!i’ RUDN Journal of Language Studies, Semiotics and Semantics 2018 Vol.9 No4 859—882
L/ Becthuk PYAH. Cepua: TEOPUS A3blKA. CEMUOTUKA. CEMAHTUKA http://journals.rudn.ru/semiotics-semantics

YOK: 81'42:81'27
DOI: 10.22363/2313-2299-2018-9-4-859-882

STRONG, WEAK AND AVERAGE LINGUISTIC PERSONALITY
IN COMMUNICATIVE-PRAGMATIC
AND LINGUOCULTUROLOGICAL ASPECTS

Olga A. Kadilina', Elena N. Ryadchikova®

'RUDN University
6, Miklouho-Maclay st., Moscow, 117198

*Kuban State University
149, Stavropol st., Krasnodar, 350040

Abstract. The goal of this research is to elicit the list of linguistic, pragmatic and cultural parameters
that characterize strong linguistic personality and on the other hand week linguistic personality along
with generalized average linguistic personality and to define their verbal behavior during verbal communi-
cation. In this regard, it is necessary to define individual stylistic characteristics for a strong linguistic per-
sonality; to determine skills and knowledge for a strong linguistic personality taking into consideration
unique interpersonal and intercultural communication; to review the national, cultural specifics for the
strong linguistic personality who belongs to English-American speech culture; to reveal the motives leading
to formation of the English-speaking strong linguistic personality; to analyze the communicative problems
of the weak linguistic personality. The aspects mentioned above have determined the fact that in our study
we refer to such issues as parameterization and linguistic personality behavior in the field of interpersonal
and intercultural communication, the search for the people’s talk exchange optimum alternatives. The
contexts from D. Carnegie books are the illustrative material of our article.
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INTRODUCTION

Linguistic personality study is one of the most relevant issues in modern linguistics.
The reason to address to this topic is that “linguistic personality issues are — “eternal”
[1.P.9].

As E.A. Dryangina notes, “the ideas that cover this notion were presented in the
works of V.V. Vinogradov [“On fictional prose”], Slavcho Petkov [“Language and
personality”’], and R.A. Budagov [“Man and his language”]. However, there is no
performance of a substantial integral linguistic personality as a communicative entity
in any of the works given below” [2. P. 219].

Many scientists place a particular focus on the fact that these problems need
extensive analysis. V. Von Humboldt also spoke about the enormous influence of
language on a person: “A man is a man only because of the language... there are no
thoughts without language, human thinking becomes possible only thanks to language”
[quoted in: 3. P. 97]. Currently, linguists pay significant attention to the study of this

LANGUAGE THEORY 859



Kamumuna O.A. u ap. Becmuux PY][H. Cepus: Teopus sizvika. Cemuomuxa. Cemanmuxa. 2018. T. 9. Ne 4. C. 859—882

influence. At the end of the twentieth century, scientists ascertained the fact that we are
witnessing a transition from language linguistics to communication linguistics. Therefore,
there was an urgent need to study “the linguistic ability of the ideal speaker/listener,
his language skills, his competence” [4. P. 18].

The linguistic personality is the study focus for many linguists. This term is con-
sidered to be “the core system-forming philological concept, nowadays evaluated
as integrative, which set the stage for the new milestone in linguistics development —
anthropological linguistics. A linguistic personality is a cross-cutting idea that strikes
all the language learning aspects™ [5. P. 439].

The activity principle of understanding and explaining linguistic phenomena put
forward the personality idea as the center of linguistic paradigm, significantly changing
the accents alignment in its description: along with the creation of native speakers’
theoretical models, the communicative activity aspect of the linguistic personality study
is becoming increasingly important.

This should be done in both theoretical and applied aspects. As far as in the recent
past the emphasis in our country was placed on the universal, mass, average, so
“the prospects of modern society development suggest that personality traits of each
person are becoming essential. Availability of highly skilled specialists in any field
becomes vital, and the emphasis is put on the requirements to raise intellectual level for
every member of the society. Apart from this, as things go nowadays a high command
of the speech art is directly related to the level of income for representatives of many
professions: it greatly depends on the ability to attract and retain customers, make deals,
reach agreements. It goes without saying, professional knowledge is not the only thing
needed here, a common speech culture, personal charm are also required [which is
fashionably called charisma], a certain image” [6. P. 19]. Along with that, we must not
forget that the cultural, scientific and economic contacts of different countries and their
peoples, which have sharply increased in our time, inevitably put a premium on the
communicative approach to learning, because it contributes a lot to the understanding
and cooperation of people from different cultures.

In recent years, linguists have been actively solving the problem of studying
a language personality in general and a strong language personality in particular.
However, there are very few studies devoted to the parameterization of a weak linguistic
personality: firstly, in everyday life, a weak linguistic personality seems to be general-
ized — this is the one who ““speaks poorly”, “makes mistakes’; secondly, in the scientific
understanding of a weak linguistic personality a priori, it is considered to be simply
the one who does not possess signs of a strong linguistic personality. Nevertheless, it is
widely known, that in order to successfully fight an enemy, you need to know him well,
therefore it is necessary to study the main characteristics of a weak linguistic personality
more clearly, specifically and in detail. This is significant because, unfortunately, those
who can be called a “weak linguistic personality” are now, much more observed than
in previous centuries. “With the scientific and technological progress, the media, when
the person’s speaking functions become less in demand compared to all the previous
centuries of human civilization, especially as a result of the narrow range of people’s
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direct communication, the linguistic personality in developed countries takes more
passive, comfortable observer’s position. Even creative human activity now does not
require the involvement of all personal qualities on such a scale as it was necessary
before. Apparently, this tendency is an ambiguous notion “double-edged sword™:
on the one hand, there are more opportunities for the development of highly specialized
knowledge and skills, but on the other hand, an eloquent expression of Kozma Prutkov
that a narrowly focused specialist is like a flux has not lost its relevance. Focusing on
the cultivation of one thing, a person ceases to be self-sufficient, loses the harmony
of development and appearance aesthetics. The most important thing is that the ease
and simplicity of communicating with people of another specialty, is lost, because these
skills simply do not develop, and, as you know, everything that does not develop begins
to degrade over time and can atrophy at all” [6. P. 19].

G.G. Infantova put forward the following assumption. Due to the fact that “strong
linguistic personality” concept has “come into official scientific use, and ... this concept
in modern linguistic methods has a practical aspect which is important for all its levels,
its scientific understanding is necessary as much as the definition of its parameters and
introduction to the general linguistic context, correlation with other concepts of speech
character” [7. P. 64]. So much more it is important “since the problem has just been
adumbrated on general issues concerning the anthropocentric approach to the language
study and on private issues; speech portraits of the different cultures native speakers
has not been published yet, there is still no complete clarity in the very typology of
speech cultures, many concepts related to the problem “language and personality” are
not clearly defined. This could be applied, in particular, to the concept of “strong
linguistic personality” [ibid. P. 64]. Moreover, although Dale Carnegie said, “per-
sonality is something vague and elusive, not amenable to analysis, like the smell of
violet” [8. P. 384] because of its complexity and multiformity, it is necessary to take
steps in this direction.

