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Abstract

The paper focuses on the analysis of the means of representation of the informant’s linguistic
personality at phonetic, lexical, grammatical, cognitive, and pragmatic levels in the oral discourse. The
material of the study is a transcript of an audio recording of one interview from the author’s multimedia
corpus “Everyone has their own war”. The interview was recorded in the Ukrainian language in one of the
most emotionally, psychologically, and physically difficult moments of the informant’s life. Despite a certain
limitation of language material, the peculiarities of the speech manifestations of the linguistic personality of
the informant, a twenty-nine age widow (a woman and a mother), are representative since she describes her
life and the life of her family after the full-scale invasion on February 24 and until May 2022.

The analysis of the informant’s linguistic personality shows that the verbal and semantic specificity is
determined by the volume of lexical items, the peculiarities of nominating speech objects and the choice of
means for their characteristic, as well as the style of speech. The informant’s speech is characterized by
violations of literary norms: it is full of adapted and unadapted lexical and morphological units of the Russian
language, and improper pronunciation of words, which in general correlates with her cultural and
educational level. The informant’s vocabulary is pragmatically functional and determined by the level of
education, social status, type of employment and living conditions. It clearly reflects the essence and content of
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the linguistic personality. The vocabulary of the everyday sphere prevails, onyms (toponyms, anthroponyms,
ergonyms) and a small amount of military lexicon are also registered.

Emotional and evaluative interjections with a positive or negative assessment are representatives of the
emotional, functional, and semantic sphere of the informant’s speech. The connotative coloration is provided,
in particular, by the verbal characterization of the occupiers, which includes ethnonymic nicknames, including
those based on appearance, language, and behaviour.

In terms of content and values, the discursive activity of the informant, represented by referential
semantic elements, is determined by extralinguistic factors and it correlates with universal values.

The motivational and pragmatic aspect of linguistic personality is grounded on the desire to speak out,
and includes life or situational goals, which are reflected in the discourse. It is manifested, in particular, in the
manner of speech, in the choice of markers used to organize and control the discursive coherence. The
analysis of the pragmatic markers included their functions, the specifics of their use and frequency.

Keywords: multimedia corpus, linguistic personality, interview, oral discourse; phonetic, lexical,
grammatical, cognitive, and pragmatic levels.

1. Introduction.

The analysis of the specifics of a person’s speech, psychological, pragmatic, social,
cognitive aspects of speech behaviour, peculiarities of language worldview, processes of
interaction and mutual influence of a language and a personality as a representative of a
certain society still attract linguists’ attention. The relevance of the study is determined by
the need to analyse and describe the speech material representing a linguistic personality
living in a certain region and the peculiarities of their individual worldview. In addition, the
interest in such speech material is dictated by the fact that the interview under analysis was
recorded in the first months of the Russian-Ukrainian war, and the informant describes the
events she lived through, her daily life in occupation, worries and hopes, everyday routine,
harsh living conditions, when every next day could be the last.

2. Literature Review.

The theoretical and methodological basis of the study is the academic works dealing
with the linguistic personality expression in and through speech, and reconstruction of their
main features by linguistic means (Vinogradov, 1980; Bogin, 1984; Karaulov, 1987; Karasik,
1994, 2014; Sukhikh & Zelenskaya, 1997); the idea of the individual character of language
proficiency, of the uniqueness of the language worldview of each individual (Baudouin de
Courtenay, 1963; Gumboldt, 1984; Sepir 1993); the process of language deployment in the
context of a particular life experience (Herder,1967); the problems of examining a language
through the prism of its speakers (Norman, 1994); the analysis of the lexical composition of
oral discourse, types of pragmatic markers, their inventory, principles of their classification
and functions (Aijmer, 2004; Brinton, 2007; Bogdanova-Beglarian 2012, 2014; Detges &
Waltereit (2016); the correlations between the use of pragmatic means in oral speech
(Zaides, 2019), the problem of language interference, as well as the use of surzhyk in oral
discourse (Bratski, 2011; Masenko, 2019); the issues of social identity, gender roles, and
stereotypes (Bondarevska, 2011; Oksamytna, 2004); the study of individual values and value
orientations (Shaihorodskyi, 2010).

3. Aim and Objectives.

This paper does not set the task of a systematic, detailed, and complex description of a
linguistic personality. Within the scope of this work only the fragments of the linguistic
personality implementation levels are examined. Therefore, the aim of the research is to
analyse the means of representing the linguistic personality at different levels based on the
oral discourse features.

