKOXX CHCTEMAaTH3yBaTU Ta B110Opa3uTH NpUHUUI 3MIHM npoueciB. Lle nmacte
MOJXJIUBICTh TPOCTEKUTH 3arpo3H, SKI IMEpPIOJUYHO MPOSBISIOTECA Ta PO3pOOUTH IMPOrpaMu
MIPOTHU/IIT 3arpo3aM.

3ale3neueHHs KaJpoBOi O€3MeKU JepKaBHUX OpPraHiB BJIaJU BKIIIOUYAE B ceOe SIK MIHIMyM TpU
OCHOBHI CKJIa/IOBI, TaKl sIK: IPUIHATTS Ha CIyXOY, JIOSUIBHICTD 1 KOHTPOJIb.

Jliia 3a0e3neueHHs KaJpoBoi Oe3neky JIep>KaBHUM OpraHaM 1 OopraHizailisiM ciif IpPOBOIAUTH
OUTBII peTeNbHI TepeBIpKM KaHIUIATiB Ha mocamd ( HaAMpUKIaA TepeBipka KaHAuIata Ha
MOJXJIUBICTh 3B'SI3KIB 13 KPUMIHAIBHUMM CTPYKTypaMmH, 3 SKUMH KOMEPLIHHUMHU OpraHizalisiMu
KaHaugaT abo Moro poaudi CIIBIPAIIOIOTH, PIBEHb JOXOMIIB KaHIWJATa Ta HOTO HaWOIMHKYMX
POJIMYIB, AUIOBA PEIyTAIlisl TOIIIO).

JlosBbHICTD MPOSIBISIETCS Uepe3 3B'SI30K CIIBPOOITHHKA 3 OpraHizalli€io, 1o 0a3yroThCs Ha
LIHHICHUX HOpMaxX, IPUHHATUX CIIBPOOITHUKOM 1 BIIMOBIAHOCTI iX BUMoram oprasizauii. Po6ora
BUKIIUKA€ Yy JIOSUIBHUX CIIIBPOOITHUKIB 3aJ0BOJIEHICTH 3MICTOM pPOOOTH, IO BHUKOHYETHCS B
oprasizaiiii, BIZ4yTTs yBaru i TypboTtu 3 OOKy opraizaiii, 3aJOBOJICHICTb CBOEI Kap'€epoio B
opraizailii, BHEBHEHICTb B JIOIUILHOCTI TPUBAJIOi poOOTH B JaHii opraHizaiii.

CxiaoBa KOHTpOJIO Toyisirae 'y (opMyBaHHI KOMIUIEKCY 3aXO[iB, BCTAHOBJIICHHX IS
MEePCOHANTY 1 MICTATHCS, HAMPHUKIA, B IOJIOKEHHAX, Kl O0'€IHYIOTh OOMEXKEHHS, PEKUMHU,
TEXHOJIOTIYH1 IPOLIeCH, OI[IHOYHI, KOHTPOJbHI Ta 1HIII omnepauii. Ile kommiekc Ge3nocepenHbo
CHPSIMOBAaHUM Ha JIIKBIAAIII0 MOXJIMBUX 3arpo3. SIK mpaBmiio, KIOYOBA POJIb B TIPOIIECT KOHTPOJIEO
BIIBOAMUTHCS CITyk01 Oe3reku ado HIIUM HiAPO3/IaM 1 B MEHIIIHA Mipi ciyk01 mepcoHaiy.

®opmyBaHHA TpodeciiHO MIATOTOBJIEHOTO amapary JepKaBHUX OpraHiB BIagu Ta
oprasizaiiiif, 31aTHOTO JI0 MOCTIHHOIO Ta JUHAMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY, IPABOMIPHO BBAXKAE€ThCSA OJHUM
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THE IMPACT OF NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION ON CUSTOMER’S
PERCEPTIONS OF SERVICE ENCOUNTERS

The customer’s evaluation of the service quality is hugely impacted by the interaction
between service personnel and customers, which is commonly referred to as service encounters [5,
pp. 99-111]. Service encounters are therefore a popular focus of interest among service managers
and researchers who attempt to examine the processes underlying the customer’s evaluation of
service experience. The goals of research performed, or commissioned, by managers include
finding ways to improve the quality of service interactions in their businesses. Therefore, leading
service providers (e.g. Marriott Hotel Corp) invest considerably in auditing their service personnel
behaviours in order to select such behavioural patterns that are most favourably perceived by the
customers [6, pp. 378-391].

It has been widely accepted that the employees who naturally express friendliness,
responsiveness, and enthusiasm, receive positive customers evaluation, which largely contributes
to the positive evaluation of the whole service consumption experience and the service quality. It is
also commonly known that the verbal behaviour of the contact personnel (e.g. using expressions of
greeting and courtesy) during the encounter has a huge impact on the customer’s perceptions of the
employee friendliness, which enhances the perception of the service interaction [2, pp. 147-65].
However, the influence of nonverbal communication —an equally salient component of the contact
personnel behaviour — on service encounters has received relatively less attention from scholars and
business practitioners. Interestingly, nearly half of response variations being displayed in the course
of interpersonal communication can be attributed to nonverbal communication [3]. Some authors
suggest that in respect of communicating thoughts and emotions nonverbal communication
accounts for nearly 70 percent of all communication [1, pp. 59-60]. It has also been claimed that
although both verbal and nonverbal cues affect reactions, it is the nonverbal cues that influence
inferences about relationships and feelings more heavily [7, pp.151-75].

From the customers' perspective the evaluation of service experience is closely related to the
service provider and it varies according to valence and directionality of affect. For example, having
received pleasing nonverbal cues, producing positive feelings, customers may be encouraged to
associate positive characteristics with service providers. Conversely, having received unpleasant
nonverbal cues, the customers are more likely to perceive service providers less favourably.

The use of kinesics, i.e. body movements, is a good example of the nonverbal communication
impact on the overall reception of the interactant. Cues such as body orientation (e.g. relaxed, open
posture), eye contact, nodding, hand shaking, and smiling, carry important messages. As it has been
suggested by research results the cues of casual smiling, light laughter, forward body lean, open
body posture, and frequent eye contact are perceived as positive signals as they are associated with
intimacy and non-dominance, which often translate into friendliness and courtesy. Conversely,
other forms of kinesics, contrasting with the ones above mentioned, such as stoic facial expressions,
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