For modern science, the interest is no longer just a person in general, but a person-
ality, i.e. a specific person, a carrier of consciousness and language, possessing a complex
inner world and a definite attitude towards fate, material world and other people.

At this point, a global, interdisciplinary approach to the interpretation of the lan-
guage essence has been formed as a specific human phenomenon, through which one
can understand the nature of a person, its place in the society and ethnicity, its intellectual
and creative potential, i.e. think deeper what a person is [9. P. 103].

1. THE HISTORY OF THE “LANGUAGE PERSONALITY”
PHENOMENON STUDY

The term “linguistic personality” was first used by V.V. Vinogradov in 1930.
“The word personality, which has a bright coloring of the Russian national-language
cogitative system, contains elements of international and, above all, European under-
standing of the corresponding volume of ideas and concepts about man and society,
about social individuality in its relation to the collective and the state” [10. P. 271].
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G.I. Bogin suggests a linguistic personality' should be displayed as a person with
idiomatic speech, who has the ability to use the language system in his activity at
large [11. P. 3]. There is a similar understanding given by Y.N. Karaulov: “A linguistic
personality is a personality expressed in language [texts] and through language, it is
a personality reconstructed in its main features on the language means basis” [12. P. 38].

The study of linguistic personality is currently multidimensional, large-scale and
involves the data from many related sciences. Many scientists speak of a multi-layered,
multi-level linguistic personality.

V.V. Krasnyh summarizes the “personal” phenomena, enclosed in the concepts
of “a man speaking”, “linguistic personality”, “verbal personality”, “communicative
personality”, in the definition of “man speaking”, the content of which appears as
“a personality phenomenon complex — as a linguistic, verbal and communicative
personality” [13. P. 160]. However, it occurs that the concept of a “man speaking” is
a little narrower compared to the term “communicative personality”, since speaking is
a one-way process, implying only the ability to produce speech, while communication
is a two-sided and multilateral process involving more knowledge and skills connected
to the impact on the interlocutor and tracking this impact.

Undoubtedly, Dale Carnegie [1888—1955] was an outstanding linguistic person-
ality — a native speaker of English, an oratory and culture of speech communication
promoter of the twentieth century. He “created a one-of-a-kind learning system —
an amazing comprehensive course covering the practice of public speaking, the art of
persuading, relationships problems between people, and applied psychology” [14. P. 32].

The linguistic personality is a social phenomenon, but it also has an individual
aspect. The imprint of individuality must be present in every speech. The author’s
linguistic identity is necessarily represented in one way or another and so, accordingly,
could be easily followed in the text composed. Each linguistic personality is formed
because of a certain person’s appropriation of all the linguistic wealth created by
the predecessors.

The language of a particular personality consists to a greater degree of a common
language and to a lesser degree — of individual linguistic features. However, these
features precisely can sometimes play a decisive role in speech utterance and have the
impact on the associates.

While describing this D. Carnegie, cites the lectures of two aviators who made
the first flight from London to Australia as an example:

“They had identically the same experience, they had sat side by side as they flew
halfway around the world, and they delivered the same talk, almost word for word. Yet
somehow it didn’t sound like the same talk at all. There is something beside the mere words
in a talk which counts. 1t is the flavor with which they are delivered” [15. P. 197].

' As for the term «linguistic personality», as V.V. Krasnykh notes, it was introduced into everyday
scientific lexicon by Y.N. Karaulov; although many scholars consider G.I. Bogin to be the author
of the term, who introduced and substantiated this concept in his doctoral dissertation in 1984
in «The Model of a Linguistic Personality and its Relation to Varieties of Texts» [see 13. P. 148—149].
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N.D. Golev proposes to designate the term “anthropotext” [16. P.15] as the text that
manifests the properties of a linguistic personality [16. P. 15]. There is every reason
to attribute the books of D. Carnegie on the art of verbal communication to the category
of anthropotex.

The human speech is affected by many constant and variable factors that made it
possible to create linguocultural types. There are certain prerequisites for constructing
a person’s speech portrait based on lexical-grammatical, cognitive and intentionally
interactive levels of personality discourse. Our research is carried out in compliance
with the first of this thesis — in the aspect of ideolecticism, for which it is important
to take into account linguistic factors, their understanding and interpretation.

The linguistic personality should not be considered as something indiscrete, but
one should produce a certain gradation, create a hierarchy of its types, qualify the types
of linguistic personality according to the signs of strength and weakness manifestation
depending on their ability to produce and analyze a verbal behavior. Linguistic person-
alities modeling based on linguistic criteria turned out to be possible built upon discursive
parameters, so it reflects sociocultural conditions to a large extent, as well as psychologi-
cal variables. Y.N. Karaulov identifies three levels of linguistic personality: verbal-
semantic, linguistic-cognitive (thesaurus) and pragmatic (or motivational) [12. P. 5].

2. CLASSIFICATIONS OF LINGUISTIC PERSONALITIES

There is a number of classifications of linguistic personalities in modern linguistics.
The classification of linguistic personalities seems to be the most accurate, if it includes
three components: 1) a weak linguistic personality; 2) average linguistic personality;
3) strong (elite) linguistic personality. This classification allows you to select the main
criteria, characteristics and abilities of each of these types. The same talk given on behalf
of a weak, medium and strong linguistic personality will differ.

2.1. Average language personality

The concept of an average native speaker in linguistic literature has not been
defined yet; the knowledge of his national and cultural issues has not been fully described
in a language.

Possibly, dealing with the “average” native speaker does not cause much zeal
in domestic linguists, not only because of the fact that the boundaries and the criteria
of such a person are vague, but also because “in the Russian language the mediocrity,
being average, the lack of clear individual features are perceived as negative. In the cul-
tural-linguistic society of the Russian language speakers, the qualitative uncertainty of
a person is negatively evaluated — inconsistency, instability of its value-motivational
structure” [17. P. 189]. In this case, the semantic dominant of a person is mediocrity
and inability to create. From our point of view, the concept of average linguistic person-
ality does not imply “semi-literacy”, but full literacy, albeit without much skill. The
average linguistic personality — unlike the artist in words — can be characterized by
simple regularity of speech and nothing more. In interpersonal verbal communication,
the averaged linguistic personality, as a rule, does not think about oratorical skills, about
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the impression the words make, about the comfort of communication, about the methods
and means of helping to gain and retain the interlocutor’s attention.
Let us give an example:

“In the process of getting and holding audience, which is the first purpose of every
speaker, there is one aid, one technique, that is of the highest importance. Yet, it is all but
ignored. The average speaker does not seem to be aware of its existence. He has probably
never consciously thought about it at all. I refer to the process of using words that create
pictures. The speaker who is easy to listen to is the one who set images floating before

your eyes. The one who employs foggy, common-place, colorless symbols sets the audience
to nodding” [15. P. 82].

