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Abstract. Destructiveness is viewed as a fundamental communicative category that determines the
strategies and tactics of discourse interaction. Accordingly, destructive communication is understood as a
type of communication aimed at deliberately and intentionally causing moral and physical harm to the
interlocutor and accompanied with a feeling of satisfaction with the victim’s sufferings. The material of the
study included 1120 contexts of reflection, selected from Russian literary texts, the National Corpus of the
Russian Language, Internet sources and journalistic texts, as well as data from a survey of Russian-speaking
respondents. As a result, a classification of destructive communicative personality types is proposed based
on the communicative tactics prevailing in their behavior. The authors distinguish three types of destructive
communicative personalities: destructive communicative personalities practicing predominantly invective
tactics of destructive communication, for example, zam (the boor); destructive communicative personalities
practicing predominantly manipulative tactics — shantazhist (the blackmailer); destructive communicative
personalities practicing combined invective-and-manipulative tactics — revnivets (the jealous type). These
tactics can be implemented in a direct or indirect form. In the analyzed material, there is a prevalence of the
communicative personality type who practices predominantly invective tactics of destructive communication.
It is also possible to distinguish a potentially destructive personality type whose initial intention is not
destructive, but whose communicative behavior can be eventually qualified as destructive from the perspective
of the addresser and/or an observer.
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Hane:xna Hukojaesna Ilanuyenko

Bonrorpaackuit rocyapcTBEHHBIN COIMAIbHO-TIEAarOrnieckKuil yHUBepcuTeT, I. Bonrorpan, Poccust

AHHoTanusi. B craTbe 1ecTpyKTUBHOCTh paccMaTpUBaeTcs Kak yHIaMeHTalbHast KOMMyHHUKaTHBHAs KaTero-
pHsL, OIIpEeNSIoNIas CTpaTeruy M TAKTHKH JUCKYPCHBHOTO B3anMoeicTBus. [1o/] 1ecTpyKTUBHBIM OOIIEHHEM TT0-
HUMaeTCs BUJI KOMMYHUKAIIUH, HAIIPaBJIEHHOH Ha MPUYHHEHNE COOECEIHUKY MOPAIIBHOTO M PU3HYECKOTO Bpena 1
COIPOBOXIAIOIIEHCS YYBCTBOM YIIOBIETBOPEHHS OT CTpaJaHUi )KepTBBl. B IleHTpe BHUMaHUs aBTOPOB CTaThbH —
KOMMYHHKaTHBHBIE TMYHOCTH, MPAKTHKYIOLINE AECTPYKTUBHOE TIOBEACHHE B MEXXIIMIHOCTHOM 00IIeHHH. MaTepu-
aJioM mccienoBanust mocayxuau 1 120 KoHTeKCTOB peduieKCHuH, 0TOOPaHHBIX U3 PYCCKOS3BIYHBIX XyI0)KECTBEHHBIX
TEKCTOB, HalloHaIbHOTO KOpITyca PyCCKOTO sI3bIKa, HHTEPHET-UCTOYHHKOB H ITyOIMIICTUYECKUX TEKCTOB, a TAKKE
JTAaHHBIE OPOCA PYCCKOS3BIUHBIX PECIIOHCHTOB. B pe3yibrare npeiokeHa KiaccupuKanus 1eCTPYKTUBHBIX KOM-
MYHUKAaTHBHBIX THIIOB JINYHOCTH HA OCHOBAHWH ITPEOOIIaIAIOIINX B X IOBEICHUN KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHBIX TAKTHK. YCTa-
HOBJICHO TPH THUIIA IECTPYKTUBHBIX KOMMYHHKaTHBHBIX JIMYHOCTEW: IECTPYKTHBHBIE KOMMYHUKATHBHBIE JINYHOCTH,
MPaKTHKYIOIIE TPEUMYIIECTBEHHO NHBEKTUBHBIE TAKTHKHU JIECTPYKTHBHOTO OOIIEHHs (HAIPUMEp, XaM); IeCTPYK-
TUBHbIE KOMMYHHKAaTHBHBIE INYHOCTH, MPAKTHKYIOLIHE IIPEUM yIIIECTBEHHO MaHUIY/IATUBHBIC TAKTHKH JIECTPYK-
TUBHOTO OOIIEHHS (IIAHTAXKKCT); IeCTPYKTUBHBIE KOMMYHUKAaTUBHbBIE INYHOCTH, MPAKTUKYIOIINE KOMOMHUPOBAH-
HblE€ HHBEKTUBHO-MAaHUMYJIATHBHBIE TAKTUKU AECTPYKTHBHOTO OOIIEHHMs (pEeBHUBEL]). YKa3aHHbIE TAKTUKU MOTYT
OBITH NMPSIMBIMH WJIM KOCBEHHBIMU. B aHanm3upyeMoM MaTepuase OTMEYeHO MpeodiiaiaHie KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO
THUIIa TUYHOCTH, TPAKTUKYIOMIETO TPEUMYIIECTBEHHO HHBEKTHBHBIE TAKTUKH JIECTPYKTHBHOIO 00IIeHNs. Briienen
TUT TOTEHIMAIBHO IECTPYKTUBHOM JINYHOCTH, KOMMYHUKATHBHASI HHTEHIIMSI KOTOPO HE SIBIISETCSI AECTPYKTHB-
HOW, HO KOMMYHHKaTHBHOE TOBEIEHHE MOXET OBITh KBAJN(HUIMPOBAHO KaK JECTPYKTHBHOE C TOUKH 3PEHHS
azipecara /Ui HaOronaTes.

KunioueBbie cii0Ba: 1eCTpyKTUBHOCTh, KOMMYHUKATUBHAS! IMYHOCT, IUCKYPC, A€CTPYKTUBHASI MHTEHIIUSL, CTpa-
TETHsl, TAKTHKA.
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Introduction

The modern linguistic paradigm is
anthropocentrically orientated and focussed on the
study of a linguistic personality that reveals its
individual and typified features in communicative
interaction. The focal point of any type of
communication is the personality: the addressee’s
and the addresser’s personalities are the two most
important elements of communication that link
together all the existing characteristics of the
communicative process.

