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The article characterizes lingual personality in terms of aspects of multiplicity and fake. The understanding of lingual
personality has recently acquired new interpretations. The notion gains new characteristics and aspects of study
as a person appears to constantly undergo changes and transformations. Linguistic, social, political, economic,
historical and other factors impact it.

Modern lingual personality is a multiple personality that lives in the real world but creates virtual worlds and
spaces and manifests itself in different environments. Lingual personality becomes virtual, not real or fake and
it is an ‘actor’ and participant in various discourse types. This results in changing its general psychological,
linguistic, behavioral, communicative and other characteristics. Fake lingual personality has not been
the subject of systematic study yet. Not much is known about the processes of fake discourse production,
discourse processing and comprehension which could provide valuable insight into the notions of personality
and lingual personality.

Modern communication technologies promote the emergence of virtual spaces, “floating worlds’, “worlds
of spectacle’; “absent worlds” and “fake reality”. Various ways and channels of communication transform face-to-
face relationships, develop the domain of “absent presence’; support the presence of “the multiplicity of truth” and
thus allow every personality to express itself via linguistic styles and linguistic behavior.

Modern personality is involved in various discourse types including creolized ones (advertising discourse, medical
discourse, political discourse, mass media discourse, behavioral discourse, game discourse, personological
discourse, fake discourse, etc.) which reflect multiple nature of personality and facilitate multivariate manifestation
of its linguistic styles, communicative and discursive competences.

Transformational processes in turn lead to the integration of alternative worlds which are created with the help
of different kinds of codes, to the interaction of people, communities, ethnic groups and their cultures. In these
conditions the worlds become quasi-real. In certain cases they turn into substitutes of the “primary” reality. In this
context it is essential to focus on “fake” as a realia of existence of modern humanity.

FAKE has become an integral part of life. A great number of neologisms and word combinations appear
in the media. A great number of things are represented as fake: fake name, food, world, smile, social media,
mood, etc. A lot of them deal with a person: fake family, fake life, fake friends, fake personality, fake people; faker,
fake maker. Fake linguistic personality is an ‘actor’ of fake discourse; it is a multiple, many-sided, split personality
that is able and ready to produce fake discourse, process it and sometimes interact in it. This specific language
of deception is oriented to manipulation. Further study of linguistic markers of deception and manifestations
of fake is necessary.

Key words: linguistic personality, personality, fake, multiplicity, fake linguistic personality, fake discourse, multiple
personality.

Ipuwerko O.B.
MoBHa 0cobMCTiCTb: MHOXKMHHICTb Ta pelik

Y cmammi cxapakmepu3o8aHo MO8HY 0cobucmicms 3 no2aA0y acnekmie MHOXUHHOCMI ma cpeliky. YasneHHs
npo Hei'nocmitiHo 3MiHIDEMbCA Ma MOOUIKYEMbCA.

CyyacHa MosHa ocobucmicme — ye MHOXUHHA 0COBUCMICMb, AKA XXuBe 8 peaslbHOMY C8imi, ase CMBOPIOE 8ip-
myaneHi ceimu ma npocmopu U nposAsnse cebe y pi3HoMy omoyeHHi. MogHa ocobucmicme cmae 8ipmyanebHoro,
HepeasbHoIo Ma elikogoko; BOHA € AKMOPOM MA Y4ACHUKOM Pi3HUX munig duckypcy. Lje npu3zsodume 00 3miH
302G/16HUX NCUXO/102i9HUX, JTIH28iCMUYHUX, N0BEOIHKOBUX, MOBJIEHHEBUX MA IHWUX XAPAKMepUCMUK.