However, studies show that the average linguistic personality, which is character-
ized only by the simple correctness of speech, is evaluated by native speakers mostly
negatively — as mediocrity, being incapable to create, to conduct interpersonal com-
munication correctly.

In interpersonal verbal communication, the average linguistic personality, as a rule,
does not think about the oratorical skills, what impression their words make, about
the comfort of communication, about the methods and means of helping to gain and
retain the interlocutor's attention. D. Carnegie describes such a person as follows:

“You want the approval of those with whom you come in contact. You want recognition
of your true worth. You want a feeling that you are important in your little world. You
don’t want to listen to cheap, insincere flattery, but you do crave sincere appreciation.

You want your friends and associates to be, as Charles Schwab put it, “hearty in their

approbation and lavish in their praise.” All of us want that. So let’s obey the Golden

Rule, and give unto others what we would have others give unto us. How? When? Where?

The answer is: All the time, everywhere” [15. P. 82].

2.2. Strong linguistic personality.
Characteristics of a strong linguistic personality

The concept of “strong linguistic personality” in rhetoric as the art of logical
reasoning and verbal communication usually includes: 1) fundamental knowledge
possession; 2) the presence of a rich information stock and the desire to replenish it;
3) mastering the basics of constructing speech according to a certain communicative
concept; 4) speech culture [the idea of speech forms corresponding to the communicative
plan] [18. C. 12].

The 1990s stand out for the dissertation research and articles with speech portraits
of individual native speakers, possessing an elite speech culture. For the understanding
of such objects the principle of intellectualism is especially significant.

Summarizing the views of these scientists, and relying on the opinion of G.G. Infan-
tova [7], we believe that the characteristic signs of a strong linguistic personality should
include extralinguistic (social personality characteristics, extra linguistic awareness, sense
of humor and the relevance of speech communication awareness) and linguistic indi-
cators — language and speech. They can be constant and variable.

A strong linguistic personality must know and skillfully apply the whole range
of linguistic means that enrich and adorn the speech — comparisons, contrasts, meta-
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phors, synonyms, antonyms, paremias, aphorisms, word-symbols, etc. An indispensable
condition for a strong linguistic personality is a highly developed intellect, creativity.

Strong linguistic personalities could be found in all social strata. However, most
of all, this verbal type is common among the intelligentsia.

The process of communication is a prerequisite for identifying the parameters of
a linguistic personality and its characteristics.

In modern linguistics, it is customary to distinguish between linguistic and com-
municative competences. To achieve success in communication, especially in the pro-
fessional field, it is necessary to have a high level of communicative competence. 1t
assumes, along with other factors, mastering the culture of speech, i.e. mastering the
norms of oral and written literary language (rules of pronunciation, stress, word usage,
grammar, stylistics), as well as the ability to use language expressive means in various
conditions of communication in accordance with the objectives and speech content.

The ability to compose texts purposefully and competently that meet the pragmatic
conditions of communication, stylistically and situationally relevant, expressive; the
ability to understand hidden meanings, subtext and use it in one’s own speech; the ability
to adequately assess the specific situation of verbal communication and to implement
the appropriate model of verbal communication, true in ethical and aesthetic terms could
be considered as characteristic skills of the highest level of speech ability for the linguistic
personality.

Thus, a strong linguistic personality possesses not only correct, but skillful,
masterful speech, which has a creative aspect associated with the surface and deep
structures’ transformation, the ability to direct expressiveness to non-expressive word
forms. Suggestive potential and adaptability are among the indicators of a strong
linguistic personality.

In interpersonal communication, this a person is able to apply appropriate language
functions and their combinations, communication strategies and tactics and can protect
itself from demands, requests, encroachments that infringe upon its interests, create
a positive image, exercise reflection, show charm, maintain contact with the audience,
calculate proximate and distant goals of communication, the interlocutor's reaction to
the statement, status-situational roles, the status and the interaction between partners
due to the alternate participation in the conversation.

Language analysis of D. Carnegie’s works revealed the following signs of a strong
linguistic personality in interpersonal communication: the ability to evoke listeners’
emotions, appealing to their feelings, to saturate speech with emotional power; honesty,
truthfulness, concreteness, sincerity, interest, enthusiasm and deep conviction; ability
to enthrall listeners with its impulse; the thorough understanding of the interlocutor,
a kind of penetration into his personality, plans and motives of speech; the ability always
to speak calmly, very gently and very friendly, not allowing any pressure and coercion.
Often, an open self-criticism is a shock absorber that can relieve tension in a dialogue,
promote successful, conflict-free speech communication. It seems that these qualities,
knowledge and skills can be considered universal.

To succeed in convincing the negative interlocutor Carnegie welcomes the use of
the following tactics: apology, a few compliments, a soft request, justified with the help
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of a compliment, an expression of complete trust, elevation of the interlocutor, giving
him the right to choose, showing respect to his choice.

In the process of interpersonal communication, the ability to influence the audience
is one of the clearest signs of a strong language personality. Since there is no universal
remedy to satisfy the desired addresser, it is necessary to analyze the process of com-
munication, reflect on it constantly and every time to decide anew how, when and
in which combination to apply the rules of verbal communication.

For a communicative personality, the characteristics of the three main parame-
ters — motivational, cognitive and functional — are decisive. The success of interper-
sonal communication for a developed communicative personality is achieved because
of its ability to communicate clearly and accessibly to the addressee, to report, analyze,
comment, summarize, parry, generalize, predict, which implies a developed mental
apparatus; as well as avoidance of self-confidence, adherence to the principles of co-
operation, partnership, courtesy and common culture — the presence of composure,
emotional non-response to the interlocutor's attacks.

The concepts “strong personality” and “strong linguistic personality” are not
directly related, the first quality does not predetermine the second.

In this regard is D. Carnegie offers an interesting example:

“The man with the degree was a college professor; the ex-tar was the proprietor of

a small side-street trucking business. His talks were far better received by the class than

those given by the professor. Why? The college man used beautiful English. He was urban,

cultured, refined. His talks were always logical and clear. But they lacked one essential
concreteness. They were vague and general...The trucking firm proprietor’s language was
definite, concrete and picturesque... The virility and freshness of his phraseology made

his talks highly instructive and entertaining” [15. P. 65—66].