The speaker is traditionally seen as a
multidimensional and multifaceted “systemic
personality” [Krasnykh, 2001; Puzyrev, 2002],
embracing a totality of social, professional, gender
roles, which, in turn, accumulates societal
discursive practices and implements him/herself
in a variety of speech events.

This multidimensional nature of a
communicative personality is reflected in the
multidimensionality of research devoted to it:
depending on the communicative competence level,
an egalitarian /marginal linguistic personality can
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be studied [Sirotinina, 1998]; from the perspective
of the communicative tone, one-dimensional and
multidimensional, scripted and non-scripted,
playful and serious, etiquette and agonal, artistic
and non-artistic, argumentative and performative
types of discursive subjects are distinguished
[Karasik, 2007]; based on verbal behavior
characteristics, the speaker is considered from
various perspectives — as a truth-seeker or a
demagogue, for instance [Panchenko, 2008];
according to the nature of interaction with a
communication partner and the ability to cooperate
in everyday speech behavior, a conflict, centered,
or cooperative types of linguistic personality [ Sedov,
2004; 2008], as well as a destructive personality
type [Volkova, 2012] can be distinguished.
Categorization of communicative
personalities depending on the speaker’s basic
setting, whether it is aimed at the cooperative
communicative interaction or, conversely,
against a communicative partner, is, in our
opinion, of significant interest, since in modern
society there is a visible tendency towards the
escalation of aggressiveness, increased conflict
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in communication. The relevance of this study
is determined by the theoretical significance of
the further development of scientific ideas about
the destructive communicative personality, on
the one hand, and the need to systematize the
types of communicative personalities who
practice destructive communication and
implement specific communicative tactics of
destructive interaction.

Material and methods

Linguistic personality has long become a
focus of linguistic research. Thus, a number of
linguistic personality models have been developed
since the end of the 20" century. Among them
are the models by Yu.N. Karaulov and G.I. Bogin.
It should be noted that the intrinsic feature of all
existing linguistic personality models involves
functioning of a linguistic personality in
communication [Bogin, 1975; Karaulov, 1987].
Therefore, communication studies emphasized the
communicative nature of linguistic personality and
granted it the name of the “communicative
personality.” For example, S.G. Vorkachev
specified this concept and provided an in-depth
analysis and definition of the term, which features
the semantic image of the communicative
personality, as well as values and behaviours
comprising a so-called ethnosemantic personality
[Vorkachev, 2001].

A similar approach can be found in
V.I. Karasik [2002], who believes a communicative
situation turns a linguistic personality into a
communicative one. According to the author, a
communicative personality is a person who exists
in the language space, i.e. in communication, in
behavioral stereotypes reflected in the language,
in the meanings of language units and the
meanings of texts [Karasik, 2002, p. 8]. A three-
level model that includes value, cognitive and
behavioral components of a communicative
personality reflects the researcher’s idea of the
structure of this phenomenon [Karasik, 2002,
p- 26]. In this paper, Karasik’s model of a
communicative personality will be applied to the
study of a typical individual whose communicative
intentions are implemented by means of disruptive
communicative behavior.

There is little doubt that the multifaceted
phenomenon of human personality features a
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communicative personality as its integral part.
Consequently, it could be assumed that a
communicative personality can possibly manifest
him/herself through disruptive communicative
behavior. The choice of disruptive communicative
strategies and tactics relies heavily upon the
speaker’s status characteristics, which will be
demonstrated further in the paper.

This paper suggests defining a destructive
communicative personality through a specific type
of communicative behavior, which is referred to as
destructive/disruptive behavior. If we stick to
Ya. Volkova’s definition of destructive
communication as intentionally causing moral and
physical harm to the interlocutor and accompanied
with a feeling of satisfaction with the victim’s
sufferings [Volkova, 2014, p. 50] and take into
consideration Karasik’s model of communicative
personality, we can distinguish three aspects of
the destructive communicative personality: the
value, cognitive, and behavioral ones. The value
aspect in turn has double nature: on the one hand,
it can be represented through a negative
assessment of his/her actions by society (the
external value component); on the other hand, it
is reflected in the violation of the moral and
utilitarian norms of society (the internal value
component). As for the cognitive aspect, every
culture has a certain number of behavioral
stereotypes that “instruct” the speakers on how
to behave in situations of destructive
communication. These stereotypes correlate with
corresponding cognitive schemes and frames. The
cognitive aspect also includes the concepts of
destructive emotions (anger, hatred, fury, disgust,
contempt, jealousy, envy, etc.) which, in turn,
involve the so-called non-verbal conceptualization
of the corresponding emotional states. The
behavioral aspect reflects the communicative
behavior of an individual when he/she is
confronted/involved in destructive communication,
i.e. this aspect is closely associated with goals,
strategies and tactics employed to manifest and
implement destructive communicative intentions.

The material for the research includes a total
of 1120 reflection contexts selected from Russian
literary texts, the National Corpus of the Russian
Language, Internet sources (forums, blogs), and
journalistic texts. The research also makes use
of the results of the survey conducted among
100 Russian-speaking respondents.
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Results and discussion

To categorize destructive communicative
personalities, one should bear in mind the general
cognitive strategy of destructive communication,
since the goal of this type of communication is to
destroy the foe emotionally and rise in the
estimation of the public as well as in your own
eyes. Thus, depending on the predominant type
of destructive communicative behavior, we
suggest a possible categorization of destructive
communicative personalities. Generally, the
destructive communicative personality can be
categorized into a destructive communicative
personality proper and a potentially destructive
communicative personality, according to the constant/
situational character of the manifestation of
destructiveness. Of greatest interest for the research
are destructive communicative personalities proper,
which vary in terms of tactical preferences:
1) destructive communicative personalities practicing
predominantly invective tactics of destructive
communication; 2) destructive communicative
personalities practicing predominantly manipulative
tactics of destructive communication; 3) destructive
communicative personalities practicing combined
invective-manipulative tactics of destructive
communication.