CyyacHi KomyHiKauitiHi mexHosozii cnpusAlomMe NOA8I BipMYanbHUX C8iMi8, «NA8aAKYUX c8imigy, «c8imig 8UO0BU-
wa, «8iocymHix caimia» ma ¢elikogoi peasnbHocmi. PisHomaximui 3acobu ma kaHanu KomyHikauii mpaHceop-
MyIOMb XUee CNisIKy8aHH#, po3susasaome cepy «8iocymHuoi NpucymHocmi», Nidmpumyroms npucymHicme
«MHOXUHHOCMI Npagou». TAKUM YUHOM 80HU 0AMb MOX/IUBICMb KOXHIll 0cobucmocmi npossismu cebe Yepes
JliHe8ICMUYHI cmusi ma niHegicmuyHy no8eoiHKy.
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CyyacHa ocobucmicme 3anyyeHa 0o pi3HuUX 8udie OUCKYpPCy ma Kpeosizo8aHux OUCKYpCi8 (peknamHo20, Meouy-
HO020, NOIMUYHO20, MACMeDilIH020, N0BEOIHKOB020, OUCKYPCY 2pU, NePCOHOM02iYHO20, heliK-OucKypcy mouio),
wo 8i006paxae MHOXUHHY npupody 0cobuCMocmi ma cnpuse Pi3HOMAHIMHUM NPOABAM i MiH28ICMUYHUX CMU-
J1i8, KOMYHIKaMUeHil ma OuCKypCUBHil KoMnemeHUisim.

Y cyuacHomy caimi popmam OFUK cmas Hegid'eMHOIO 4acmuHOI Xumms ma peanieo 6ymms CyydcHO20
Jodcmea. Y 3acobax macosoi iHgopmauii 3'asunocs 6ezniy HogoymeopeHs. Qelikosa MOBHaA ocobucmicme €
akmopom ¢helik-ouckypcy. Lle MHOXUHHa (pi3HOb6iYHa, po3wjensieHa) ocobucmicmes, AKa Moxe cmegoplogamu
¢elik-0uckypc, nepedagamu (ioeo ma iHodi 83aemodiamu 8 HboMy. L{s cneyucpiuHa mosa 0bMaHy 30pieHmosaHa
Ha maxinynayito. lModansuie 8us4eHHA NiH28iCMUYHUX MapKepie ma npossie eliky € HeobXiOHUM.

Knrouoei cnosa: mosHa ocobucmicme, ocobucmicme, ghelik, MHOXUHHICMb, (helikosa MosHA ocobucmicme,
elik-OuCKypC, MHOXUHHA 0cobucmicme.

Ipuwerko E.B.
A3bIKOBas NMYHOCTb: MHOKECTBEHHOCTb N eliK

B cmamse oxapakmepu3osaHa A361K08as TUYHOCMb C MOYKU 3peHUs acCheKmos MHOXeCmeeHHOCMU U pelika.
[lpedcmasnerue o Hell usmeHAemcsa u Mooupuyupyemcs.

CospemeHHAsA A3bIKOBAA TUYHOCMb — 3MO MHOXeCMBeHHAA IUYHOCMb, KOMOPas Xueem 8 peanbHOM Mupe,
HO co30dem 8upmyasbHele MUpPbl U NPOCMPAHCMBA U nposAsnsem cebs 8 pasHOM OKpYXeHUU. A3blkosas uy-
HOCMb CMAaHosumcA 8upmyasnbHol, HepedsbHou U elikosoU; OHA A8/IAeMCA AKMOPOM U y4aCMHUKOM PA3HbIX
munog ouckypcd. 5mo npusooum K U3MeHeHUAM 06LUX NCUXOI02UYECKUX, TUH28UCMUYECKUX, NOBEOeHYECKUX,
peydesbix U Opy2ux Xapakmepucmuk.

CospemeHHble KOMMYHUKAYUOHHbIe MexXHO/02UU CNOCOO6CMBYoM Nose/IeHUI0 8UPMYAsbHbIX MUPOS, <NJ1a8ato-
WUX MUpPOB», <MUPO8 3pesiuLyd», «<omcymcmayowux Mupos» u gelikogol peanbHocmu. PasHoobpasHvle cpeo-
CMea u KaHasbl KOMMYHUKaUUu mpaHcgopmupyrom obujeHue IUYOM K 1uly, pa3susarm cgepy «<omcymcmay-
owe20 npucymcmaus», No00epXXUBaom npucymcmaue <MHOXeCmeeHHOCMU Npagobi». Takum 06pazom OHU
N0380/1910M KAX00U IUYHOCMU NPOABSMb ce6 NOCPedCMBOM JIUH2BUCMUYECKUX cmuJiel U JIUH28UCMUYeCKo-
20 nosedeHUs.