In accordance with the aim of this study, the objectives are as follows:
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- to characterize the verbal and semantic level of the informant’s linguistic
personality;

- to describe the selective characteristics of the informant’s speech at the lexical,
grammatical, and pragmatic levels revealing the linguistic personality;

- to analyse the specific features of the linguistic and cognitive level of the
informant’s linguistic personality in the key social roles;

- to determine the value and semantic dominants of the linguistic personality as of a
woman and of a mother by diagnosing the manifestation of communicative behaviour and
word use.

4. Methodology.

The abovementioned aim determines the employment of the auditory analysis
method; content analysis method, descriptive method; hypothetical and deductive method,
continuous sampling method, contextual analysis method; comparative method; method of
semantic analysis of vocabulary; quantitative method.

5. Results and Discussion.

The material of the study is a transcript of an audio recording of one interview from
the multimedia corpus “Everyone has their own war” (on the author’s conception of
multimedia corpus creation and annotation system, see: Strashko, 2022) with a total of
6680 words, built in May 2022 (VUKS_INT_019). The recording was made in the genre of a
semi-directive interview, in which the informant describes her life and the life of her family
after the full-scale Russian invasion until May 2022. The interview (50 minutes long) was
recorded in the conditions of natural communication between the informant and the
researcher. Due to the informant’s location, it was a conversation done with the use of the
Viber application. The audio recording was made by means of the multi-track audio editor
Audacity.

It is obvious that such a limited nature of the object and material requires additional
verification on a larger corpus material, but it still allows to characterize the peculiarities of
the speech manifestations of a linguistic personality as a woman and a mother in one of the
most emotionally, psychologically and physically difficult moments of her social role.
Contrary to Karaulov’s well-known opinion that “at the level of ordinary language
semantics, at the level of semantic connections of words, their combinations and lexical-
semantic relations, there is no possibility for individuality”, and communication at this level
“[...] does not belong to the competence of language personality” (Karaulov, 1987, p. 36), we
believe that the language of an ‘ordinary’ person deserves no less attention than those of
famous personalities or representatives of literature circles, art or politics. As Norman states,
“the laws of speech production are the same for an ordinary native speaker and for a great
writer. The difference lies only in the ratio of “the standard” and “the innovation”” (Norman,
1994, p.13), and the individual in the language and the typical in it are organically
intertwined in any linguistic personality.

Humboldt was one of the first to speak about the need to study individual language.
He affirmed that although all people speak one language, each person has his own language.
Therefore, it is necessary to study live colloquial speech and speech of an individual, because
“only in the speech of an individual the language reaches its final definiteness” (Humboldt,
1984, p. 84).

The informant’s sociolinguistic passport: female, 29 years old, Ukrainian, a widow,
has a special secondary education, is on maternity leave. The interview was recorded in the
Ukrainian language.
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Speaking about the development of this problem, it should be noted that the concepts
of “linguistic personality” and more specific related terms (such as “discourse”, “lexicon”,
and “idiolect” — their models), the principles of the study, the parameters of their description,
and the ways of typologization create conditions for the expansion and modification of
possible typologies. Baudouin de Courtenay gave one of the first definitions of ‘a linguistic
personality’, which he understood as “a receptacle of socio-linguistic forms and norms of the
collective, as a focus of crossing and displacing various linguistic categories” (Baudouin de
Courtenay, 1963, p. 280).

Summing up the main positions of anthropological linguistics, in which ‘linguistic
personality’ is a core notion, the understanding of this phenomenon is as follows: ‘the
linguistic personality’ is identified with the ability for speech activity, allowing to produce
and perceive speech acts; it is also perceived as a set of features of the verbal behaviour of a
person using language as a means of communication; finally, there is its ethnosemantic
understanding as of the initial national prototype of a particular language user. In other
words, “the linguistic personality” is seen as “a speech personality”, “communicative
personality”, ethnosemantic or vocabulary personality (Bogin, 1984; Sukhikh & Zelenskaya,
1997; Karasik, 1994).

Offering different options for structuring the linguistic personality, researchers
usually refer to the model developed by Karaulov, according to whom, the linguistic
personality is presented within the framework of the cognitive-linguistic aspect. It is
understood as a set of abilities and characteristics of a person, which determine the creation
and perception of speech acts (texts), differing in the degree of structural and linguistic
complexity, in the depth and accuracy of reflecting reality, and in a certain goal orientation
(Karaulov, 1987, p. 36). The analysis of the linguistic personality corresponds to three
structural levels, which exist inseparably in speech (ibid., 1987).

In this study, “a linguistic personality” is understood as a native speaker of a
particular language, in the totality of social and individual traits, who represents one’s own
individuality in and through language.