According to our observations, in
interpersonal communication, the type of
communicative personality that practices
predominantly invective tactics of destructive
communication prevails in Russian linguaculture.
At the same time, destructive communicative
personalities can implement these tactics in a
direct or indirect form.

The group of communicative personalities who
practice predominantly direct tactics of destructive
communication (insult, threat, mockery, indignation,
malevolence, communicative sadism, rudeness, etc.)
includes such communicative types as ham (the
boor), misanthrope, squabbler/brawler, etc.

Let us analyze the typical communicative
behavior of this group using the example of the
communicative type “ham (boor)”.

Based on the interpretation of hamstvo
(boorish behavior) offered by S.D. Dovlatov the
following constitutive conceptual features of this
type can be revealed: 1) a reference to defiantly
offensive behavior; 2) an intention to offend,
undeservingly insult; 3) a feeling of confidence
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that all the offenses will go unpunished; 4) a feeling
of pleasure as the interlocutor experiences
humiliation and confusion [Dovlatov]. V.G. Romek
emphasizes the “slave” position of a boor by
adding the criterion of anonymity to the above
characteristics of boorishness [Romek, 2004]. The
research conducted a survey that included 100
Russian-speaking informants (aged from 18 to 75
years, the men-to-women ratio 24:76). It was
revealed that the main features associated with
the boor are grubost’ (rudeness), nevezhlivost’
(impoliteness), nevospitannost’ (bad manners),
naglost’ (insolence), neuvazhenie (disrespect),
nekorrektnost’ (tactlessness), neobrazovannost’
(lack of education) (89% of answers), as well as
agressivnost’ (aggressiveness), neadekvatnost’
(inadequacy) (11%).

According to Ya. Volkova, a typical
communicative situation of boorishness can be built
according to the following basic patterns: a rude
statement — a rational argument — a direct
insult; a rude statement — an attempt at
justification — a direct insult; a polite request —
a rude / insulting statement; a rude statement —
indignation — an insulting statement; a rude/
offensive statement — a rude/offensive statement
in response [ Volkova, 2014, p. 224].

We suggest the following prototypical
scenario of the boor’s communicative behavior.
There is some annoying emotional stimulus (an
angry neighbor/client, a passenger in transport,
etc.), followed by a rude or insulting verbal and/
or non-verbal attack on the interlocutor (verbal:
rude or obscene vocabulary, fy-communication
(a disrespectful form of addressing strangers in
Russian), or non-verbal: irritated tone of voice,
demonstrating some impolite gestures instead of
communicating verbally); after that, the speaker
makes an attempt to appeal to the boor’s logic or
use some reasoning, which results in threats,
insults, obscenities, and other verbal manifestations
of aggression on the part of the boor; the speaker
(that is the victim of boorishness) may react in
two possible ways: he/she may either proceed with
the conflict using boorish (or other aggressive)
techniques and, possibly, even overt physical
aggression, or ignore the boor and leave the
“battlefield”, if no physical aggression is applied.
If the speaker chooses to appeal to law and
threatens to bring the boor to justice, it usually
makes no good since it is virtually impossible to
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hold the boor accountable for his/her behavior and
punish by legitimate means. The Russian
administrative law requires eye-witnesses, audio
and video records in order to bring administrative
charges against the boor. Some deviations from
this prototypical scenario are possible. They
include non-standard reactions to boorishness,
while the communicative behavior of the boor
remains practically unchanged.

Thus, a boor is a typified communicative
personality whose main features are overt
impudence and aggressive verbal and/or non-
verbal behavior accompanied with the conscious/
subconscious feeling of impunity of his/her
aggressive actions. The boor’s communicative
behavior emphasizes his/her defiantly offensive
attitude towards the opponent. It is also
characterized by extreme emotional intemperance,
deeply negative value judgments, and a highly
conflicting tone of communication. Since the
boor’s communicative goal is to inflict pain on his/
her communicative “partner” and receive some
kind of moral satisfaction from this, the boor can
be qualified as an exemplary destructive
personality who practices direct tactics of
destructive communication.

The group of communicative personalities
who practice predominantly indirect tactics of
destructive communication includes the
following communicative personalities whom
we can refer to as klevetnik (the slanderer)
and donoschik (the informer). The unifying
parameter for these destructive personality
types’ communicative behavior is the
communicative strategy of discrediting or
playing for downgrading one’s face [Issers,
2008, p. 125] implemented by them. Let us
characterize the destructiveness of the
slanderer’s communicative behavior. In terms
of the law, slander qualifies as a crime that
results in causing mental (moral) harm to a
person and implies the liability measures
regulated by Article 129 of the Criminal Code
of the Russian Federation. In this paper, we
will leave aside the legal aspect of slander and
focus our attention on the destructive potential
of the slanderer’s behavior and characterize the
influence that the author of this speech event
exerts on the interpersonal interaction partner.

In everyday understanding, slander is a
variety of negative manifestation of intentional
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verbal aggression against a person (which
makes it rather similar to an insult), disgracing
a person in another’s eyes. Inaccurate
information, inconsistent facts, value judgments,
and biased opinions form the cognitive basis of
slander:

(1)—Dronoxs! KneBera! 'nycnas kneBera! —
Bckpruaia Amanus KaprioBHa, Oerio B3IISIHYB Ha 3a-
mucky (J.B. I'puropoBuy. Henonroe cuactee). —It’s a
lie! Slander! Vile slander! Amalia Karlovna shouted,
throwing a brief glance at the note ! (D.V. Grigorovich.
Short Happiness);

(2) BepuyBimch K MyXy, 51 Halllia €ro B 00JIb-
IOM pa3IpaskeHHUH.

— Her, Tb1 momymaii TOJbKO, — TOBOPHJT OH, B BOJI-
HEHUH X0/ 10 KOMHATe, — KAKyI0 HH30CTh MTPUIyMa-
i Tl MeHs Opocwuta! Kakast momsiast kieBera! Kaxoit
9TO Bpar COYMHUI?