A clear distinction between the concepts of “linguistic personality” and “com-
municative personality” seems to be of little consequence, we regard them as largely
intercross concepts. We believe that the concept of “communicative personality” is closer
to the interpretation of the definition of a strong linguistic personality, rather than to
the term “linguistic personality”. In this case, we rely on the following arguments.
Categorical signs of a linguistic personality in relation to speech actions are their creation
and perception, and for a communicative person it is also necessary to create conditions
for successful communication, efforts to track its functioning and impact on the interlocu-
tor, feedback from the interlocutor, including reading non-verbal signs, checking relevant
feedback, adjustment in case of failure to achieve the goal of communication, etc. For
a developed communicative personality, it is necessary not only to be able to speak, but
to communicate, report, parry, summarize. In this regard, as noted by O.V. Ledeneva,
in addition to communicative skills, it is advisable to develop gnostic, design, and
constructive skills. “So, the gnostic (cognitive) skills are the ability to single out the main
thing, formulate hypotheses, produce analysis, synthesis, generalization. Design skills
involve the formation of goals, the result of speech. Constructive skills are associated
with drawing up a plan, theses of the forthcoming message and include the ability to
draw conclusions, generalizations [19. P. 122]. These knowledge and skills are consid-
ered the prerogative of not only the communicative personality, but also a strong
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linguistic personality. These skills allow you to create your own judgments, develop
a person’s thinking apparatus, therefore, contribute to the development of a strong
linguistic personality.

In relation to the use and understanding of humor, a strong linguistic personality
indicator is a skillful language game (delicate use of style contrast, metaphors and
metonymy, irony, periphrastics, comparison, etc.), whereas for an average and weak
linguistic personality this plan is characterized by a reduced language game, witty talk.

Undoubtedly, harmonious interpersonal communication, to which aspires a strong
linguistic personality, is usually built taking into account the principles of cooperation,
cooperation, politeness and common culture — here the non-categorical form of presen-
tation of thought, underlining courtesy, softening sharp characteristics, caution, certain
distance, underlining some share of doubt, avoiding abrupt characteristics or excessive
straightness, perseverance, direct or implicit apology of the speaker for the possible
unpleasant effect of his words, where the circumstances compel him [20. P. 132].
D. Carnegie shows the following:

“If a man's heart is rankling with discord and ill feeling toward you, you can’t win
him to your way of thinking with all the logic in Christendom. Scolding parents and
domineering bosses and husbands and nagging wives ought to realize that people don’t
want to change their minds. They can’t be forced or driven to agree with you or me. But
they may possibly be led to, if we are gentle and friendly, ever so gentle and ever so
friendly” [21. P. 100].

“This speech, in its entirety, is a masterpiece. It produced astonishing results It calmed
the tempestuous waves of hate that threatened to engulf Rockefeller. It won him a host of
admirers. It presented facts in such a friendly manner that the strikers went back to work

without saying another word about the increase in wages for which they had fought so
violently” [21. P. 99].

The criteria of the most effective result of interpersonal communication can be
recognized as genuine communicants’ mutual understanding and joy, communicative
comfort, intellectual, emotional and aesthetic empathy. Possession of such communica-
tive universals and their appropriate use in interpersonal communication makes linguistic
personality strong. In linguistics, there is also the concept of communicative leadership.
In our opinion, it is close to the concept of a strong linguistic personality. “A communi-
cative leader is a person who possesses non-trivial information from in a given com-
municational situation, who knows how to express this information in the most effective
way and bring it to the addressee through optimal language contact” [22. P. 30].
Of course, assertiveness and imperiousness in speech communication do not always
contribute to favorable communication. For example, Benjamin Franklin noted: “The
modest way of expressing opinions led to their being accepted and they caused less
objection” [quoted from 8. P. 146—147].

D. Carnegie — gives a number of positive examples regarding successful commu-
nication leaders — politicians and lawyers. Here is one of them:

“No bulldozing. No high-pressure methods. No attempt to force his opinions on others.

Webster used the soft-spoken, quiet, friendly approach, and it helped to make him
famous” [21. P. 101].

LANGUAGE THEORY 867



Kamumuna O.A. u ap. Becmuux PY][H. Cepus: Teopus sizvika. Cemuomuxa. Cemanmuxa. 2018. T. 9. Ne 4. C. 859—882

In addition to the strong linguistic personality of the addresser, there is also a strong
linguistic personality of the addressee — one that is capable of fully accepting every-
thing that the author of the speech implies, and [mostly in the case of a literary text]
to enjoy it.

In the intercultural communication implementation, knowledge and skills of a strong
linguistic personality primarily lie in the area of vocabulary, functional grammar, struc-
ture and concept sphere of the language in which communication takes place, in the field
of the ability to understand and apply the stylistic-discursive and etiquette specificity
of different languages, which should manifest itself in conditions of tolerance, openness
and readiness to communicate with a foreign language speaker. It is important to cover
the full range of cultural information contained in the language as in the idiom. At the
same time, the focus is on pragmatic skills, including background cultural knowledge
command and cultural studies, adherence to social norms and speech etiquette of foreign
culture representatives, body language practices, silence and context, along with cultural
sensitivity or susceptibility, cultural adaptation, and avoidance of ethnocentrism.

Since the main goal of intercultural communication is mutual understanding, so
participation in intercultural communication contributes to the person’s “cognitive
flexibility”” and enhances the ability for analytical thinking, intercultural and linguocul-
turological competence.

2.3. Weak linguistic personality and its characteristics

A weak linguistic personality acts both as an author and as a recipient of speech
and can manifest itself at almost all speech-communicative levels.

Weak linguistic personality is characterized by such idiostyle parameters:

a) at the linguistic level — ignorance of the norms and various styles and genres
of language and speech, forms of speech etiquette, speech poverty, lexical composition
monotony, the presence of many hesitations, a large number of parasitic words, empty
sounds that have no meaning, which indicates a poor word-stock, officialese, use
of words and phrases in unusual meanings, inability to comply with the rules of language
games, replacing them with a primitive jest, excessive use of foreign words, the use
of vulgar, obscene, abuse, ridicule, carping indiscriminately, non-use of praise and
approval;

b) at the communicative level — the inability to convince, the inability carry on
a conversation in a right way, the inability to listen to the interlocutor and defend one’s
point of view, logical inconsistencies, the fear of communication and the tendency
to avoid it, lack of interest, self-reliance, inability to distinguish situations requiring
the use of suggestives and directives, the inability or unwillingness to hide negative
attitudes in communication, inappropriate speech tactics, demonstration of intelligence
and protection, flattery and taffies, narcissism, swagger, quarrelsome disposition,
the absence of even hints of self-criticism, one’s behavior, one’s speech, disrespect
for the addressee, an expression of contempt towards the listeners. The “weak” speech
tactics can be attributed to The desire to argue, defending their case by all means, and
the so-called “righteousness”, that is, the desire of the speaker to “denounce” the inter-
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locutor in mistakes and can be attributed to the “weak”™ speech tactic. In such cases,
D. Carnegie is utter in negative evaluations; he very emotionally warns against mistakes:
«Never begin by announcing “I am going to prove so-and-so to you”. That’s bad.
That’s tantamount to saying: “I’'m smarter than you are, I'm going to tell you a thing or
two and make you change your mind”.
That is a challenge. It arouses opposition and makes the listener want to battle with
you before you even starty [21. P. 120].