Within the scope of the research, it also seems appropriate to consider the pragmatic
markers that are abound in the informant’s speech. Pragmatic markers are understood as
discourse units that resulted from the process of pragmatization, with an increase in the role
of the pragmatic component and a decrease in the significance of the denotative and
significative components in the word (Bogdanova-Beglarian, Fyliasova, 2018; Zaides, 2019).

In general, the linguistic personality of informant 019 has the following structure: the
verbal-semantic level, which forms its core; two closely interrelated peri-nuclear levels
(respectively cognitive and motivational-pragmatic), to the point that it is difficult to
prioritize them.

The lexical level is indicative for describing the informant’s linguistic personality:
determined by the level of education, social status, and the type of employment (parental
leave), so it is obvious that the informant’s lexicon is pragmatically functional and clearly
reflects the essence and content of the informant’s linguistic personality. Since the interview
was telling about the experience, it is natural that the vocabulary used by the informant most
often characterizes the domestic sphere which can be divided into the following lexico-
semantic groups: livestock (ckomuna, xoposa), residential buildings and their components
(6younox I oim, noepib, konoosse, kpuwa, neuxa, epyoka), household items (csiuku, cniuxu,
nonama), food and nutrition (monoxo | monouxo, Gaunuuxu), clothes (xkypmouku, wmanu,
Kopmu).

The description of the family’s everyday life and living conditions is accompanied by
historical information: “JKunu mu 6e3 nisxoi xomyuixayii| eymanimapku 0o Hac e
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ooivcanu | a ecni ooixcanu | mo ix y nac maml we 6 /[pyey Ceimosy sitiny | e-e napautymicm
Anvowra | kapoue iioco youru mam | i na na wecmvb Hb020 Hazeanu Oyiao | Anbowikoge =
Anvowxine nonell 1 6ina moeo Anvowxinoco nons| oe npoixcarnu 3 Opixosa 0o mac
eymanimapku | ix npocmo nanpocmo poszcmpenoganu | pozbusanu | i 6 ocusni mam | ny
peanvno | cuac | cuac nemae | a maoa mo eawe ne 6ynoll”. “3a odopocoro | y nac 6ins
oopoeu | mam y nac nam’smuux [pyeoi Ceimoeoi eivinu | soinam | sxi sawumuru nawe |
nawe ceno ...”. It is worth noting that all the cited examples here and below are from so
called “raw” variant of the transcript. This was intentionally done in order to draw attention
to value and meaningful dominants reflected in the informant’s discourse.

Since the informant talks about the life in occupation, military lexicon appears in her
speech: manxu, Oponu, paxema, 6e3nilomMHIK, ABMOMAMU, CHAPAOU, ONOK-NOCM, BOSKU,
ouepeost, 06CMPINIOBAHHSL.

The onomastiic vocabulary (toponyms, anthroponyms, ergonyms) used for self-
presentation and description of events is registered in the informant’s speech:“4 ocusy
Bacuniscokuti  paiion | 3anopizbka obracme | ceno II'smuxamxull”, “A eonul eonu
oxpyarcunu nac noayuaemocs | 0o Opixosa | I'yusinone myoa i Kpacnoapmeiicvkell”, “mam
00 Kamsnvcokoeo | 6 nac € dopoea na Kamsncoke”, “obopyoosanu y Bacineski ceoi mam
6oHu 3axkonu’, “na Kamsawny copy euixamv nonyuacmuvcs Ham Haoa 0y10”°, “ham 3€1b0HYy
oopoey danu axc Ha 3anopodcocs’, ‘i na Kamuamke 6 mene mvomxa ecmwll ““3a 6ocim 200
oxynayii’ /Jonbaca i Jlyeancvka no0u akoce max He cinbho sipunu yvomyl”, “Bona meni
nomazana | nomazana saexcou lean = leanky cnamo ynaxcysana | i Baniuxyll”, “a Baniuxi
x0n00H0”’, A im nawna ykpaincoky kuusieky | 30 kazox 30k mam | Anoepcona | nepexnadenuii
Ha ykpaincoky mosyll”, “noxopmnio Bimanixa i JKenrw”, bo 6 mene XKens i [ina | eonu
wkinono2o | wkinenozo | [iana 6 6 4 knac xooe | a XKens | JKens 6 nepwuil knac miku niuiia
oyaa”, “Y nac ecmo mam 6 ceni | emom 6ins komnaekca | sk emom | y nac ecmo nocaoka |
Jlyoku nasusaemocsll’ .