MB&ICTIb, YTO MEHSI MOIIH OKJIEBETATH, Han0o-
Jiee mopasuia Myxka B 3toM uHinente (A.I. Jocto-
eBckas. Bocnomunanus). —

When I returned to my husband, I found him
very annoyed.

“No, just think,” he said, walking up and down
the room in agitation, “What a mean thing they have
come up with: you left me! What vile slander! What
enemy wrote this?”

The thought that I could have been slandered
struck my husband in this incident most of all
(A.G. Dostoevskaya. Memoirs).

In the structure of slander, three main
discursive actors can be distinguished: the author
(slanderer), the addresser and the referent (the
“target” of slander). In interpersonal communication,
the latter witnessing slander addressed to him/her
or not taking a direct part in communication, can
nevertheless become the object of informing and
generate a discourse of response by producing either
arefutation or justification:

(3) Henenocth 370, TIYIIOCTh U KJIEBETA — BCE
BMecTe. S| KaTeropuueckd OTBEprar MomoOHBIC U3-
MbiuieHus (A. SkosneB. Omyr namsitu). — This is
absurdity, stupidity and slander — all together.
I categorically reject such fabrications (A. Yakovlev.
Pensieve of Memory).

The motivational basis for the slanderer’s
communicative behavior is inherently
destructive and involves: 1) envy, revenge,
hostility towards the referent; 2) deriving profit,
selfish motives:
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(4) CoznaBanoch y MeHs BITCUaTIICHUE, YTO KJle-
BeTas Bacunuii BacuneeBud Ha pycckuil Hapon, 9To-
OBl OMPaBaATH CBOC JE3EPTUPCTBO U MPEAATEIBCTBO
(E. 3otoB, ®. llaxmaronos. Tocte). — I got the
impression that Vasily Vasilyevich slandered the
Russian people in order to justify his desertion and
betrayal (E. Zotov, F. Shakhmagonov. Guest);

(5) ... Tex, KTO 1O MONTY CITY>KOBI HIJIH IO TIPU3Ba-
HUIO HCANl Ha MEHS JOHOCHI, KJIeBeTaJ, Ipecieio-
BaJI, YUHUIT BCIICCKHE HEMPUATHOCTH (A. 3UHOBBEB.
Pycckas cynp0a, ucrioBeap ormienenna). — ... Those
who, on duty or by calling, informed on me, slandered,
persecuted, and caused all sorts of trouble
(A. Zinoviev. Russian Fate, Confession of a Renegade);

(6) BeiropaxxuBast ce0sl, U3Bepr KjaeBeTaJ Ha
cBoux npocroxyussix xeptB (I1. Panrkos. UyryHHoe
cepmre// Tpyn-7,2000.08.15). — Screening himself, the
monster slandered his innocent victims (P. Rashkov.
A Cast Iron Heart // Trud-7, 2000.08.15).

The main communicative intention of slander
can be formulated as follows: to spread unreliable
information of accusatory character against the
referent, ultimately aimed at undermining his/her
reputation, humiliating his/her honor and dignity. Since
honor and dignity are evaluative categories, and
reputation is an evaluative social category that
determines the status of a person’s decency and
virtuousness in society, the communicative behavior
of a slanderer is thus aimed at deliberately discrediting,
belittling the positive characteristics of a person, at
lowering his/her social attractiveness in the view of
other people. This intention causes an unambiguously
negative assessment of the slanderer’s behavior in
ordinary consciousness.

As a communicative personality, the
slanderer embodies the social “anti-icon”. His
communicative behavior is characterized by
focussing both on the “inner world”, or the
individual (affects the feelings of the object of
slander), and on the “outside world”, or the social
(reputation, his social face), causing harm from
the standpoint of utilitarian, moral norms and social
significance. Thus, the destructiveness of his/her
communicative behavior in day-to-day
communication is defined largely by the moral and
psychological (loss of good name) and physical
(depression, illness, death) damage inflicted, not
by the legal status of slander as a crime:

(7) 1 HeoxxuoaHHO HAYaJl CETOBATh HAa CeMeEH-
HYIO KH3Hb, JKaJIoBaThcsl Ha OKcaHy, He TOHUMAIOIIYIO
€ro JyXOBHBIX 3aIIPOCOB, pacCcKa3bIBall IIPO Hee Helle-
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TIbIC BEII[H, BIOXHOBEHHO KJIEBETAJI, HE UyBCTBYS CThI-
na (A. Cnanosckuii. Cocen // Bonra, 2013). — And
suddenly he began to complain about family life,
complain about Oksana, who did not understand his
spiritual needs, told ridiculous things about her,
slandered with inspiration, without feeling any shame
(A. Slapovsky. The Neighbour // Volga, 2013);

(8) ITocie aToro AHHa HUKOT/IA OOJBIIIE HE BHIIC-
Jla CBOEH MaTepH 3a CTOJIOM, el mojaBaiik obes B ee
KOMHATy, Ty CaMylo, TJie¢ OJHAXbl YTPOM €€ HaILIN
MEpTBO# — OHA 3aCHya U He MPOCHYIACh, U 3TO OBLIO
MOXOXKE Ha TO, KaK €CITU ObI JIHb e Criopa ¢ OTIIOM 0
KJIeBeTe Ha 0a0yIIKy OBbLT TOCIICTHUM JIHEM €€ YKH3HH,
HETIOHATHBIM 00Pa30M 3aTSHYBIIUMCS Ha ENBIH TN
OHa yMepJjia POBHO 4Yepe3 JABEHAIIATh MECSIIEB MOCie
atoro ciopa (I'. I'a3manos. [1poOyxnenue). — After that,
Anna never saw her mother again at the table, she was
served dinner in her room, the same room where she
was found dead one morning — she fell asleep and did
not wake up, and it was as if the day of her argument
with her father about slandering her grandmother had
been the last day of her life, inexplicably dragged on for
awhole year: she died exactly twelve months after that
argument (G. Gazdanov. The Awakening);

(9) OH m1yOOKO B3TOXHYI.