Even an elitist speech can characterize a weak linguistic personality due to the lack
of addressing of speech [see, for example, 23. P. 226].
D. Carnegie gives a remarkable example:

“Edmund Burke wrote speeches so superb in logic and reasoning and composition that
they are today studied as classical models of oratory in the colleges of the land; yet Burke,
as a speaker, was a notorious failure. He didn’t have the ability to deliver his gems, to make
them interesting and forceful; so he was called “the dinner bell” of the House of Commons.
When he arose to talk, the other members coughed and shuffled and either went to sleep
or went out in droves” [15. P. 205].

c) at the paralinguistic level-aggressive tone, unpleasant voice, lack of ability to
read kinetic information, stiffness, restraint, noisiness or lack of loudness and emo-
tionality of speech, monotony, fussiness, cynical and excessively offensive listening,
inappropriate gestures and gestures that do not cause facial expression, glance, intonation,
manner of presentation;

d) at the mental and intellectual level: constricted outlook, the need to make
constant intellectual efforts during communication in order to understand and get the
meaning conveyed by the addressee, the inability to take into account the situation
of discourse and topics for communication.

In our country, there are cases when “even grown-up, fully-fledged specialists with
higher education do not know the forms of speech etiquette [even simple clichéd forms
like greeting, sympathy, congratulation, compliment, etc.], have no manner to communi-
cate with older by age and position [including by phone], do not consider it necessary
to simply listen to another person, do not know how to read kinetic information.

They are afraid or do not know how to resist the impolite and rude opponents. This
leads to stiffness, tightness, fear and avoidance of communication, the inability to talk
in the right way, calmly and with dignity to defend their point of view, and even simply
to present it in a form accessible to other people, fraught with conflicts with management
and customers” [6. P. 20].

This echoes the observations of D. Carnegie over the Americans:

“And the pathetic part of it is that frequently those who have the least justification for

a feeling of achievement bolster up their egos by a show of tumult and conceit which is

truly nauseating” [21. P. 160].

A weak linguistic personality considers itself smarter and more significant than
others. In turn, other people avoid this person, ignore him, laugh at him behind his back,
or even despise, consider a fool; he may be downgraded.

When carrying out interpersonal communication, children, foreigners and the sick
are recognized as weak linguistic individuals in any community.
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The problems of a weak linguistic personality are not only its problems in inter-
personal and intercultural communication. These are, first of all, the problems of the
individual, his life in society: pride, an inferiority complex, being obtuse, excessive
self-conceit, aggressiveness, no intention to develop spiritual and moral qualities and
special qualifications, inability to accept someone else’s opinion, fear of being wrong
and therefore weak, unsuccessful.

Unfortunately, those who can be called a weak linguistic personality, are currently
observed much more than in previous centuries [6]. Weak linguistic personalities are
often those who, by virtue of their professional activities, must not be so. Thus, not only
in Russia, but in many other countries, aggressive verbal acts often serve as means of
influencing and educating children in schools. At the same time, a teacher using these
methods is perceived negatively, as a weak professional and as a bad person. Research
carried out in this aspect by Professor F. Kiner, the University of Gottingen, confirmed
this; most of the students surveyed by him answered that “the reason for the teacher’s
scolding is his own shortcomings [topic ignorance, general irritability, poor attitude
towards a particular student, etc.]. Aggressive verbal behavior of the teacher, therefore,
is not perceived by students as an intention to correct their shortcomings. The teacher,
as a person who plays a certain social role, loses respect of pupils due to the use of verbal
aggression acts” [24. P. 159].

We need in constant speech improvement. D. Carnegie suggests that any speaker
can carefully follow the rules and patterns of constructing public speech, but still can
make many mistakes. He can speak in front of the audience exactly as in a private
conversation, and at the same time speak in an unpleasant voice, make grammatical
mistakes, be awkward, behave insultingly, and perform many inappropriate acts.
Carnegie suggests that every person’s natural, everyday manner of speaking needs many
corrections, and it is necessary to first improve the natural style of conversation and
only then to transfer this method to go up to the rostrum [8. P. 381—382].

In intercultural communication, it is also possible to detect manifestations of a weak
linguistic personality. They are subjective and objective. Subjective manifestations: the
interlocutors have a poor command of the language, are not inclined to mutual under-
standing, do not take into account the specifics of the situation, build their verbal and
nonverbal behavior on the basis of various cultural axioms. Objective manifestations:
the difference between the “national consciousness” of communicants, the divergence
of cultures, the different division of the conceptual space, the goals and strategies of
communication.

The linguistic personality is not only a social phenomenon that has, in addition
to universal, national and cultural components, but it also has individual aspects.

A number of modern scientists devote their research to the problem of identifying
a universal and national-specific language personality, noting that a personality should
be viewed in the cultural tradition perspective of a people, ethnic group, because for
the genesis of a person in a human being there is a need of a cultural-anthropological
prototype, which is formed within the culture. Therefore, linguists are paying more and
more attention to the problem of national character.
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Successful use of national cultural semantics in speech is largely determined
by the national stereotype existence in the field of speech communication: “It is not
possible to draw a parallel between a linguistic personality and a national character, but
there is still much in common between them...” [12. P. 42]. That is why Y.N. Karaulov
emphasizes the national character already in the very definition of a linguistic personality.
In his opinion, the actual linguistic or vocabulary personality is “the basic national-
cultural prototype of a certain natural language carrier, fixed mainly in the lexical
system, composing the timeless and invariant part of the linguistic personality
structure” [ibid., P. 39]. A similar position is held by V.I. Karasik, P.V. Chesnokov,
S.G. Vorkachev, O.A. Leontovich, A.P. Sedykh, O.S. Shiryaeva, A.M. Barminskaya,
G.V. Komarov and many other scientists. Therefore, although it is possible to speak
about the universalism of the linguistic personality criteria, it is nevertheless necessary
to rely on certain national-cultural features, since the existence of a national stereotype
in the field of speech communication has already been proven.

Grammar, vocabulary and semantics of each language have national specifics,
which is largely determined by extralinguistic indicators — national specifics of men-
tality, historically formed stereotypes, myths, including modern ones, the most popular
subjects for discussion preferences among representatives of a given nation, etc. [see 24].

We share the opinion of O.A. Leontovich, who notes that the situation for native
English speakers is unique, since the linguistic personality not only belongs to the com-
munities located close to one another, but also includes far-located states where people
speak English. Thus, native English speakers share features common to all residents
of English-speaking countries [25. P. 127]. Therefore, “English is the invaluable resource
where it is possible and necessary to study the patterns of intercultural communication”
[ibid., P. 95].

D. Carnegie believes that the most relevant topics for discussion are as follows —
sex, property and religion: with the first, we can create life, with the second, we support
it, and with the third, we hope to continue it in another world [8. P. 458]. Despite the real
importance of these topics, we still believe that they can be considered nationally specific,
popular among Americans, and for people of many other nationalities these other subjects
can often be other problems.

The main goal of a strong English-speaking linguistic personality manifestation
is to implement the “American-centrism’ suggesting that he can dictate its will to other
peoples of developing countries.