Emotionally and expressively coloured words represent the informant’s emotional,
functional, and semantic aspects of speech. For instance, the informant uses the particle
npocmo-nanpocmo t0 give additional emotional, expressive and meaningful shades to her
words: Om yvo2o 6cvoeo |, mu ne moznu npocmo nanpocmo npedcmasums co6i”’, “Heuo 6
mebe nema | mu npocmo nanpocmo oopizanuti om yvo2o ceima’.

The emotionality of the informant’s speech is manifested at the level of describing
events related to a potential threat to her life or the life of her family members during the
occupation. Such emotional and evaluative units have a positive or negative assessment. The
units with a positive assessment include “Crasa Foey” and the interjection “I'ocnoou”,
expressing relief and reassurance.

“Cnasa Boey” acts as an introductory component of a sentence and is synonymous
with the modal “luckily’”: “I]e oyorce cmpawno 6yno | i mu oovwnu | Cnasa boey “s | Crasa
bozy | kaoxcy | s eac yb6epeenall”, **Cnasa bocy mixoco me e6unu’. The interjection
“I'ocnoow’, which consists only of the vocative case form, is used only once, when quoting
the informant’s mother’s speech, an elderly woman who expresses fear about her daughter’s
life: “A mamu mos sax nouyna wo ouepeos niwnu | kasce doys 2ocnod | mu nputiwna yina | i
mebe ne npubdbunu | i xasxce s max nepedxcusana | 60 xasxce oymanra | mebe mam youce
poscmpinsinu | sk nouyna yro ouepeos 3 asmomama | kasxce™.

The set unit “me oaii Boowce is used by the informant to express a wish to
interlocutors to avoid life-threatening situations; something dangerous or undesirable. It has
a negative connotation, as it is associated with the emotion of fear: “ne dait boorce kaxce | mu
moxcemo 6ci nioipsays mam”, ““‘Om kaoicy | konu kasxcouit | ne oait 6ooxce | kasxcy | kasice | s
maxk npotide max s npouuiia | kasxcy kasicy, He oail 60dice kaxcy” .
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The negative connotation also has the verbal characterization of the occupiers. It
covers ethnonymic nicknames (kayan, uyxmex), including those that indicate appearance
(vekoenasuit), language (pawen), behaviour (pawwcem). For example: “poburu mina
cnpawysanu | Oynu mi uykmeku | wu sx ix mam | yckoenaszi | six ix modicna we nazeamo s He
suaio”, “eonu mam moowce Il ny xnonyi | yi pawenu | wo sonu mam cmosu | 3amackiposani
oynu’.

The universal opposition “csiti-uyarcuir” is an invariant model that is fixed in the
informant’s speech by a system of variants: “ykpainmi” — “pocisau”, “Hami” — “ixui”,
“mu” — “Bonn”. When these polar categories are contrasted, the second component of the
opposition has an exclusively negative connotation. “Ham | kascy | naoa sutimu | wo6 nawi
kaoicy | smoenu ix | kascy ix euenams | kaocy | 3 nawoeo cena npoename Ooanvuie | i
ouucmums yro mepumopilo om yux pawucmos | kasxcy mamepi”’. “Xaii 6onu ocmaeniamo
Hauty zemmo 6 nokoi | ye nawa zemns | ye ykpaincoxa semns | ye napoo Yrpainu | i eona
00JdICHA ocmamucst Ham ykpainysm | a ne skumocy mam kayanam’ .

The speech of the informant is characterised by interference of Ukrainian and Russian
on the levels of grammar and vocabulary that gives us reason to speak about surzhyk in this
case. For example: “He cun | ne nepsos eoxce ne byno esxce | npocmo nanpocmo civosu
Komuauce moni padocmi | moni ne 3naro sk éam ye 06 sichumv | npocmo moz2o wo mu
subpanucs 3 ybo2o 6cvo2o | s obusna ix kpenko xkpenko Il Tax sx wac nomnio | i cmapwa
oouka xadxce | mamo | ne nnau | 6ce xapawol!”.

The informant also uses some set phrases from Russian, e.g: “Hy sx mo kascymo 6
mecHome 0a HE 8 00i0e O6ydemo mu xncumsv’’, “K Ha aadowke mu y Hux oyau’. A na ceiu
cmpax i puck niwna Oyna s NOHIMALA WO MO21d NOJAYHUMb RV 8 100a NOMOMY WO 5
BULLIA He BULILULA He BULIULLA 3 080PA 8 NAMb YACo8’ .