JIeHiCTBUTENBHO, 51 BUJEN, YTO TOBOPUTH €My
OBLTO TPYIHO.

— Ha ee cyn, — mpomomkan OH Tak ke THXO, HO
yKe C IPYTUM, 0)KECTOYCHHBIM BBIPAKEHHEM, — OT-
JIA10 5 TOT MOCTYTIOK, KOTOPBIN OHA COBEpILIIIA, i 1
HE CKa3aB MHE HU cJioBa. [I0BepUB NMOAJIOI KieBeTe,
KOTOpas TpeciieayeT MeHs BCio xu3Hb (B. KaBepuH.
JIBa xanuraHa). —

He took a deep breath.

Indeed, I saw that it was difficult for him to speak.

“To her judgment,” he continued in the same
quiet voice, but with a different, fierce expression, “I
give up the act that she committed when she left
without saying a word to me. Believing the vile slander
that haunts me all my life.” (V. Kaverin. The Two
Captains).

The slanderer’s destructive behavior cannot
but affect the psycho-emotional state of the
addresser, causing a storm of negative emotions:

(10) AHHa IOMHWMJIa TOJIBKO OJTUH CITy4aid, Korjaa
€€ MaTh COBEPIIEHHO BBIILIA U3 ce0s1 U Kpryaia Bbl-
COKHM T0JIOCOM, KOTOPOro AHHa He CJIbIIIajia HH J0,
HH TIOCJIE 3TOTO:

— Kak BbI cMeere kieBerath, Unmonut! S Hu-
Koraa He pomyiry 3toro B MoeM nome! (I ['azpanos.
[IpoOyxaenue). —

Anna remembered only one occasion, when her
mother completely lost her temper and shouted in a
high voice, which Anna had not heard before or after:
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“How dare you slander, Hippolyte! I will never
allow this in my house!” (G. Gazdanov. The
Awakening);

(11)—...Ho mouemy BbI Tak TOBOPUTE, 4TO AJeK-
cell UMeeT K 3TOMY OTHOLIIeHHe? DTO HeclpaBeAInBo!
910 caMasi HACTOSIIIAsI KJIEBETA, BOT YTO 3TO TaKoe!

— Hy-xa, yOupaiics orctona! — ¢ OTKpoBEeHHOU
351000% mpopsryan Cykades, HOSBISACH B IBEPSIX. —
U ne cyiicst He B cBom ena! (H. JleonoB, A. Makees.
I'pocemeticTep chicka). —

“But why are you saying that Alexey has
something to do with this? It’s not fair! This is the
real slander, that’s what it is!”

“Come on, get out of here!” Sukachev growled
with frank malice, appearing at the door. “And mind
your own business!” (N. Leonov, A. Makeev. The
Grandmaster of Investigation);

(12) C sToro Beuepa 51 yxe COBEpPIICHHO ¢ He
MOHUMAJT; MeHsI §€CHJIO0 TO, YTO OHA CITUIIKOM YYTKO
BHHMAJIa PormHCcKoii KiIeBeTe; st He MOT ceOe mpej-
CTaBHTh, YTOOBI BopolIHIHA MHE Bepriia MEHBbIIIE, 4eM
OCKOPOUTENBHBIM COOOIICHUAM 3aypsanHoro [lereHs-
KH; 51 IOJIOKUTENBHO Bo3HeHaBu e ee... (B. Epodees.
3anucku ncuxonara). — From that evening I did not
understand her at all; I was infuriated that she listened
too keenly to Roshchin’s slander; I could not imagine
that Voroshnina believed me less than the insulting
reports of the mediocre Petenka; I definitely hated her...
(V. Erofeev. The Notes of a Psychopath).

Slander can be used in institutional
interpersonal communication for two main purposes:
to influence or confront an opponent. Similar to day-
to-day communication, in institutional communication
a slanderer’s communicative behavior is aimed at a
negative (mental) impact, causing harm to another
person/group of persons by means of false
information, and can be considered one of indirect
destructive tactics.

Let us turn to communicative personalities
who practice predominantly manipulative tactics
of destructive communication. A prototypical
communicative personality here is a blackmailer.
Leaving aside the legal bearings of this concept,
we will analyse the linguistic image of a so-
called emotional blackmailer. This is a
communicative personality that practices various
manipulative communicative tactics in order to
exert influence on a person’s emotional state
and achieve the desired goal. Thus, the use of
manipulative communicative tactics and covert
psychological pressure constitute the basis of
this destructive personality type. It should be
also born in mind that such communicative
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behaviour is often a feature of interaction
between close people, who may even be called
“nearest and dearest”.

Generally, destructive behavior is revealed
through various kinds of threat, the invariant
form of which can be formulated as follows: if
you do not behave as I want, you will suffer
and regret it:

(13) ITorom oH manTa:kupoBaJj Baauma, ropo-
PHJL, YTO OMYONMKYET AHEBHHUK, eciii Bamim He oTaact
neHbri... (. Bononapckwii. /IHeBHUK caMOyOUHIIBI ). —
Then he blackmailed Vadim, saying that he would
publish the diary if Vadim did not give the money back...
(E. Volodarsky. A Suicider’s Diary);

(14) O = MoTOHOK BOOOIIIE MIAHTAKUPOBAJI €€,
Jlake JICHbTH BRIMOTAJI, yTPpokas 000 BCeM pacckasaThb
Myxy (O. Hekpacosa. [Tnatut nocnennuii). — One
bastard blackmailed her, even extorted money,
threatening to tell her husband about everything
(O. Nekrasova. The Last One Pays).

Verbal threat as a form of aggression has
two forms. The first one is caused by a stimulus
and can be called reactive; the second one,
correspondingly, is caused by motivation and may
be referred to as proactive. With regard to
blackmalil, it is the proative type that implies the
destructiveness of the blackmailer’s behavior. By
revealing his/her intention to inflict harm to the
addresser at some future time, the blackmailer
either modifies the victim’s emotional state or forces
him/her to change his/her behavior.