O.A. Urusova states that the most characteristic social activities of America are
as follows: the actor, military man, educator, player, assistant, person with authority,
aggressor, lawyer, politician, partner, dictator, steersman [26]. Many of them are associ-
ated with verbal communication and make appropriate impact on it, they require certain
verbal skills and abilities formation that characterize a linguistic person as a strong one.

Many etiquette forms and principles of communication are national. “Polite and
etiquette People communicate politely and adhere to etiquette in different countries.
But each of the national languages manifests its own specifics, because the unique
features of the language here are superimposed by the characteristics of rituals, habits,
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everything accepted and unaccepted in behavior, allowed and prohibited in the social
etiquette of a given nation” [27. P. 130].

For Americans, communication is characterized by simplicity, sociability, neighbor-
liness, ease, tolerance, friendliness, honesty — it is the norm of behavior in everything
in any verbal behavior, for example, it is not accepted to give false testimony in court,
to violate obligations in business [28. C. 5]. American etiquette requires constant smile
when communicating, demonstrating that “they have everything O'key!” In the American
national tradition, it is accepted: whatever happens — “keep smiling”. The question
“How are you?” In this tradition requires an indispensable standard positive answer
“fine!”, “great!”, “all right!”, “everything’s OK!”.

Among the apparent advantages of English-speaking communication we can men-
tion: empressement, politeness, no forceful language, awkwardness when it is impossible
to fulfill the request of your interlocutor, a large proportion of phatical etiquette
communication formulas; to express a request, it is usually not an imperative that is used,
as, for example, in Russian, but an indirect request in the form of a direct or indirect
question. The expression of surprise, distrust and similar emotions in English language
is much more restrained than in Russian. Therefore, with good reason, D. Carnegie calls
for meaningful, calm and polite speech actions. D. Carnegie writes: “Little phrases
such as “I’'m sorry for you”, “Won't you please?”, “Would you mind?”, “Thank you” —
“little courtesies of the monotonous grind of everyday life — incidentally, they are
hallmark of good breeding” [15. P. 101].

The provision of services to a hostile person, asking him for a service in order to
earn his friendly disposition is a nationally-specific American communicative-speech
tactics [Carnegie 1989, P. 246—247]. In a number of other cultures [very often in Rus-
sian], not only doing a favor to a hostile person, but also asking him for one can cause
hostility and refusal to communicate. “The inability to fulfill the request of his inter-
locutor causes a feeling of embarrassment in native English speakers... The refusal itself
must combine politeness and persuasiveness. Even in the case when the reason for the
refusal is not given, the Englishman is not inclined to extort it from the interlocutor.
English etiquette does not recognize categorical forms” [27. P. 131]. Apparently, because
of this, in English verbal communication there are formulas of phatic etiquette communi-
cation, which are much more evident than in Russian. While expressing surprise, distrust
and similar emotions in the Russian language common remarks are as follows: What do
you mean! Can not be! True? Oh my God! Nightmare! Horror!, but in English — Really,
Heavens, as well as grammatical structures set up according to the “auxiliary verb +
pronoun” scheme, which are absent in the Russian language [29. P. 13].

Differences between Russian and English-language communication also show up
in the etiquette of the request. In Russian, the imperative is most typical. In English,
the most acceptable and polite form of a request is an indirect request in the form of
a direct or indirect question [29. P. 17]. However, from a position of speech communi-
cation tactics, a request can sometimes do a disservice. D. Carnegie gives an example
from the life of B. Franklin, who decided to gain the favor of a person hostile to him,
because he could be useful to him in business. Franklin decided to gain goodwill of this
man. However, not by doing his enemy a favor, but on the contrary, he asked his enemy
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to do him a favor. Franklin died more than a hundred and fifty years ago, but the psycho-
logical method applied by him retains its effectiveness by now [30. P. 246—247].
However, it seems that this tactic cannot be recognized as universal, but rather belongs
to the national-specific.

Some paralinguistic phenomena can rightly be attributed to the national-specific
features of a strong English-speaking linguistic personality. The brightest of them is
showing a smile in all situations and the reaction of others to it [keep smiling — “keep
a smile”, no matter what happens]. D. Carnegie believes that a smile gives a lot to both
the subject and the object of speech, enriches them, it remains in memory for a long time,
it creates happiness in the house and a benevolent atmosphere in business communica-
tion, it is impossible to do without it, it is the best antidote for absolutely all troubles.
The manner of speaking can also have a strong influence on an English-speaking
audience, for example:

“There is an old saying in the English Parliament that everything depends upon the
manner in whish one speaks and not upon the matter. Quintilian said it long ago, when

England was one of the outlying colonies of Rome” [15. P. 197].

Speech does not have only an immediate goal, but also a motive — the thing for
which the speech goal is achieved. “Without understanding the motive of verbal actions,
we cannot fully understand the meaning of the statement. Thus, any activity [including
speech] is a process guided and prompted by a motive — in which this or that ability
is “objectified” [31. P. 57]. C.O. Malevinsky even considers it necessary to include
motivational and speech predispositions in the speech structure of the personality
[32. P. 128]. We share this point of view.

The study of D. Carnegie’s language allows to identify the following motivational
reasons in order to become a strong linguistic personality in the English-speaking
environment:

1) prestige, the importance of being and positioning oneself as a strong linguistic
personality for almost all layers of society:

“These investigations revealed that even in such technical lines as engineering, about

15 percent of one’s financial success is due to one’s technical knowledge and about

85 percent is due to skill in human engineering — to personality and the ability to lead
people” [21. P. 16];

2) demand for a strong linguistic personality in business and everyday commu-
nication:

“But gradually, as the seasons passed, I realized that as sorely as these adults need-
ed training in effective speaking, they needed still more training in the fine art of get-
ting along with people in everyday business and social contacts” [21. P. 15];

3) receiving high wages, large incomes, expansion of production, commercial
success:
“This training... brought him a promotion with increased pay” [21. P. 18];
4) the desire for leadership, the desire to stand out, to be seen among many other

people, maximum heights (achievements) on the career ladder, influencing others, self-
promotion;
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5) shortcomings of the educational system of America (at least until the second
half of the 50s of the twentieth century):

“He had learned more in fourteen weeks through this system of training about the fi-
ne art of influencing people than he had learned about the same subject during his four
years in college” [21. P. 21].

“The fact that in ten — twelve years after the end of primary and secondary school or
college, these people take a similar course of study (of elocution oratory) is a clear evidence
of the glaring errors of our education system” [14. P. 22];

6) the desire to get rid of the verbal communication fear;
7) improvement of intrapersonal self-perception and family relations:

“Spouses... have told me that their homes have been much happier since their
husbands or wives started this training” [21. P. 20];

8) the desire to look decent in the eyes of others, consistent with the image of
a cultured person;
9) the desire for lifelong self-improvement.
“At the end of the course, students organize their own clubs and for many years con-

tinue to gather for them every two weeks. In Philadelphia, one such group... has been
encountered... for the past seventeen years” [14. P. 33].