In addition, the informant uses Ukrainian words alongside with their Russian
equivalents: xzi6 — xaeb, peui nepuioi Heobxionocmi — cwyi NEPBOU HEOOXOIMOCMI, BOAKA
(VKp. — me dic came, wjo 60in) — éosxa (poc. scapm., ipon.); Russian words without phonetic
adaptation (peepans, nomowi, minigponu, XxacOywikom, ceema, C6s3i, POOCMBEEHIKOS,
CNOKOUHO, OKYNIposanoi, oocmpen, noumi, cnacibo, peoxocms), as Well as partially adapted,
to name just a few of them: “Tu orc kaoice | ceoe obewanie 30epaicana | mu s nac susesna | y
Hac edice mym 6yoe ece xapawoll”, “a s ne moana nivoco 30enramo | nomomy wo s He 3Hana
cama | wio 30 muoti 6yoe uepesz 5 munym”.

In these examples, the verb forms of z0eporcana and 30erame are partially adapted,
because although it retains the Russian forms (namely those of the past tense in the first
example, and the infinitive in the second) it has a Ukrainian prefix -3.

In contrast to the variants registered by Masenko (2019, p. 61), in the second example
we have the verb form cmoorcemo with the Ukrainian pronunciation on [o] but the Russian
prefix c-: “i mu cnokoiino cmooicemo suixams 3 oKyniposanoi mepumopii’’.

These examples may signify the individual characteristics of speech or indicate
typical system properties of the south-eastern dialect of the Ukrainian language realized in
phonetics, vocabulary, and / or grammar. Therefore, this assumption needs to be verified on
a wider number of informants with similar social background (gender, time of birth, area of
residence, and occupation). In this context, it is appropriate to cite the apt expression of
Bratski that the consequence of interlingual interference in speech “[...] is the appearance of
a number of variables, chaotically borrowed and assimilated words and phrases, and even
elements of Russian phonetics and grammar, which are difficult to describe and classify”
(Bratski, 2011, p. 26).
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In general, the informant’s speech does not correspond to the norms of the Ukrainian
literary language and is rich in so called twisted words (a calque/a loan translation, foreign
words), which correlates with her cultural and educational level.

Since the situation of communication affects both the subject matter of lexical items
and their variation, in the informant’s speech, variations include the following: 6yza, 6yau.
For example: “Bckopocmi mym npuixana mos cecmpa | ny eona edxce 3apamiec nauiia Ham
oomix oyra mym | 3a6pana nac, “Bona Oysce mobums uumams | 5 iti cnycmuna y niosa,
oyaa niopyunuxu | sonu cnycmunu 6ynu | nepeuumanu 6onu 6ci niopyunuxu’ .

In the examples above, 6yra / 6yau are used with past tense verbs for reinforcement,
by analogy with the form 6y:0.

The informant’s speech is rich in pragmatic markers (mainly of a discursive nature),
such as “emom”, “sx ckazamv”, “kapoue”, “snacme”, “ax ix mam”, “kasncy | kasxce”, which
help her to structure or control the discourse. Here are some more examples:

- a search marker, used for the search for words or phrases that are forgotten or not
immediately recollected: “a emom wo | poburu éce wo xominu, “oona cim’s i3ouna 6yna
emom | nponanall’;

- a hesitative marker, filling in the pause when searching for continuation of speech,
and at the same time verbalizing the speaker’s difficulties: ny éonu snacme | six cxazamo |
6onu Oyau nogpacosani | nakemamu makumu 3poOIEHUMU 6dCe HA BIK NOJLYHAEMbCS
oumunull’”;

- a hesitative and delimitative marker that helps to navigate the text: “xapoue | 6onu
mym psoom 6ins nacll”, *“Mu om eac i ne eunyckaemo | cudime we micsyvox mina | kapoue
nocudims | nepemepnime mpowxu | nomom mu 00itioemo’;

- a metacommunicative marker that maintains the contact with an interlocutor: “onu
oina epyoxu | snaeme | omo sk yennsmrka | omo euepisanucs 6ynu’, *“sxoce snaeme | ye
npocmo oyoice dyace cmpauiroll’;

- a reflexive marker that helps to assess the appropriateness of a word: “vu sk ix mam /
yckoanasi sk ix ModichHa we Hazsamo 5 He sHawll’;

- a xeno indicator that relates to what other speakers say: Kaowce doys | mu nonimacu
yemesepo manux | eu xasxce | 6yoeme sx na nadowxe | mou e pebenox | nac 6uono 3
cycionvoeo cena |l i kasice 6roknocm cmoims kasice | ixuiti | myma euono | kaxce. Bac | kaswce
60HU 8 0OUll Momenm | kasice ModxCymos npocmo HAnpocmo o4epedsb nycmums Kagxice | ¢
aemamama i poscmpiniams | kasxce nixmo He nioe omcrooosa | 6ydemo socoame kadxice | mu
nokamicme xaonyi | nawi eosiku ix me 3adywame xadce | myma ne nosbusaiome ycix ix
mymall”;

- a xeno indicator showing that the speaker includes in his / her speech the phrases
used earlier: Ham kaorcy naoa sutimu | wo6 nawi xasxcy | smoenu ix xaoxcy | ix suenamo xasxwcy
3 Hawoeo cena | npoenamo danvuwe | i ouucmums yio mepumopiio om yux pawucmos | kasxcy
mamepill”.