It should also be noted that the blackmailer
knows human weaknesses, which makes him/her
an excellent therapist. The blackmailer’s main
communicative goal is to bring the victim into
subjection, to make him/her surrender, and the
blackmailer skillfully uses this knowledge of
human psychology to achieve it:

(15) Ona 3akatpIBajIa JOMa HCTCPHUKH, IIAHTAKH-
poBaJia pa3Bo0OM, TO U JIENIO Ye3Kalla C IEThMHU K MaMe
(K. Hemupona. Kak Bo BnaguBoctoke pa3Boasr 6u3-
HecMeHoB // KoMcoMonbckast paBaa, 2011.04.25). —
At home, she threw tantrums, blackmailed him with a
divorce, and then went away with her children to her
mother (K. Nemirova. How Businessmen are Deceived
in Vladivostok // Komsomolskaya Pravda, 2011.04.25);

(16) Bee To Bpewmsi, oka OH pa3BOJMICS, Y HAC
ObLT KomIMap. JKeHa IaHTaKuPoOBaJIa ero J09ephIo,
MMYIIECTBOM U JIaXke Tro0uMoii cobaxoid. B ntore ['pu-
IIa OTAAJ el TPEXKOMHATHYIO KBApTHPY, Iady, KYITHI
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cynpyre HoBeHbKuUi «Ilexxo» U elre AeHeT nai, yK He
3Ha¥0, CKOIbKO MIMEHHO, HO, aymato, Hemaio (E. Byp-
ueBa. Meuraro ObITh JTF00MMOIA skeHol // KoMcomos-
ckas npaBza, 2004.12.24). —All the time he was getting
divorced, we had a nightmare. His wife blackmailed
him with his daughter, property and even his beloved
dog. As a result, Grisha gave her the three-room
apartment, the dacha, bought his wife a brand new
Peugeot and paid money, I don’t know how much, but
[ think a lot (E. Burtseva. I Dream of Being a Beloved
Wife // Komsomolskaya Pravda, 2004.12.24).

The destructiveness of the blackmailer’s
behavior becomes apparent due to the reaction
of the addresser or third parties, who react rather
emotionally when realizing that one of their
acquaintances or they themselves have become
the object of blackmail:

(17) — 1a ona xe cyka... b...1b moranas... Ona
MeHs maHTaxkuposada... (O. /JuBos. BeiOpakoBka). —
She’s a bitch... Damn fucking bitch... She blackmailed
me... (O. Divov. Culling);

(18) — bennas Mpka! — Mapuna 3akpbuia JUIo
pykamu. — 5l BuHOBara B ee rubesu. bynp oHM poKs-
ThI, 9TH JICHBTH 1 3TOT MeP3KHii aHTaxucT. CBouMu
pykamu npunymmia 6s1 ero (JI. JIBoperxwuii. llaka-
nel). — “Poor Ira!” Marina covered her face with her
hands. “T am responsible for her death. Damn it, this
money and this vile blackmailer. I would strangle him
with my own hands.” (L. Dvoretsky. The Jackals).

Taking into account that the blackmailer
deliberately causes psycho-emotional harm to his/
her nearest and dearest by pushing on their
pressure points with threats and manipulative
tactics, his/her communicative behavior may be
unequivocally qualified as destructive.

The research allowed distinguishing
destructive personalities that make use of both
direct and indirect tactics of destructive
communication. These include a mobber, a jealous
person, and a communicative sadist. A survey of
respondents (100 people, Russian-speakers, aged
from 18 to 75, the men-to-women ratio is 24:76)
features the following characteristics of a jealous
type: a possessor / egoist, distrustful of his/her
partner’s fidelity, lacking self-confidence and
aggressive, a fool. Though some positive features
of the jealous communicative type can also be singled
out (for example, love for the object of jealousy), all
the respondents without exception assessed this
communicative personality type negatively.
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These data are supported by the results of
reflection context analysis (a total of
1120 reflection contexts selected from literary
texts, the National Corpus of the Russian
Language, Internet sources (forums, blogs),
journalistic texts were subjected to analysis). The
contextual analysis helped reveal a highly typical
nature of a jealous person’s behavior that might
be identified as either active or passive. The active
type is manifested through predominantly overt
aggressive actions: typical features of an actively
jealous person include throwing tantrums, making
scenes, demanding explanations, proofs of fidelity
or confessions of infidelity, using threats, moral
or physical violence:

(19) K cuacrbto, 1715t MEHs BCe 3TO YoKe ITPOM IeH-
HeIi 3Tan. CTekia Ha paboTe O, B IPOE3IKAIOIIUEC
MHMO MAIWHBI, KHPIHYU Opocal, Bce MOAPYTH —
IITIOXH, PY3bsi — KoOeru. B rocTsx Ben ceds Tak, 4to
MPOBAJIUTHCS Ha MecTe. [10-Tpe3BOMY BeUHbIE IPUITHP-
KH, a BBINBET, OCMENEET U C KyTakaMi Ha MeHs. Bce
NBEPH, KOCAKHM ObLIM npobuthl goma 2 (http://
forum.say7.info/topic66318-50.html). — Fortunately,
I’ve grown out of that. He used to smash windows at
work, throw bricks at passing cars, all my female friends
were whores, male friends were playboys. At parties
he behaved in such a way that I could sink through
the floor. When he was sober, he was always nit-
picking, but when he was drunk, he became bolder
and flew at me with his fists. All doors, jambs were
pierced at home.

