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Merta crarTi — OXapakTepHu3yBaTH BepOaIbHO-CEMaHTHYHUI PiBEeHb MOBHOI 0CO-
OHCTOCTI CTyAEHTa fK 1HAMBizA, 0 nepeOyBae y mporeci akTUBHOI coriarizamii Ta
camoifeHTH}iKalii, a TAKO)K BU3HAYUTH B IbOMY ACIEKTi CIiBBiIHOLICHHS MOHATH
«MOBHA OCOOHCTICTB» 1 «MOBHA CBIZIOMICTB.

VY crarTi mpoaHati30BaHO NPUKIATHAN aCIEKT MOHATTA «MOBHOI 0COOMCTOCTI».
Bu3Ha4€HO CITiBBIHOIIECHHS OCTAHHBOT'O 3 IIOHATTSIM «HOCIH MOBM» SIK IIPEJICTaBHHUK
couianbHOi rpymu. Ha ocHOBI JaHWX €KCHEPHMEHTY OXapaKTEpPH30BaHO BepOaib-
HO-CEMaHTHYHUH PiBEHb MOBHOI OCOOMCTOCTI CTy[eHTA. 3’ ICOBAHO TOJIOBHI O3HAKH,
32 SIKMMM CTYJCHTH XapakKTepH3yIOTh IOHATTS «MOBHA OCOOUCTICTB)», BH3HAYCHO
KIIIOYOBHH MiAXiA PECOHAEHTIB 10 MOBH. OMHMCAaHO IJIACTH CTYACHTCHKOI JIEKCUKU
3a (DyHKLIOHATBHO-CTUIBOBHM KPHTEPIEM: CXapaKTEpU30BaHO MpodeciiiHy Ta Hay-
KOBO-TEPMIHOJIOT1UHY JIEKCHKY, BU3HAYECHO MiAX11 PECHOHACHTIB JI0 MOHAThH «Ipode-
CiOHAMI3M» 1 «TepMiH», X KOpeysLilo. 3AiHCHEHO aHali3 HeliTepaTypHOi JEKCUKH:
OMHCAHO TEPUTOPiaNIbHI Ta COLiabHI iaIeKTU3MH (CIICHT13MH, KAPTOHI3MH), CYpKH-
Ki3MH, CIIOBa-Napa3uTH, «CICHIOBI CKOPOYCHHS». 3’ ICOBAHO MiAXiJ PECIIOHACHTIB A0
PI3HUX Tpyn HEJiTepaTypHOi JEKCHKH, 0COOIMBOCTI iHTepnpeTanii Ta Kiaacudikamii
ocTaHHbOI. OXapaKTepr30BaHO MOBHY OCOOMCTICTh CTY/IEHTA 32 YaCTHHOMOBHOIO Ha-
JIXKHICTIO Ta «CTYIIEHEM MPOSIBY TBOPYOTO MOTCHIIIAITY».

Buznaueno piBHi MOBHO{ ineHTH(]iKaLil Ta MOBHOI CBiToMOCTi cTyneHTa. Onuca-
HO KpUTepii BITHECEHHS 10 HU3BKOTO, CEPEAHBOTO i BHCOKOTO PiBHIB MOBHOI CBiJIO-
MOCTI Ta 0COOIMBOCTI iX penpe3eHTarii.

3a pe3ynbTaTaMH €KCIEPHMEHTY, HE BCl PECIIOHACHTH YCBIIOMIIIOIOTH cede SIK
MOBHY 0cOOHCTICTh. OHa 3 NPUYMH — HU3BKUH PIBEHP MOBHOI CBiZJOMOCTI SIK TO-
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JIOBHOT CKJIaZI0BOi MOBHOI 0co0ucToCTi. [lepcrekTiBy A0CTiKEHHS BOAYaeMO Y po3-
poOILIi METOMUK TTiIBUINICHHS MOBHOT CBiJOMOCTI CTY/ICHTIB JUIS 3alIPOBADKCHHS iX Y
MIPAKTHUKY HaBYAJIBHOI AisUIEHOCTI.