It should be noted that the variant of the typology of pragmatic units, developed for
the purpose of pragmatic marking of the oral corpus (Bogdanova-Beglaryan et al., 2019),
was taken as a basis for this classification.

According to the quantitative analysis, the most frequent marker in the informant’s
speech is the xeno-indicator ‘xaocy’ — 94 times, which makes up 54.65% of the total number
of pragmatic markers. Markers ‘xaorce’ (49), ‘emom’ (13), ‘kapoue’ (9), ‘snaeme’ (5), ‘ax
ckazamv’ (1) Ta “ax ix mam’ (1) respectively make 28.48%, 7. 55%, 5.23%, 2.9 %, 0.58%,
and 0.58%.

The analysis of linguistic units at the linguistic-cognitive level allows us to trace
which notions, ideas and values are of primary importance for the informant and determine
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her life position. The units of the linguistic-cognitive level of the informant’s personality are
experiences, emotions, conditioned by reality; issues of survival and saving the family, as
well as the idea of the mother, who must protect her children and the family as a whole.
These elements of the language worldview run through the interview: “Bonu mpycunucs |
gonu niaakanu | 6onu ymonsinu wob s ix eusesna 6 bezonacne mecmo | i nocmosnno kazanu
mama | ny mu sc obiwana | wo mu yioem | mu oc nam obiwana i nnauymoll”. *“ A npuxoouna
| npuxoouna 0o ixuvo2o 6noknocmis | s npocuna y nux | xascy | sunycmimo mene | i vemeepo
oimetll i mamip. 3abupaiime moe xazsicmso | moe ece sunycmime”. ““AHrxoce mu nHawom
Ub020 51 He akyenmiposana oyia | meni enasue 6yno wob y oimeii éce o6yno | éonu 6yau cumi
wob eonu Oynu ooensamymi | wob eonu ne 6 womy | wob eonu ne myscoanucs | a 6cvo
ocmanvhe | ye sik mo kaxcymo | sx s kaocy | ye 6yoe nomom [sax na émopoil nian 6uxoouno y
menell I'nasne wo6 y nux nux | wob eonu sncusi 6yaul 300posi | wo6 y nux oyau eci pyuxu
Hootcku 1 nanvuuky yini | wob eonu Oyau He 20100Hi | He Xx0a00Hil sk mo kaxcymo [
nakopmueri | cumi i 6 menni wo6b 6yaull Oye ons mene Oyno came 2naene 36epeemu ixHe
acummst | wob ix ix | wob eonu 6yau | mowo eonu eonu miku xcume nawanu leonu mixku
orcusHb bayume Havanu | i myma y Hux Ha iXHii oumsuuil modxcna ckazamu max | oa wisxy |
a mym eiuna nauanacs | im o6u 6icame | npueamse | ckakamo | eyisme | a myma im naoo
cudims 6 niogani muxervxo | 60 manoni wo cryuumocsll”. As we can see the informant’s
personal values “[...] contain a motivational component” that is when they “[...] serve as a
basis for action” (Shynkaruk, 2002, p. 708).

The main feature of the informant’s personal self-identification according to her
verbal speech is the awareness of the inseparable connection with the family. This is
manifested in her understanding of the family as a whole (which, in particular, is emphasized
by the presence of referential choice — the use of “we” instead of “I”). The informant’s
speech emphasizes the actions that the family performed together, collectively, by all of its
members, or the properties that characterize the whole family: “Bonu 3aexcou ye nicis moeo,
AK 00 MO20, K HAYANACA BOUHA NOJYYAEMbCS, GOHU Oilbule OiIbule AKOCL CHIAYOHI Cmanu
opye 3a Opy2OM HAYAAU MU, WO NePetCUBAIOMb 34 KAHCO020 He MO WO MAamM MITbKU 0OHA
mama, mina 3a Hux ycix nepexcusac” , “‘/lna nei make noHammsi, Wo MeHWA cecmpuixra oyoe
X80pimv, wio mMu pobums Oyoem, wo maxe cmaid AKocs Oinbute OilbUl YIHUMDb OYell HaUUlL.
Yu nawuti maneHvKull MipoK, K 5 1020 HA38AAU OYIU MU WO AK MU Oanrbuie Oyoem yci
BUNCUBAM b, MONCHA CKA3AMb MAK, K MU OY0eM 8UICUBAMDb 8 YbOM) 8 YbOMY nekni “‘6oHu,
B0HU HAYANU, KA3AMb, 0asatime Mu 6y0eMo 8Ci pa3zom WoCb piliams Omax 6MECME 8CI .