A jealous person may hide his/her
aggressiveness, which does not imply the absence
of destructive emotions. Thus, he/she may go
through a period of covert aggressiveness that
later may turn into overt aggressiveness. Covert
aggressiveness involves indirect and/or non-verbal
manifestations of destructiveness and aggression.
The jealous person tends to make use of the
tactics of emotional tension or emotional
pressure, which creates conditions unacceptable
for constructive communicative interaction:

(20) B nocneinee Bpemst y MOETo MyKa »KyTKast
PEBHOCTH KO MHE, PEBHOCTBLIO OH MEHS M Ce0s1 H3BO-
JIUT, BO BpEMsI CKaH/1aJIOB TOBOPUT MHE raJI0CTH, O KO-
TOPBIX ITOTOM CaM >KaJIeeT U MPOCUT MPOIICHUS U TaK
ITOCTOSIHHO, €CJTH BBITIHET M 3aBEIICTCS, TO BOOOIIIE Jiep-
’KUCh, BCTIOMHUT BC€, UTO OBLJIO M Yero He ObLI0. PeB-
HOBATh MEHS HET MIPUYUH, S MaMa JIBOMX MaJCHbKUX
JIETEH, CHKY JIoMa, He paboTaro, Ja s TYJISI0 YacTo ¢
JIETBMU JI0 TI03/IHAa, XOXKY B rOCTU 1 uT0?! BOT Hanpu-
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Mep, CETOTHSI, MBI 33JIePYKATUCh B TIAPKe, PHIILIH J0-
MO¥1 Ha4aJI0 OJMHAANATOTO, MK HEOBOJICH, CKa3al,
ceifyac, IE€TH JIATYT, Thl Y MEHSI [TOJTYYHIIIb, TIOKA 5T KOp-
MHUJIa, MbIJTA U YKJIAIbIBAJIA JCTEH, IETOTOM TOBOPHIT
ragoctu. JleTH ycHyIM, cTajl pyrarh, U TpeOOBaTh
00BSICHEHHH, a YTO TyT 00BsAcHUIIL?! (https://Www.
woman.ru/relations/men/thread/4819852/). — Recently,
my husband has had a terrible jealousy towards me,
he has been tormenting me and himself with jealousy,
during scandals he tells me nasty things, which he
later regrets and asks for forgiveness, and so
constantly, if he has a drink and gets agitated, then
you should hold on, he would remember everything
that has ever happened or not happened. There is no
reason to be jealous of me, I am a mother of two small
children, I am the one at home, I don’t work, but I often
walk with my children until late, I go to visit, so what?!
for example, today, we stayed late in the park, we came
home after ten in the evening, my husband was
dissatisfied, he said, now, the children will go to bed,
you will get it from me, while I fed, washed and put the
children to bed, he was whispering nasty things. The
children fell asleep, and he began to scold, and demand
an explanation, but what can you explain?!

Then the jealous person can implement some
tactics of overt aggression: he/she tears the
partner’s clothes, locks him/her at home, does not
let him/her meet any people, no matter whether
they are friends or strangers, offends and insults
the potential rivals and the partner him/herself.
The extensive research material shows a number
of direct/overt destructive tactics can be
implemented, the tactics of reproach, threat, insult,
demonstration of resentment, malevolence, and
mockery among them. As jealousy gets stronger,
the object of jealousy and/or the rival might be
subject to physical aggression as well:

(21) Yacto peBHMBIBI HE TIPOCTO JIMILAIOT KU3-
HU GIIMKHET0, HO ¥ IPUYUHSIOT (PU3NYeCKHe CTPa-
nAanusi. Eciu peds umer o My»K4iHaX, TO KpUMHAHAITHC-
THKE U3BECTHBI CITy4au, KOT/Ja MY)Xbsl B COXKUTENHN Ka-
JICYHJIIH JICTOPO/IHBIE OPTaHbI JKEHIIUHBI ¥ MOJIOYHbIC
Kenespl. Takke CHCTEMaTHYECKH MPOUCXOMAT Tpe-
CTYIUICHUSI, KOT/Ia YKECHIIHHBI, PUPEBHOBABIIIHE CBOUX
MYXKYHH, JIMIIAIOT UX mojioBoro oprana (https://iz.ru/
87225 1/ivan-petrov/liubov-odna-vinovata-iz-revnosti-
sovershaetsia-kazhdoe-vosmoe-ubiistvo). — Often,
jealous people not only take the life of their nearest and
dearest, but also cause them physical suffering. If we
talk about men, forensics knows cases when husbands
and partners mutilated women’s reproductive organs
and mammary glands. Crimes also systematically occur
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when women who are jealous of their men deprive them
of'their sexual organ.

Thus, an actively jealous person implements the
strategy of humiliating his/her partner in
communication through the use of various manipulative
tactics (reproach, interruption of contact (silence),
emotional pressure, demonstration of resentment) and
tactics of verbal and non-verbal aggression (threat,
insult, indignation, mockery, malevolence).

To analyze the communicative behavior of
a passively jealous person, two literary texts were
considered: L.N. Tolstoy’s “The Kreutzer Sonata”
and C. Millet “Jealousy”. The texts belong to
different literary epochs and genres. Nevertheless,
they allow distinguishing some behavioral features
of a passively jealous person. The most noticeable
feature can be regarded as the absence of overt
aggression in interpersonal interaction: a passively
jealous person could be quiet and polite with the
object of his/her jealousy. At the same time he/
she tries to trap the partner into lying by asking
innocent questions (like “Where have you been
so long after work?”). At the same time, he/she
cherishes treason in his/her imagination. It might
happen that deep down the jealous person realizes
that there are no grounds for jealousy. Even if
this case, the jealous person does want to hurt
his/her partner with groundless accusations.

Instead, the jealous person may imagine
treason and even elaborate various imaginary
treason scenarios: feeling deep down that his/her
jealousy has no basis behind it, he/she still does
not want to hurt his/her partner’s feelings. This
fear of breaking the relationship may go even
further in case the fact of treason is confirmed.
A passively jealous person can keep all his
jealousy to him/herself, which may lead to severe
somatic disorders and/or overt physical
aggression. The overall goal of a jealous person,
no matter whether he/she is actively or passively
jealous, is to hurt, humiliate, morally or even
physically destroy the partner; thus, the
communicative behavior of a jealous person
features such destructive communicative tactics
as communicative sadism, direct insult, emotional
pressure, and other direct and indirect techniques of
destructive communication. All these taken together
allows us to conclude that a jealous person can be
unconditionally subsumed under the categories of a
destructive communicative personality.