A strong linguistic personality speaking English as a native language can shape
the reading of certain books. D. Carnegie offers a reading program for Americans. These
are the works of Byron, Milton, Wordsworth, Whitier, Shelley, St. Augustine, Bishop
Butler, Dante, Aristotle, Homer, Demosthenes, Tacitus, Newton, Euclid, Hezlit, Lam,
T. Brown, Defoe, Hawthorne, Montaigne, Fucidad, Laem, T. Bennett, R.W. Emerson,
F. Norris, D. Hillis, W. James, A. Morois, Byron, R.L. Stevenson. The best choice are
still the Bible and Shakespeare.

“An executive in the Philadelphia Gas Works Company, was slated for demotion
when he was sixty-five because of his belligerence, because of his inability to lead peo-

ple skillfully” [21. P. 17].

“For years, he had driven and criticized and condemned his employees without stint

or discretion. Kindness, words of appreciation and encouragement were alien to his lips”
[21.P. 18].

Here comes the result:
“When I used to walk through my establishment, no one greeted me. My employees

actually looked the other way when they saw me approaching” [21. P. 18].

D. Carnegie calls the ability to listen to partner carefully and benevolently
“an easy way to become a good conversationalist”. The lack of this quality characterizes
a weak linguistic personality:

“Many people fail to make a favorable impression because they don’t listen attentively”
[21.P. 96].

“Hire clerks who haven’t the sense to be good listeners” [21. P. 100].
Carnegie gives advice “by contradiction”:

“If you want to know how to make people shun you and laugh at you behind your back
and even despise you, here is the recipe: Never listen to anyone for long. Talk incessantly
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about yourself. If you have an idea while the other person is talking, don’t wait for him
or her to finish: bust right in and interrupt in the middle of a sentence” [21. P. 106].

However, in order to be listened without interruption, it is necessary to show the
qualities of a strong linguistic personality. An aggressive tone, as characteristics of
the voice can prevent this. But:

“The chronic kicker, even the most violent critic, will frequently soften and be subdued
in the presence of a patient, sympathetic listener — a listener who will he silent while

the irate fault-finder dilates like a king cobra and spews the poison out of his system”
[21.P. 92].

Even using moderate language material, it is possible in general terms to identify
the main features of the three levels of a weak linguistic personality [according to
Y.N. Karaulov]:

1) verbal-semantic level. Signs of a weak linguistic personality: arrogance,
rudeness, aggressive tone, hostility, inability to listen to the interlocutor, abuse, criticism
indiscriminately, non-use of praise and approval in communication;

2) lingvo-cognitive level. A person who is a weak linguistic personality believes
that others are not as smart as he is; all they say is idle chatter, no use to waste time
listening to it;

3) communicative and pragmatic level. A weak linguistic personality provokes
the following feelings in others: people avoid it, ignore it, laugh at it behind their eyes,
or even despise it, consider it a fool; he may be downgraded.

The manifestation of features of a weak linguistic personality may be situational,
depending on a number of historically determined social factors. A situation in which
a strong linguistic personality becomes weak may have psychophysiological roots, for
example, emotional experience, stress, or affectation. Some students of the prestigious
Harvard University oddly enough, can be attributed to the weak type of the American lin-
guistic personality of the 50-s of twentieth century (still D. Carnegie’s time) [see 33. P. 13].
Writing down a linguistic personality to a weak may have, in addition to the above,
the time factor, something that was once considered a bad form, over time may cease
to be so. Thus, over the course of two hundred years, the image of a gentleman in
the American linguistic consciousness has undergone reconceptualization. In the United
States today, gentlemen can be not only men of European appearance, but also African-
Americans, which was impossible in the nineteenth century.

Americans in intercultural communication can be a weak linguistic personality also
when they are persistent and ask questions that others do not like to answer, especially
when it comes to particular features of the country where interlocutors are coming from,
their religion, politics, and wars in their homeland, about meeting people from their
country. In addition, in the intercultural communication between Americans and
representatives of other cultures, the stereotyping of the national image, the particular
picture of the world, and ideology can become an obstacle.

The following advice by D. Carnegie can probably be attributed to a very
specific one:

“The average person... can be led readily if you have his or her respect and if you

show that you respect that person for some kind of ability” [21. P. 50].
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Anyway, a weak linguistic personality — especially a public one — can be equated
with a national disaster requiring the remedy of comprehensive measures to overcome
this problem.

Let us summarize the main conclusions made by our study.

Practically at all speech-communicative levels, the linguistic personality [both as
the author and the recipient of speech] reveals a set of idiostyle parameters that allow
to characterize the linguistic personality as 1] weak; 2] averaged; 3] strong [elite]. For
a communicative personality, the characteristics of the three main parameters —
motivational, cognitive and functional — are decisive.

The criteria of the most effective result of interpersonal communication can be
recognized as genuine mutual understanding and joy, communicative comfort, intel-
lectual, emotional and aesthetic empathy of communicants. Good command of such
communicative universals and their appropriate use in interpersonal communication
makes the language personality strong, as well as participation in intercultural commu-
nication contributes to the “cognitive flexibility” of the personality, enhancing its ability
for analytical thinking, intercultural and linguocultural competence.

For a strong communicative personality, it is necessary not only to be able to speak
correctly, but to communicate clearly and accessiblely to the addressee, to report,
analyze, comment, summarize, parry, summarize, predict, which presupposes the
existence of a developed thinking apparatus, as well as the lack of self-confidence,
observance of the principles of cooperation, partnership, politeness and common
culture — the presence of composure, emotional non-response to the attacks of the
interlocutor. This person is aimed at effective communication in any situation, is able
to make efforts to monitor its functioning and influence the interlocutor, to carry out
feedback with him, the adjustment in case of failure to achieve the purpose of commu-
nication. This person is able to apply proper language functions and their combinations,
communication strategies and tactics, protect himself from demands, requests, encroach-
ments that harm their interests, create a positive image, show reflection, charm, maintain
contact with the audience, calculate the closer and distant goals of communication,
the interlocutor's reaction to the statement, status-situational roles. Suggestive potential,
adaptability is also among the characteristics of a strong linguistic personality.

There is a list of such qualities and skills presented in D. Carnegie’a works which
can be considered universal for a strong linguistic personality: active manifestation
of personal interest, sincerity, goodwill and honesty in any interpersonal communication;
the ability to evoke the emotions in listeners, appealing to their feelings, to saturate
speech with emotional power; concreteness, rise and deep conviction; the ability to pass
on their impulse to listeners; the fullest understanding of the interlocutor, a kind
of penetration into his personality, plans and motives of speech; the ability to always
speak calmly, very gently and friendly, not allowing any coercion and pressure. Often,
open self-criticism becomes a shock absorber that can relieve tension in a dialogue,
promote successful, conflict-free speech communication.

