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TOLERANCE IN ECOLINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVE

The focus of this study lies in researching a human speech behavior,
which displays tolerant or intolerant type of a discursive personality.
The results of such interpretation of the ecolinguistic approach find
their expression and place in the system of ideas about the world and, as
a result, shape the habits of human interaction.

The research material consists of dialogic fragments from film
scripts, which illustrate the differences in verbal and non-verbal
behaviour of a tolerant or intolerant discursive personality in
institutional and everyday discourse types. The analysis of the
differences in the speech repertoire of a tolerant / intolerant discursive
personality is based on the principles of ecolinguistics, discourse
theory and linguopragmatics. The methodological basis allowed to
investigate the ecological rules of human interaction which contribute
to tolerant behavior.

Keywords: ecolinguistics, intolerant discursive personality, non-
verbal component of communication, speech repertoire, tolerant
discursive personality, verbal component of communication.

Introduction. Language captures the result of human cognition
of the world and encodes its cognitive activity by its own means,
determining the development and evolution of the human view
of the world. The view of the world is a dynamic cognitive
structure, its author's global idea of the world, obtained as a
result of generalization of the sensory experience of cognition [3].
Linguistic units contain a reflection of the surrounding reality
and present a verbalization of a separate element of the world
mosaic [2, p. 53].

The basis of the view of the world are the phenomena of
the surrounding reality, which are decoded, generalized and
embodied in the images and representations of both individuals
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and groups of people [4, p. 48]. Accordingly, the system of
images and representations in the linguistic view of the world
forms a universal subject code, which is common to present and
future generations. The linguistic view of the world reflects the
connection between language, being and human consciousness,
and is rendered as an interpretation of the past, present and
future of humanity.

Accordingly, the ecolinguistic approach to the analysis of
natural languages is optimal in this regard due to its holistic,
interdisciplinary and powerful explanatory potential [9, p. 130].
The extended ecology hypothesis [22] suggests that ecolinguistics
is expanding by integrating value and meaning into ecological
structures. As a result, it is claimed that human ecology has
acquired a deep and irreversible saturation of meaning. The term
"saturated with meaning" [22, p. 17] means that our ecological
existence in a certain socio-ecological environment is associated
with semiotic processes.

The relevance of the research is based on the study of the
speech repertoire of the individual in the ecolinguistic perspective
with a focus on tolerance.

The object of the study is the verbal and non-verbal components
of communication, which a tolerant / intolerant discursive
personality operates with. The subject concerns identifying
pragmatic features and functions of verbal and non-verbal
components of the interaction process, used by tolerant / intolerant
discursive personalities. Research methods are based on
speech analysis and traditional critical studies of discourse in
the ecolinguistic dimension (Steffensen, S. V., Stibbe, A.). The
objective of this study is to analyze the differences in the speech
repertoire of tolerant and intolerant discursive personalities in
institutional and everyday discourse types, taking into account
the ecolinguistic perspective.

Findings and Their Discussion. From the point of view of
ecolinguistics, discourse is treated as a means of forming social
relations and at the same time is their product [14, p. 126—127].
In practical terms, an integral feature of discourse is the
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combination of functions of utterances, which stimulates the
development of the society. It is important for the development
of communicative competence, in particular, the relevance of
utterances in a particular social context.

The need for environmental control, which is increasingly
discussed in recent years [13; 15; 16; 17; 18; 19; 20; 23], is
applied not only to the nature and environment, but also to the
prediction and planning of the language policy in order to regulate
the communicative interaction in a proper way, and create
harmonious relations between communicators.

In the first place, under such conditions, stands the compliance
with moral and ethical standards [7, p. 81]. Basing on the ecological
communicative strategy, which leads to the preservation of
physical and emotional health, it can be confirmed that ecological
communication is characterized as communication that does not
have a detrimental effect on human health and psycho-emotional
state. Accordingly, the space of ecological communication
consists of verbal or nonverbal means, strategies and tactics of
communicative behavior, which do not contradict harmonious
communicative-pragmatic and ethical-speech norms, do not
reduce the comfort of speech communication and positively affect
human emotional health [13].

Ideally, the communication process should meet the moral
and ethical norms of society, and communicators should
ideally represent a potentially cooperative-conformist type of a
discursive personality, focused on adhering to the ecological
strategy of communication [11].

It is impossible to understand the language itself without
extending its boundaries not turning to its creator [10, p. 51] — a
discursive peronality. A discursive personality [21] can be defined
as a person who operates in a continuous communicative space
and is able to use and interpret different semiotic codes along with
the language code, depending on the type of discursive relations
in which it is included in certain periods of communication.

Communication requires the individual to follow the norms and
rules in everyday and business spheres of life that have developed in
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the society. The ability of an individual to follow these rules and
regulations is determined by his/her level of tolerance. In the
eighteenth century, the concept of tolerance, as noted by historians
and philosophers, was considered a human virtue. Tolerance meant
respect for differences among people, the ability to live without
disturbing others, the ability to have rights and freedoms without
violating the rights and freedoms of others [1, p. 80].