Ku1ro4oBi ci1oBa: MOBHA 0COOUCTICTh; MOBHA CBiJIOMICTh; podeciiiHa JICKCHKA;
HayKOBO-TEPMiHOJIOTIYHa JICKCHKA.
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The correlation between the notions “linguistic personality” and “native speaker” is
determined. The verbal-semantic level of the linguistic personality of the student is
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Formulation of the problem. The anthropocentric orientation of modern
linguistic studies contributes to an increasing penetration into the problem
of the correlation of language and thinking, language and consciousness as
separate aspects of the study of the linguistic personality. Since the term of
“linguistic personality” has been introduced into the science (Yu. Karaulov,
1987), this concept is repeatedly attracted the attention of researchers, in par-
ticular from the point of view of linguistic didactics (L. Klobukova, 1997),
communicative linguistics (F. Batsevych, 2004), psycholinguistics (A. Za-
levskaya, 1999), sociolinguistics (O. Sirotinina, 1998), cognitive linguistics
(V. Karasik, 2003, 2004) and others. As noted by O. Mazepova, the notion
of linguistic personality “has acquired a categorical status and signs of term
marking, its widespread use shows the extraordinary demand for an appeal
to the” human factor” in the language, marks the anthropological perspective
of research [9, 274].

Analysis of the investigations. In recent decades, the linguistic person-
ality is interpreted primarily as a linguistic cultural phenomenon (I. Hol-
ubovska), which is formed in the process of socialization of the individual.
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Since the “linguistic personality” is the social notion, “the object of re-
search is enlarged: it is transformed from a particular person into a repre-
sentative of a particular social group or ethnic group” [9, 278] in modern
linguistic studios.

There are known three levels of linguistic personality: verbal-semantic,
that is, the person’s lexicon, linguistic cognitive (thesaurus of the personal-
ity) and motivational (pragmatics of the personality) (Yu. Karaulov, 1987).
As 1. Holubovska points out, the first level involves a stable fund of lexi-
cal-grammar knowledge of the speaker, which ensures natural language pro-
ficiency [4]. Although Yu. Karaulov designates this level as a “zero” level,
we can not ignore its role in the formation of a linguistic personality, because
it is the fundamental level in the structuring and systematizing of linguistic
knowledge.

Purpose of the article is to characterize the verbal-semantic level of the
linguistic personality of the student as an individual in the process of active
socialization and self-identification, and also to determine the relation be-
tween the concepts of “linguistic personality” and “linguistic consciousness”
in this aspect.

Presentation of the main material. Among all aspects of the study of
linguistic personality, one of the least investigated is the applied aspect — the
imposition of the notion of “linguistic personality” on the notion of “native
speaker”. The question remains unclear, for objective reasons, whether each
native speaker recognizes himself as a linguistic personality. It is attempted to
determine the level of language identification of the student in the proposed
investigation, that is, to find out if the student identifies himself as a linguistic
personality, how he interprets this notion, and whether he is able to describe
his own vocabulary, which is colorful and heterogeneous.

The experiment was attended by students of the Faculty of Philosophy
and the Faculty of Foreign Languages of Ivan Franko National University
of Lviv. The total number of respondents is 86. The students were offered to
define the term of “linguistic personality” and to describe their vocabulary in
the form of an essay.

75% of respondents give a definition to the notion of “linguistic person-
ality” (hereinafter — LP), which consists mainly of two aspects: a person-
alistic (LP — is a person as a native speaker) and a communicative (LP — is
a set of communicative skills of a person helping to perceive and transmit
information; a set of language knowledge, realized in a particular situation
of communication). There were also definitions that characterize the LP from
the point of view of pragmatics (LP is a person capable of performing speech
actions; a person realizing in speech activity on the basis of language knowl-
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edge and representations) and /linguistic cultural (LP — is a person formed
under the influence of a certain linguistic culture).

About 30% of the respondents define the analyzed concept through the
notion of text, sometimes identifying the latter with the notion of literary
work. For example: LP is “an individual, possessing a combination of abili-
ties and characteristics that predetermine the creation and perception of the
texts” (from the essay of the student of the Foreign Languages Faculty); LP
is “a person who can perceive and create language works” (from the essay of
the student of the Philosophy Faculty). In some cases, we fix the definition
of LP in the correlation of the concept of language consciousness: LP —is “a
person endowed with linguistic consciousness” (from the essay of the student
of the Foreign Languages Faculty).

Consequently, the main features of the linguistic personality according
to the interviewed students are communicative competence (communicative
skills that a person implements in a particular situation of communication),
speech competence (knowledge of linguistic norms and ability to adhere to
them), the presence of linguistic consciousness (awareness of yourself as a
communicant, the adoption of tactics in the linguistic game).

The approach to the notion of language for most of the interviewed stu-
dents is instrumental (language as a means of communication): “Language is
an instrument, therefore, my attitude to language is as to the instrument and
no more” (from the essay of the student of the Philosophy Faculty); “Lan-
guage is an instrument of man’s cognitive activity “ (from the essay of the
student of the Foreign Languages Faculty). Some respondents define lan-
guage as a determinant of personality: “Language is a business card” (from
the essay of the student of the Philosophy Faculty); “Language expresses the
personality of man, it is the reflection of man’s inner world” (from the essay
of the student of Foreign Languages Faculty).