The most glaring signs of a weak linguistic personality are pronounced on the
linguistic, communicative, paralinguistic, mental and intellectual levels. Even an elitist
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speech can characterize a weak linguistic personality due to the lack of targeted speech.
In intercultural communication it is also possible to detect various manifestations
of a weak linguistic personality — subjective [the interlocutors have a poor command
of the language, are not inclined to mutual understanding, do not take into account the
specifics of the situation, build their verbal and nonverbal behavior based on various
cultural axioms] and objective [difference between “national consciousness” of commu-
nicants, the divergence of cultures, different division of conceptual space, goals and
communicational strategies].

The idiostatic characteristics of a weak linguistic personality are: ignorance of the
norms of various styles and genres of language and speech, forms of speech etiquette,
speech poverty, lexical composition monotony, inability to listen to the interlocutor and
adequately defend their point of view, aggressive tone, unpleasant voice, considerable
presence of parasitic words, empty sounds that have no meaning, which indicates a lack
of vocabulary, logical violations, lack of ability to read kinetic information, inability
to talk in the right gauge, stiffness, fear of communication and the desire to avoid it,
noisiness, fussiness, complacency, arrogance, officialese, use of words and phrases in
inappropriate meanings, excessive use of foreign words, use of vulgar, obscene expres-
sions, abuse, ridicule, criticism, analysis, hostility, non-use of praise and approval,
inability to distinguish situations that require the use of suggestives and directives.
A weak linguistic personality considers itself smarter and more significant than others.
In turn, others avoid such a person, ignore him, laugh at him behind his back, or even
despise him, consider him a fool; he may be downgraded.

The linguistic personality has both universal and specific national-cultural features.
The same applies to the list of motivational reasons for the development of a strong
linguistic personality. The main motives of the fact that Americans are striving to become
a strong language personality, according to D. Carnegie, are the following: 1) prestige,
the importance of being and feeling like a strong linguistic personality for almost all
social levels of society; 2) the demand for a strong linguistic personality in business
and everyday communication; 3) obtaining high wages, large incomes, expansion of
production, commercial success; 4) the desire for leadership, the desire to stand out,
to be seen among many other people, the achievement of maximum heights on the career
ladder, the impact on others, self-promotion; 5) shortages in the education system of
America (until the second half of the 50s of the twentieth century); 6) the desire to get rid
of the verbal communication fear; 7) improvement of intrapersonal self-perception and
family relationships; 8) the desire to look decent in the eyes of others, consistent with
the image of a cultured person; 9) the desire for self-improvement.

CONCLUSION

The results of our research [see also 34, 35] make it possible to predict the further
study of parameters’ transformation of a linguistic personality in dynamics (in particular,
as from the second decade of the 21st century) taking into account sociocultural charac-
teristics, different situations of speech, interpersonal and intercultural communications.
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“His Majesty Personal Interaction (or Her Majesty Communication) governs people, their

life,

their development, and behavior, their knowledge of the world and themselves

as part of this world. And any attempt to comprehend communication between people,
to understand what prevents from it and what contributes, is important and justified,
because communication is the tower, pivot, foundation of human existence” [36. P. 9].
Therefore, it is also necessary to create a clear classification of speech errors that
corresponds to the modern understanding of the theory of communication.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

16.
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CWUJ1IbHASA, CJNIABAY1 U YCPEOHEHHASYA 13blKOBASA JINYHOCTDb
B KOMMYHUKATUBHO-NPATMATUHECKOM
N JINHIBOKYJIbTYPHOM ACMNEKTAX

O.A. Kagniuna', E.H. Pagunxosa’

"Poccuiickuii yHHBEPCHTET JPY>KObI HAPOIOB
yr. Muxnyxo-Maxnas, 6, Mockea, 117198

*Ky6aHCKuUIi roCyJapCTBEHHbIH YHUBEPCUTET
yn. Cmasponoavckas, 149, Kpacnooap, 350040

Lenb 1aHHOTO MCCNEOBAHKSA — BBIIBUTH TIEPEUCHb JIMNHIBUCTHYECKHUX, KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX, IIparma-
TUYECKHX U KYJIbTYPOJIOTHIECKUX MTapaMeTPOB, KOTOPbIE XapaKTEPU3yIOT CHIIbHYIO SI3BIKOBYIO JINUHOCTB,
TIPOTHUBOIONIOKHYIO €if c1a0yIo S3BIKOBYIO JIMYHOCTB, 8 TakKe 000OIICHHO-YCPETHEHHYIO SI3BIKOBYIO JINY-
HOCTB, ¥ OTIPEEIISIIOT X PEYEBOE MOBEJCHHE NIPU peYeBOi KOMMYHHKAIIUH. B cBs3H ¢ 3TUM HEOOXOAUMO
ONPEEIUTh UAHOCTUIICBbIE XapPAKTEPUCTHKN CHIBHOW A3BIKOBOW JHMYHOCTH; YCTAaHOBUTH 3HAHUS
W YMEHHUS CHJIBHOW SA3bIKOBOW JIMYHOCTH, MOTYIIHE CUHUTAThCS YHUBEPCAIBHBIMU, B MEKIMYHOCTHON
U MEXKYJIbTYPHOH KOMMYHHUKAILIMH; PACCMOTPETh HAIMOHAIBHO-KYJIBTYPHbIE OCOOEHHOCTH CHIIBHOM
S3BIKOBOM JINYHOCTH, NPUHAUISKAIIEH aHTJI0O-aMEPUKAHCKONW pedyeBOM KyJIbType; BBIIBUTH MOTHUBBI,
BeAyIIue K (POPMHUPOBAHHIO aHTIIOTOBOPSIIEH CHIIBHOM SI3bIKOBON JIMYHOCTH; UCCIIE0BATh KOMMYHH-
KaTHBHBIE TPOOJIeMBI c1a00 S3BIKOBOH JIMYHOCTH. J[aHHBIE aclieKThl 0OYCIOBHIIM OOpallleHre B HallleM
HCCIIEZIOBAHUH K TaKKM TIpoOJieMaM, Kak MapaMeTpUpPOBaHUE U TIOBEEHHE S3BIKOBOH JTUYHOCTH B MEMKITHY-
HOCTHOHM ¥ MEXKYJIBTYPHOH KOMMYHHKAIIMH, TIOMCKH ONTUMAIIbHBIX BAPUAHTOB PEYEBOTO B3aUMOJICUCTBUS
nroJiei. B kauecTBe WILTFOCTPaTHBHOTO MaTepHalia MPUBIIEKAOTCSl KOHTEKCTHI U3 KHUT J{. KapHeru.

KiroueBble ciioBa: KOMMYHHUKATUBHAA JJUYHOCTDb, CUJIbHAA, cna6a51, YCp€OHCHHAA A3bIKOBAs JINY-

HOCTb, KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHAsA KOMIICTCHINA, MCKJIMIYHOCTHOC O6H.[€HI/IG, BOSZ[EI\/'ICTBI/IE, HUIUOCTHUIICBBIC TTapa-
METpPbI, KOMMYHHUKATUBHOC JTUACPCTBO, HATHOHAJIbHASA CHCI.II/I(I)I/IK& O6H.[eHI/I5I
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