15] =———————
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Having thus characterized the destructive
communicative personality types proper, we
should also distinguish a potentially destructive
personality type whose initial intention may not
be qualified as destructive. Potentially destructive
personality types do not have an intention to
offend, insult or discredit a communicative partner,
nevertheless, the addresser and/or the independent
observer may regard it as destructive.

We believe that a typical representative of
potentially destructive personality types is a
gossiper (spreader of false rumours), since his/
her communicative behavior may be to aimed at
criticizing, defaming, or tarring the reputation of
some third party. This destructive kind of gossip
has a completely different nature from the so-
called “benign” gossip. The gossiper intends to
hurt the third party though his/her criticism and
defamation are not directed specifically at him/
her: in fact, it is an indirect condemnation, it is
carried out “behind one’s back”.

Recall that gossip is a communicative
event, denoting the involvement in the process
of gossip exchange among the members of the
in-group and the violation of the private space
boundaries of the out-group. If the choice of
the addresser was incorrect and he/she belongs
to the out-group, the gossiper’s communicative
actions may be misunderstood and spark a
negative response:

(22) [baba c tazom (Mapwust AHapHraHOBa), )KeH,
40, 1921] A yX ¢ KOTOPBIM U3 JIBYX OHA I'YJIsleT / He
ckaxy. He 3Hato.

[Matp Hamy, sxeH] A He 3HaeTe / Tak 1 HE TOBO-
pute. U Hewero cniieTHM pacnyckaTth! Tatbana Mak-
cumosHa! (M. Onprranckuid, H. Pynnena, FO. Paiizman.
A eciu 370 1000BB? K/ (). —

[A woman with a bowl (Maria Andrianova),
female, 40, 1921] I won’t say which of the two she
goes out with. Do not know.

[Nadya’s mother, female] If you don’t know /
don’t say anything. And don’t spread gossip! Tatyana
Maksimovna! (I. Olshansky, N. Rudneva, Y. Raizman.
What ifit is Love? Film);

(23) — Bee aTo uenyxa, cniieTHu! — IporoBopu-
na oHa pesko. — Jlypa tBost daiika! UenoBek, ObIBacT,
BCTpPEYAET KOro-TO Ha YNIHIE ciayJaiHo... (/1. Pyou-
Ha. Ha comueunoi cropone yiumbl). — “All this is
nonsense, gossip!” She spoke sharply. “Your Faika
is a fool! A person happens to meet someone in the
street by chance... (D. Rubina. On the Sunny Side of
the Street).

—— 52

The destructive character of gossip is confirmed
by an extremely negative emotional reaction (chagrin,
irritation, resentment, anger) on the part of the
addresser, which brings gossip close to slander:

(24) Or cruteTHH TOTIA OTMAXHYJAach — HE B Iiep-
BBIH U HE B TIOCIEHUN pa3 KIJIEBEUIyT, HO BCE PaBHO
mep3onaxoctHo (O. HoBuxoa. Kaxaprit yousai // «Cu-
oupckue orum», 2012). — Then she dismissed the
gossip: it was not for the first and not for the last time
they slandered, but it was still disgusting (O. Novikova.
Everyone Killed // Siberian Lights, 2012);

(25) Huxro Hac, Bpoze OBl CriennaibHO He YUrI,
YTO CIVIETHUYATH HEKPACHBO (a eCIIH OBl YUIJI, MbI
OblI, TIOXKAITyi, U3 YyBCTBA MPOTHBOPEUUS CTaIH ObI
CIJIETHUYATH ), HO CIUIETHH BBI3BIBAIOT pedIeKTOpHOES
YyBCTBO I'aITMBOCTHU, XOTS U PAllHOHATbHOE 00BsIC-
HEHHE MOYKHO, HABEPHOE, MOJBICKATh: CIIETHHYA-
HbE SBJISAETCS MPOSBICHUEM COOCTBEHHOTO KOMITIEK-
ca HETOTHOICHHOCTH, KOT/Ia MaJIO3HAYUTENbHBIC HITH
OTBPATUTEIIbHBIC ABJICHUS B )KU3HU IPYTHX JIUIT SIBIISI-
10TCs Bo3OyKaaromuM (akropom (CBodoma u ee oc-
noxHeHnus // UHTepHer-anbManax «Jlebenby,
2003.11.01). —No one seems to have specifically taught
us that gossip is ugly (and if they had, we would
probably gossip on a dare), but gossip evokes a
reflective feeling of disgust, although a rational
explanation can probably be found: gossip is a
manifestation of one’s own inferiority complex, when
insignificant or disgusting phenomena in the lives of
others are triggering factor (Freedom and its
Complications // Internet Almanac “Lebed”, 2003.11.01).

Conclusion

Destructive behavior is aimed at intentionally
and deliberately causing moral and/or physical
harm to the interlocutor and features a sense of
satisfaction derived from the addresser’s
suffering; the addressee has the desire to elevate
him/herself through humiliating and morally
destroying the addresser.

The communicative behavior of a destructive
personality is determined by the choice of the basic
goal setting, strategy and tactics.

Destructive communicative personality
types proper are distinguished by the regular
manifestations of destructive behavior that vary
depending on tactical preferences. This makes it
possible to differentiate a communicative
personality who practices predominantly invective
tactics of destructive communication (for
example, ham (the boor)); predominantly
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manipulative tactics of destructive communication
(shantazhist (the blackmailer)); combined
invective-manipulative tactics of destructive
communication (revnivets (the jealous type)).

The greatest destructive potential is revealed
in the communicative behavior of individuals who
choose invective communication tactics implemented
in a direct (the boor) or indirect (the slanderer) form.

Potentially destructive communicative
personalities include the gossiper, and under certain
conditions, the flatterer and the pedant. However,
this issue requires additional research. It also looks
promising to study communicative types that
represent a destructive communicative personality
in various types of discourse.

NOTES

! Hereinafter translated by Ya. Volkova and
N. Panchenko.

2 Hereinafter the author’s spelling and punctuation
are preserved.
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