CospeMeHHAsA NUYHOCMb B0BJIeYEHA 8 pA3Hble 8UObI OUCKYPCA U Kpeosiu308aHHble OUCKYPCbl (PEKIAMHO20,
MeOUYUHCK020, NOIUMUYeCKo20, MacMeouliH020, N08e0eH4eCcK020, OUCKYPCAa U2pbl, NepCOHOI02UYEeCKO020,
¢elik-duckypca u m.0.), Ymo omobpaxaem MHOXeCMBeHHY Npupody JUYHOCMU U cnocobcmayem pas-
HOO6PA3HbIM NPOABIIEHUAM €ee JIUHeBUCMUYECKUX cmusiel, KOMMYyHUKamueHoU U OuCKypcugHoU Komne-
meHyud.

B cospemerHom mupe popmam OENK cman Heomsemaemol 4acmbio Xu3Hu u peanuel 6bimus cogpemeH-
HO20 yesoseyecmad. B cpedcmeax maccosoli UHGOPMALUU NOABUSIOCL 02POMHOE KOJTUYeCcmao Ho8o00b-
paszosarull. Qelikosas A36IK08AA TUYHOCMb A8/IAeMCA AKMepoM (elik-0uCKypcd; 3mo MHOXeCmeeHHas
(pa3HOCMOpPOHHAS, pacujensieHHas) IUYHOCMb, KOMopas Moxem co30asams (elik-OucKypc, nepedasame
€20 U UH020a 83aumodelicmgosams 8 HeM. Imom cneyuguyeckuli A3blKk 06MAHA COPUEHMUPOBAH HA Ma-
Hunynayuo. [laneHeliwee usyyeHue JUH28UCMUYECKUX MAPKepo8 U nposgieHull ¢elika Agnsemcs Heob-
XOOUMBbIM.

Kniouegble cn1oea: A3b1K08as IUYHOCMb, TUYHOCMb, (heliK, MHOXeCMeeHHOCMb, (helikosas A3bIKk08as IUYHOCM,
(pelik-OUCKypC, MHOXXeCMBeHHAs IUYHOCM®.

Even when it’s fake, it’s real.

Michael Sippey

Introduction of language) that studies psychological and

The notions of language and personality
are interrelated. They are in the center of attention
of not only linguistics and psychology but also
different fields of study and branches of knowledge,
viz. communicative linguistics, ethnolinguistics,
cognitive  science, linguistic culture, applied
linguistics, pragmatics, discourse studies, personality
psychology, etc. Linguistics and psychology enabled
the appearance of psycholinguistics (or psychology

106

neurobiological factors that influence the way people
acquire, use and understand language.

Every personality manifests itself in a number
of environments which form, determine and reveal
linguistic behavior of a particular person. Language
use reflects human personality to a large degree. Use
oflanguage is usually studied in terms of the five-factor
model of personality that distinguishes personality
traits according to five basic dimensions. Still not
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much is known about the processes of discourse
production, discourse processing and comprehension
which could provide valuable insight into the notions
of personality and linguistic personality.

The main aim of this research is to characterize
linguistic ~ personality in terms of aspects
of multiplicity and fake. The research is topical
as modern linguistic personality that lives in the real
world, can create virtual worlds and virtual spaces
and accordingly manifests itself differently in these
various environments. The topic of fake linguistic
personality has not been the subject of systematic
study yet.