Social identification in the informant’s speech takes place at different levels.
However, the social status of the mother prevails in the structure of the informant's social
identity. The informant describes her maternal role, her sense of personal responsibility for
children and for the survival of the family as follows: “s npocuna y nux Ixasxcyl eunycmime
mene i wemeepo oimetil i mamipll, “meni naoa 3 ycix mawun coopams ceoix oimeii Il de moi
oimu? “A nauana kpuuamsl! de moi oimu’ .

At the same time, her status as of a widow plays an equally important role in her life,
since her self-presentation begins with this very phrase: “4 sdosa i ¢ mene ¢ uemsepo
oimeu”, and later in the conversation as an answer to the interviewer’s question about
children’s help with household chores: “Yonogixa ¢ mene nemace Il Bin nomep 200 nazao
oyesll”.

An important aspect of her social identity is her innate, gendered, family-role status as
of a daughter and granddaughter: “mamu xaosice | xaiti xomo oona cim’sl’”, **A mamu mos sk

nouyna’, “oye s wac noxamicme 3animarocs | zanimarocs 6abywxou’, ‘I meni naoa 6yno

6ci dani cHauana 3 6abywkoio noixamol™, **s 3pobuna 6abywxi nenciol” .
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The dominant categories of the pragmatic level of the speech personality are
individual intentions and goals, with their communicative needs (in particular, the need to
share personal experiences), as well as the desire to express her individual attitude to the
events that had occurred.

The pragmatics of the informant’s statements becomes more understandable through
the prism of her perception as of a social subject, who responds to the call to testify made by
others: I{e doorcni | kasce | ye oo = dondxwcen snamo ne miku mu | s | i mam cycio | kym |
opam | kaxce | a 0ooxrcen 3namo ysecw ceim kaxice | wo y nac mym pooumscsll.

6. Conclusions.

The analysis of the linguistic means of the informant’s linguistic personality in the
key social roles based on the oral discourse features allows us to draw the following
conclusions:

The informant’s linguistic personality represents specific personal traits determined
by her social status and identity, living on a particular territory in a certain socio-cultural
environment and communication in difficult life circumstances. The individuality of the
informant is manifested at each of the analysed levels.

The verbal and semantic specificity is determined by the volume of lexical units
meaning, the peculiarities of nominating speech objects and the choice of means for their
characteristics, as well as by the style of speech. On the background of the features inherent
in oral colloquial speech in general (the use of everyday vocabulary, emotionally coloured
words, parenthesis) the informant’s speech is characterized by violations of literary norms: it
is abundant in lexical and morphological units of the Russian language, improper
pronunciation of words, which in general correlates with her cultural and educational level.

In terms of content and values, the discursive activity of the informant as of a mother
(represented by referential semantic elements) is determined by extralinguistic factors and
correlates with universal values. The analysis of specific features of the linguistic and
cognitive level of the informant’s linguistic personality shows that her worldview is
characterized by pragmatism aimed at family survival in difficult conditions.

The informant’s pragmatic individuality is determined by the desire to speak out. The
markers used by the informant serve as elements of the pragmatic level of linguistic
personality; with their help, the informant controls the discursive coherence of the spoken
discourse.

The prospects for further research lie in a more detailed analysis of the informant’s
speech at all language levels to create a comprehensive speech portrait of the informant.
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Anomauyin