The respondents formed their language portrait on the basis of a function-
al-style criterion: they described the professional and scientific terminology.
In addition, respondents characterized non-literary linguistic units of their
vocabulary — territorial and social dialecticism.

Often students confuse the notion of professional and scientific terminol-
ogy vocabulary. For example, student of the Faculty of Philosophy interprets
the terms of immanence, implementation, transcendentalism as the profes-
sionalisms. Another student of the same faculty to the professional vocabu-
lary refers terms of irrationalism, syncretism and interpretation.

Students of the Faculty of Foreign Languages define the terms of gerund,
euphemism, metaphor, subjective, predicate, article and others as profession-
al terms. On the other hand, none of the respondents put the lexeme “pairs” in
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terms of “classes” or “window” in the sense of “free time between classes” in
the list of professionalism. This is due to the close connection of professional
vocabulary “with the special terminology of certain branches of science” [10,
151]. As Z. Matsiuk and N. Stankevych note, these notions “have a large
number of common elements”, but there are also many differences, because
“professional vocabulary does not have names for the broad categories of the
same or similar realities, and each name by its origin and structure is usually
isolated from others, arise spontaneously on its own linguistic basis, have not
a clear scientific definition” [10, 151].

Respondents include to the professional vocabulary such words and
phrases as copywriting (technical translation), perfect time (completed time),
transcription, gerund (verbal noun) (students of the Faculty of Foreign Lan-
guages); consulting, election campaign, implement and others (students of
the Philosophy Faculty).

The formation of a linguistic personality is largely influenced by the ter-
ritorial dialect. Students were asked to reflect this influence on the character-
ization of the language portrait. The respondents submitted a list of the most
used dialectal words that are characteristic of their speech.

Students from Lviv, Vinnytsia, Cherkasy, Rivne, Zhytomyr, Volyn, Ter-
nopil and Zakarpattya regions were interviewed. As it turned out, part of the
interviewed students considers territorial dialecticisms to be a serious vio-
lation of linguistic norms, worse even than surzhyk. Here is a quote from
an essay by a student of the Faculty of Foreign Languages: “These words
(¢aiino, koeym, 6ynv6a) should be removed from vocabulary, because they
clog my speech”. It is not surprising that 5% of respondents indicated that
their vocabulary lacked dialect words. However, most still submit a list of
dialect words, among which the most frequent are: 6awnsx, oyavba, 6ycoko,
eanapemka, 3ynda, Ko2ym, WiIAYKU, paHmia, posep, cmpux, iniocanxa (the
southwestern dialect); rackasuys (epim), enaduwixa (2nequx), riconeo (seno-
cuned), xynasuii (2capruii) (the northern dialect).

Social dialecticisms, in particular slang words, jargon words, respondents
characterize as the words that “help to express emotions better” (from the
essay of the student of the Faculty of Foreign Languages). Students evalu-
ate this vocabulary positive mostly, in contrast to territorial dialectics. Re-
spondents distinguish youth slang: npuxuo (the wear), 6a6no (the money),
snuHsmu (to run away), 6azap (a conversation), My30H (a music), mMecuoxc
(a message); mycoexa (a party), student’s slang: dex (the Dean), cypmsx
(a chummery), cminyxa (a scholarship), xypcax (a Coursework), ymnigep
(the University), noym (a computer);, computer slang: eyenumu (to search
the internet network), saeucamu (to spend a lot of time on social networks),
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sipycHsxk (the viruses), i3ep (a user), eetimep (a gamer), ginoa (Windows
operating system), éexa (a social network), slang of the debaters: pym (the
presence of 8 players in one audience), xapm (a harm), beneghim (a prefer-
ence), cniim (the choice of winner by voting method).

15% of the interviewed students singled out in their lexicon jargon words,
in particular professional jargon words. However, the latter, for the most part,
characterize the sphere of additional activity, for example, music (hands-
on — hands on the instrument, nabyx — a musician who plays under any
conditions; listener — a person who plays not on notes but on hearing; go to
neighbors — play not on notes; 0o-pe-mi-0o-pe! — go away!), sports (karate)
(xama — shoulders,; xana — nose; yyxi — kick) and other. In isolated cases,
respondents confuse the concept of social dialect with the notion of surzhyk.
For example, the surzhyk words o6.10m, nanpsie, cmpvomno are interpreted as
social dialectics.

There are cases of imposing the concepts of «slang» and «jargon». In
particular, part of the respondents interpret the words xatighyeamu, giwxa,
Mmaicop, 3nunsimu, badku, npukuo as slang words, and another part of inter-
viewed students interpret the same words as jargon vocabulary.