Theoretical Background

The term “linguistic personality” was introduced
by V. Vinogradov in 1930. Later it was developed
by Yu. N. Karaulov in 1987. According to him,
linguistic personality is a combination of skills
and characteristics of a person which determine
the way they create and understand speech events
and texts. It includes 3 levels (semantic, linguo-
cognitive, motivational) and is “a composite and
multicomponent set of skills and abilities which make
them ready to perform speech acts of various degrees
of complexity. It is expressed in language (texts) and
with the help of language” [3, 29, 38].

Attention of different researchers to the notion
enabled the emergence of similar terms. Speech
personality — is “a personality that has good oral
and written communication skills and manifests itself
on verbal-semantic, thesaurus and motivational-
pragmatic levels” [1, 56].

A speech personality needs to acquire
a communicative competence, so it is also a communi-
cative personality that possesses a number of necessary
for communication characteristics — motivational,
cognitive, functional, etc. Communicative personality
is a personality that has the ability to choose
communicative codes which provide adequate
understanding and transfer of information in certain
situations. This notion implies characteristics which
are connected with the choice of both verbal and non-
verbal communication and mixed communication
codes (F. S. Batsevich, V. I. Karasik, V. P. Konetska).

Linguistic personality manifests itself in discourse
and reveals its ethnic, professional, age and gender
characteristics. So, linguistic personality is also
a discursive personality that is formed under
the influence of communicative and cognitive factors.
Discursive personality — is a “communicative
personality that possesses a combination of individual
communication strategies and tactics; cognitive,
semiotic and motivational preferences which are formed
in the processes of communication”. It is “a strong
personality that has different kinds of knowledge —
encyclopedic, linguistic, interactive and reveals
ethnospecific, historical and cultural features” [5].

The aforementioned terms expand the meaning
of linguistic personality focusing attention
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of researchers on its different aspects and show
the interest of linguists to the notion which is still
topical. It is important to point out the necessity
of a more extensive research into the study
of personality as a subject of linguistic and speech
activity. The essence of a person is multidimensional
and it can’t be reduced to the notion of ‘personality’,
as “personality” and “linguistic personality” are
the person’s specific aspects. Modern personality
is a multiple personality that lives in the real world
and creates virtual space. Consequently, personality
becomes virtual, not real or fake. This results in general
psychological, linguistic, behavioral, communicative
and other characteristics.

There are studies on news discourse processing
(Teun van Dijk, 2004), discourse comprehension
and discourse structures (Teun van Dijk , 1981);
discourse, power, knowledge and deception (Teun
van Dijk, 2013); deception in linguistic styles
(Newman, Pennebaker, Berry & Richards, 2003);
personality and language use in self-narratives (Hirsh
& Peterson, 2009); the expression of personality
in virtual worlds (Yee, Harris, Jabon & Bailenson,
2011); the language of personality according
to the five-factor model (Saucier & Goldberg, 1996);
deceptive communication (Miller & Stiff, 1993),
etc. Not much is known about the processes of fake
discourse production, discourse processing and
comprehension [6;7] which could provide valuable
insight into the notions of personality, linguistic
personality and fake linguistic personality.

Methods

The following methods were used to conduct
this research: method of scientific literature
study (for critical analysis of theoretical works
on the subject studied); descriptive method
(to describe linguistic units, features and aspects
of linguistic personality), discourse analysis
(to analyze texts and conversations which
represent various discourse types, to study
creolized discourses and discursive characteristics
of fake linguistic personality), intent analysis
(toreconstructintentions of a speaker that produces
fake discourse), pragmatic analysis (to characterize
and analyze different aspects of interaction between
communicators in fake discourse), etc.

Results and discussion

The understanding of linguistic personality
has changed and modified. The notion gains new
characteristics and aspects of study in as much
as the personality is in a constant process of change
and transformation; linguistic, social, political,
economic, historical and other factors impact on it.

Transformational processes in turn lead
to the integration of alternative worlds which are
created with the help of different kinds of codes,
to the interaction of people, communities, ethnic
groups and their cultures. In these conditions
the worlds become quasi-real. In certain cases they
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turn into substitutes of the “primary” reality. In this
context it is essential to focus on “fake” as a realia
of existence of modern humanity.