The sociological meaning of tolerance is interpreted as
“lifestyle tolerance, tolerance for behavior, customs, feelings,
thoughts, ideas, and beliefs [6]”. Tolerance in domestic and
official business communication means the implementation of
social roles, which does not contradict the expectations of the
society and presupposes compliance with the moral precepts and
norms that have developed in the society for the implementation
of a certain social role. Therefore, discursive individuals may be
classified into tolerant and intolerant. Discursive behavior of a
tolerant and an intolerant personality differs in institutional and
everyday discourses.

Tolerant individuals are more careful in their judgments about
other people than intolerant ones [8, p. 158]. Tolerant individuals
pay more attention to their speech repertoire, while intolerant
individuals often do not distinguish between everyday and
business communication, which is manifested both on the verbal
and non-verbal levels of communication.

Tolerant discursive personality in institutional discourse.
Discursive behavior of the tolerant/intolerant personality can
vary in the institutional or everyday discourse types. Within the
frames of the institutional discourse communicators are endowed
with the professional status which influences the communicative
flow and choice of the discursive behavior. The stereotypical
communicative configuration within the institutional discourse
is presented by the “dominant — subordinate type”. Thus, the
stereotypical sample in this case can be presented by the dialogue
between a boss and a subordinate. The influence of the discursive
personality’s type on the course of communication can be easily
observed in the following situation:
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(1)[A manicured hand lands on Jordan’s shoulder.]

MARK HANNA: Jordan Belfort.

JORDAN BELFORT: Yes, sir.

MARK HANNA: Mark Hanna.

JORDAN BELFORT: A pleasure to meet you.

MARK HANNA: And you as well. I see you've already met the
village asshole [28].

In the above-mentioned fragment the full form of the address
(Jordan Belfort) is used by the boss addressing his subordinate.
The non-verbal component of patting the subordinate’s
shoulder (4 manicured hand lands on Jordan’s shoulder)
contributes to a friendly atmosphere and to forming an ecological
communicative flow. The subordinate, in his turn, demonstrates
the tolerant type of the discursive personality by using an
agreement with the polite address appealing to the higher status
of the communicative partner (Yes, sir). Such phrases as “4 pleasure
to meet you” and “And you as well”, performing a phatic speech
function, also contribute to the ecological implementation of
the tolerant discursive personality type.

The so-called “levelling” of the status-role relations contributes
to tolerance provided that the communicators do not transcend
the limits of behavioral norms and appropriateness. Common
sense-construction (observing rules of politeness and preserving
the status-role relations) is the necessary condition for achieving
mutual understanding and the success of the intersubjective
communication in general [5, p. 40]:

(2) TRUDY (SERVANT): Oh, Miss Rose [running to her].

ROSE DEWITT BUKATER: [crying] We had a little accident.

TRUDY (SERVANT): That’s all right.

ROSE DEWITT BUKATER: ['m sorry, Trudy. Let me help you
[kneeling to take broken dishes away].

TRUDY (SERVANT): It’s all right, miss [taking her hand]. It’s
all right, miss [24].

The servant uses a polite address (Oh, Miss Rose) when
addressing the representative of the high society. This is quite
natural and appropriate for preserving the ecologically tolerant
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communication. The servant’s tolerance, sincerity and the desire
to help is demonstrated verbally through comforting (1¢’s all right,
miss) and non-verbally through kinesic (taking her hand) and
proxemic (running to her) components. The use of such non-
verbal components breaks the expectations formed in the society
about servants but it directs the interaction into a cooperative
flow, thus, contributing to the ecological mode of communication.
Miss Rose, in her turn, apologizes addressing the servant by her
first name (I'm sorry, Trudy) and offers her help (Let me help
you). On the non-verbal communicative level Miss Rose displays
her tolerant attitude through proxemics (kneeling to take broken
dishes away) in this way expunging the status borders between the
servant and herself. Miss Rose’s free demonstration of emotions
(crying) causes the servant’s sympathy and readiness to help and,
as a consequence, makes them closer on the emotional level.
The discursive behavior of the above-mentioned personalities
contradicts the general norms of behavior in institutional
discourse within the frames of the institutional discourse but still
remains a sample of a tolerant behavior.

Violation of the status-role expectations generally composed
in the society does not always break the ecological flow of the
communication or discredit a discursive personality’s tolerance.
On the contrary, this violation promotes a successful intersubjective
communication where all the participants are satisfied with their
tolerant attitude.

Intolerant discursive personality in institutional discourse.
However, violations of the norms and rules of a humiliating
character demonstrating doubts about the opponent’s status do not
lead to an ecological communicative flow of the interaction and
characterize a personality as an intolerant one. This case is
demonstrated in the dialogue between a university chancellor
Henry Wright and Professor Richard Brown:

(3) HENRY WRIGHT: Tell me, Richard, do you like fish?

RICHARD BROWN: No. I mean to eat sometimes, but outside
of that, no. No, [ don’t.