The respondents distinguish in different groups surzhyk words and words
parasites, although sometimes these concepts are superimposed on one
another. For example, surzhyk words xapoue, mina, naouo, xaney are of-
ten interpreted as the words parasites. Among other commonly used surzhyk
words are: 6cbo, dadice, dcecmn, 6pOOIL, 8 KPAUHbOMY GUNAOKY, 30 YMOGYAH-
HAM, 0Owaza, noxyyumu, 30a4d, He, 3a6ipsio éac, ume-uyme, ujac and oth-
ers. The most frequent words parasites in the students vocabulary are: #y, ea,
OK, muny moeo.

Students of the Faculty of Foreign Languages singled out so-called
“slang abbreviations” — abbreviations of English phrases: non (from English
«Laughing Out Loud”) laugh loudly, aunc (from English «answer”) answer,
pen (from English «repetition”) repetition; ome (from English «O my God!»)
O wmiit Boxe!; imxo — (from English «in my humble opinion”) in my opinion.
Significant part of the lexicon of the students of Foreign Languages Faculty
are also barbarisms that respondents describe as social dialecticisms: nami
(from English — a party), xai (from English — hi!), 103amu (from English — to
use); copi (from English — sorry); nuiz (from English — please), kpeiisi (from
English — crazy); mecuoxc (from English — a message); navxkuymu (from
English — to like).

About 15% of the interviewed students characterize the linguistic per-
sonality by criterion of belonging to a part of the language. Emphasize the
verbal and noun linguistic personality. The most of respondents characterize
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the linguistic personality as a verbal one. In individual cases, we record the
description of the LP in terms of the degree of creativity: the respondents
singled out a creative and non-creative LP.

As already mentioned above, a part of respondents (about 12%) defined a
linguistic personality through the notion of linguistic consciousness. One of
the tasks of the experiment was to determine the level of language conscious-
ness of respondents.

In modern linguistic studies, the notion of “linguistic consciousness” is
viewed mainly in two aspects: cognitive linguistic and sociolinguistic. As an
object of cognitive linguistics research, linguistic consciousness is interpret-
ed as a part of the consciousness that “provides mechanisms of speech activ-
ity” [2, 34]. In sociolinguistic works, the term of «linguistic consciousnessy»
is interpreted as «the person’s attitude to language and linguistic reality» [11,
88], which includes «knowledge, feelings, assessments and instructions on
language and linguistic reality» [12, 13]. In this sense the notion of linguistic
consciousness is conceptually close to the concepts of “national conscious-
ness”, “linguistic stability” and “linguistic personality”. As a component of
the linguistic personality, linguistic consciousness can manifest itself at low,
medium and high levels [14]. Indicators of the level of linguistic conscious-
ness of the respondents in the proposed article were language knowledge (the
theoretical justification of the notion of “linguistic personality”, the ability to
describe vocabulary) and linguistic assessments (the ability to give a descrip-
tion and assessment of vocabulary).

Students with a low level of linguistic consciousness operate with general
concepts. They do not define the term of “linguistic personality”. The char-
acteristic of the lexicon is unreasonable, it is reduced to two or three points.
The attitude to language is purely instrumental. For example, “Language is
an instrument. My attitude to the language is as to the instrument and no
more” (from the essay of the student of the Philosophy Faculty). The number
of respondents with low level of linguistic consciousness is about 25%.

Students who substantiate the concept of “linguistic personality” in their
essays, demonstrate good knowledge of linguistic norms, give a detailed de-
scription of the lexicon, we consider them to have a medium level of lin-
guistic consciousness. There are 55% of students among respondents with
medium level of linguistic consciousness.

Own definition of the notion of linguistic personality, the proper oper-
ation of sociolinguistic terms, exhaustive description and evaluation of the
lexicon were the basis for qualifying the authors of such essays, such as those
with a high level of linguistic consciousness (about 20% of the interviewed
students). In particular, a student with a high level of linguistic conscious-
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ness gives his own classification of the student’s linguistic personality, distin-
guishing “Rus” students (students who speak Russian); chameleon students
(students who switch to the language of the interlocutor, who do not have
language stability); “Surzh” students (students who communicate with sur-
zhyk words); patriot students (students who speak the state language) (from
the essay of the student of the Faculty of Foreign Languages).

Conclusions and perspectives of further research. Consequently, ac-
cording to the results of the experiment, not all respondents are aware of
themselves as a linguistic personality, and one third of the respondents can-
not describe their vocabulary. One of the reasons is the low level of linguis-
tic consciousness as the main component of the linguistic personality. The
prospect of research is seen in the development of methods for raising the
student’s language consciousness to introduce them into the practice of edu-
cational activities.
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