In our modern world FAKE hasbecome an integral
part of life. A great number of neologisms and word
combinations with ‘fake” appear in the media:

a fake event fake honey fake treatment antifake

a fake product fake drugs fake jewellery fake you

a fake name fake science fake sugar fake ‘reality’

a fake effect fake guns fake talks a big faker

a fake object fake passports fake conversations fakerangements
a fake business fake perfume fake news websites fake maker

a fake video fake coins fake Facebook fans fake generator

a fake diploma fake reviews fake job ads fake phobia

a fake format fake emails fake bank accounts a fake war

a fake factory fake checks fake photographs to fake war

a fake smile fake food fake environment to fake illness

a fake version fake traffic fake highlights to fake lives

a fake profile fake presidents fake ransomware to fake the world
a fake story fake medicine fake phone calls to fake death

a fake look fake PhD fake phoning to fake eyebrows
a fake wedding fake polo fake contacts to fake eyes, lips
a fake book a fake race a fake location to fake feelings

a fake rain fake goods fake followers to fake thoughts
a fake mood fake history a fake life to fake opinions
a fake message a fake address fake blood to fake being okay
a fake death a fake text fake police to fake a smile

a fake voice

a fake zip code

a fake scandal

to fake the language

a fake promise

fake reasons

fake social media

to fake confidence

fake identity

fake elegance

a fake game

to fake one’s death

a fake family

a fake world

fake money

a fake terror

A ot of them deal with a person — fake you,
fake friends, fake personality, fake people, faker. So,
‘fake’ format has substituted real things, actions and
feelings. A person becomes a ‘producer’ of fake and
a participant in fake discourse and other discourses
which promote the processing of fake. The study
of lying and deception in language and discourse
should be concentrated on linguistic behavior of fake-
makers, linguistic markers of lie, linguistic profiles
of deception and structures of fake discourse [2; 7; 9].

Modern personality is involved in various
discourse types and creolized discourses (advertising,
medical, political, mass media, argumentative,
gender, ecological, economic, educational, behavioral,
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personological, game discourse, news discourse,
manipulation discourse, virtual, fake discourse,
trolling discourse, etc.) which reflect multiple nature
of personality and facilitate multivariate manifestation
of its linguistic styles, communicative and discursive
competences.

In 1948 Harrold Lasswell introduced his
communication model (classical, linear model) which
is still known as the most influential communication
model. It includes 5 essential elements: sender >
message > channel > receiver > effect. It is still
topical as nothing has changed greatly except
for the inside structure and essence of the elements
(or components) sender, channel and receiver which
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changed simultaneously and influenced each other
significantly.

The character of the addressee-addresser
relationships has altered a lot. They create and use
various channels of communication and modify
their interaction accordingly. Modern channels
of communication in turn affect the interaction
between the sender and the receiver and the way
messages are transmitted.

The component channel has developed a lot as there
are so many ways people can communicate nowadays
due to modern communication technologies —
on the Internet (emails, Skype, Viber, ICQ) and with
the help of mobile phones, not to mention various forms
of print technology. These channels of communication
impact on the way the sender and the receiver interact
with each other, produce and comprehend information,
produce discourse, process knowledge and understand
it. Some of them enable the development of monological
forms of communication, some — dialogical, some —
both forms.

Together with other technologies (TV,
radio, recordings) they promote the popularity
of monological communication or monological
presence which modify face-to-face communication
and relationship. The addresser and the addressee
are present and absent at the same time. They may
be not acquainted with each other, they usually can
not see each other, they may well have not real names
(fake names) and occupations but they are involved
in the process of communication in the domain
of “absent presence” [8].

They insinuate people into the world of ‘real’, full
of presence communication but, at the same time,
bring to not real, virtual worlds. Computer-mediated
communication promotes the emergence of “floating
worlds”, “worlds of spectacle”, “absent worlds”
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