Cmamms npucesyena ananizy 3aco6ié¢ penpesenmayii MoGHOI ocobucmocmi HA DOHemUUHOMY,
NEKCUYHOMY, 2PAMAMUYHOMY, KOSHIMUGHOMY I NPASMAMUYHOMY DI6HAX 8 YCHOMY Ouckypci. Mamepiaiom
00CHI0MHCEHHS € CKpUnm ay0io3anucy iHmepea’1o 3 agmopcbko20 Myromumeditinoco kopnycy “Y koacnozo c6os
gitHa” . Inmeps 10 3anucano yKpaiHcbkol Mo6010 6 0OUH 3 HAUOLIbUL eMOYIHO, NCUXON02IYHO MA (DI3UUHO
CKAAOHUX MOMeHmI8 dicummsl iH@opmanmku. Hessadcaiouu Ha neeHy 00OMedicenicmb MOSHO20 Mamepidany,
0CObBUBOCMI MOGIEHHEBUX NPOABIE MOBHOI ocobucmocmi IHpopmanmru — 08a0yaMuUOes8 smupiuHoi 6006u
(orcinky i mamepi), € penpe3eHmamueHUMU, OCKIIbKU 60HA ONUCYE CE0E HCUMMSL MA HCUMMSL C80€EL POOUHU
niC/si NOYAMKY NOGHOMACUIMAOHO20 emopeHenis 24 niomozo i 0o mpaens 2022 poky.

Ananiz Mo8HO20 Mmamepiany HOKA3YE, WO 6epOANbHO-CEMAHMUYHA Cheyuika OucKypcy MosHOT
ocobucmocmi demepMinyemvcsi 00CA20M AKMUBHO20 CNIOBHUKA THOOPMAHMKU, OCOOIUBOCMAMU HOMIHAYIL,
subopom 3acobie O IXHbOI Xapakmepucmuxu ma cmuiem MoeieHHS. Moenenns iHpopmanmku pschic
aoanmosanHumMy i HeaoanmoSaAHUMU JEeKCUYHUMU MA MOPQHOIOSIHHUMU  OOUHUYSIMU POCILICbKOI MO8U,
HEeNnpasuIbHOI BUMOB0IO CJli8, WO 3A2ANOM CNIGGIOHOCUMbCA 3 ii KYAbMYPHO-0CEIMHIM pieHeMm. Jlexcuka
IHGOpMaAHmMKU NPASMAMUYHO (DYHKYIOHATLHA Tl 0OYMOBAEHA DI6HEeM O0CSIMU, COYIANbHUM CIAMYCOM, 8UOOM
sauHsmocmi 1 ymosamu oicumms. Bona uimxo eido6padicac cymmicme i 3micm MO8HOI ocobucmocnii.
Hepesasicac nexcuxa nobymogoi cghepu, HASGHA MAKONC OHIMHA JeKCcuka (MONOHIMU, AHMPONOHIMU,
ep2OHiMUL) [ He3HAYHA KINbKICIb SIlICbKOB020 JICKCUKOHY .

Penpeszenmanmamu  emoyitinoi, QYHKYIOHATbHO-CEMaHMUYHOL chepu  MOGNeHHS THEHOPMAHMKU €
eMOYIIHO-OYIHHI BUSYKU NOSUMUBHO20 AO0 He2amusHo2o 3HauenHs. Konomamuene 3a06apeneHHs Micmums,
30Kpema, 6epbanbHa XapaKmepucmuKa OKyRanmis, sika 6KIo4ae 68 cebe emHOHIMIUHI NPI36UCbKA, 30Kpema mi,
WO IPYHMYIOMbCA HA 306HIUHOCMT, MOBI, NOBEOiHYI.

Y 3micmosHo-yinnicnomy  naami  OUCKYpCUGHA  OIANbHICMb  IHQOPMAHMKU — penpe3eHmosana
peepeHmuumMu CeManmuyHUMU eaemMenmamu, 0emepMiHO8aHA eKCMPANIHe8ICMUYHUMU YUHHUKAMU | KOPEoe
3 3A2ANbHONOOCOKUMU YIHHOCMAMU.

Momusayiiino-npaemamuynuii acnekm MOGHOI 0cOOUCMOCMI IDYHMYEMbCS HA OANCAHHT BUCTOBUMUCS U
Micmumo Jcummesi abo CumyamueHi yini, sAKi 3Haxo0amv ei0obpascenHs y ouckypci. Lle suseniemwcs,
30Kpema, 8 Mauepi MOGAeHHs, y 8UOOPI MapKepis, Wo SUKOPUCTOBYIOMbCS O]l Op2aHizayii ma KOHMpOJo
OucKypcusHoi 36 ’sa3Hocmi. Ananiz npasmamuunux mapkepie 60ye ckeposanuii Ha ixui @yuxyii, cneyugixy
BIICUBAHHS MA YACMOMHICb.

Kntouosi cnosa: mynemumeditinuii Kopnyc, MOBHA o0cobucmicmv, iHmep8’io, YCHUU OUCKYPC,
ponemuuni, IeKCUyHi, 2pAMamuyti, KOZHIMUGHI MAa NPASMAMUYHI 0COOTUBOCIII.
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