HENRY WRIGHT: I believe men could learn a lot from fish.
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RICHARD BROWN: That’s the most asinine thing I’'ve ever
heard. Why don’t we just cut to the chase?

HENRY WRIGHT: All right. We need to talk about certain
allegations that have come to my attention, some of which are
serious.

RICHARD BROWN: [scoffing] Don’t even start.

HENRY WRIGHT: Excuse me?

RICHARD BROWN: [ know you heard what I said. You're
simply saving that for effect. You want me to repeat myself,
LTwon't.

HENRY WRIGHT: [ am chancellor of this university.

RICHARD BROWN: [ couldn’t give a fucking rat’s balls who
the fuck you are. I have tenure, and furthermore, you're in no
position of power when it comes to the two of us [27].

Richard Brown undermines his opponent’s status, thus,
expressing intolerance towards him verbally with discrediting the
appropriateness of his idea (That’s the most asinine thing [’ve
ever heard). He tries to cut short their conversation (Why don’t we
just cut to the chase?); criticizes the necessity of their talk with a
sarcastic order (Don’t even start). He clearly demonstrates his
unwillingness to obey (I know you heard what I said); he doubts
the sincerity of the opponent’s intentions (You re simply saying
that for effect) and insists on not repeating his utterances (You
want me to repeat myself, I won’t). He suppresses the opponent’s
status by using obscene language (I couldn’t give a fucking rat’s
balls who the fuck you are; you're in no position of power when it
comes to the two of us), and raises his own status (/ have tenure).
Scoffing contributes to the undermining of the opponent’s status
on the non-verbal level.

Henry Wright, in his turn, tries to hold on his own without
using intolerant methods pretending not to hear the opponent
(Excuse me?) and reminding about his status (I am chancellor
of this university).

Such methods of violating the norms of tolerance lead to a
conflict flow of communication and ruin ecological communica-
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tive principles which lead neither to the speakers’ mutual under-
standing nor the successful achieving of communicative goals.

Tolerant discursive personality in everyday discourse.
The everyday discourse type is characterized by a free choice
of verbal and non-verbal communicative components compared
to the institutional discourse. Such freedom of choice
expands the borders of ecological communication. In everyday
communication speakers pay more attention to one another’s
emotions and feelings. If speakers belong to the nuclear
discursive environment [21] they are likely to demonstrate their
feelings more freely and do not feel offended if their inner world
is intruded. Thus, tolerance in the everyday type of discourse
is measured by the level of openness demonstrated to
the communicative partner. The dialogue between father Nate
Pullman and son Auggie Pullman confirms this hypothesis:

(4) NATE PULLMAN: I mean, when you started you were still
wearing the astronaut helmet in public.

AUGGIE PULLMAN: I love that helmet. I wish I knew where it was.
NATE PULLMAN: 1t’s in my office. AUGGIE PULLMAN:
What? Dad! That was a gift. You had no right to hide it!
NATE PULLMAN: Auggie, Auggie, please, don’t be mad. You gotta
understand, you were wearing it all the time. I never got to see you
anymore. I missed your face. I know you don’t always like it, but
Llove it. It’s my son’s face. I wanna see it. Do vou forgive me?
AUGGIE PULLMAN: No. [Silence] Yes. [smiling] Does Mom know?
NATE PULLMAN: [whispers] No. God, no, she’d kill me. But
I can maybe find it, if you need it back. AUGGIE PULLMAN:
That’s okay [hugging] [25].

Father worries about his son’s feelings and tries to calm him
down politely (duggie, Auggie, please, don’t be mad); tries to
make him understand the whole situation by the detailed
explanation (You gotta understand, you were wearing it all the
time. I never got to see you anymore) appealing to his son’s
feelings (I missed your face; I love it. It’s my son’s face. I wanna
see it); asks (Do you forgive me?) being afraid of hurting his
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son’s feelings. The son shows his tender attitude to his father
mostly with the help of non-verbal components (hugging and
smiling). Auggie tries to defuse the tension with a hoax (Do you
forgive me? — No. [silence] Yes. [smiling]) which is quite typical
for everyday communication.

The speakers use the sub-language [21] which creates the
effect that only these speakers are involved in the secret (Does
Mom know? — No. God, no, she’d kill me) corroborating it with
whisper. Creating the sub-language often leads to the speakers’
convergence and therefore to the cooperative communicative
flow. In the everyday type of discourse the use of the
communicative strategies which lead to the speakers’ convergence
and openness characterizes the speaker as a tolerant one.

Intolerant discursive personality in everyday discourse.
Intrusion in the opponent’s world is regarded as intolerance in the
everyday type of discourse. It prevents the speakers from
convergence and might lead to a conflict. Mother Georgia Miller
wakes up her daughter Ginny Miller in the middle of the night:

(5) GEORGIA MILLER: Ginny! Ginny, wake up!

GINNY MILLER: What, Mom?

GEORGIA MILLER: Is there a hair?

GINNY MILLER: What time is it?

GEORGIA MILLER: [ can sorta feel it if I do this, but I can’t see it.

GINNY MILLER: It’s 5:00 a.m., Mom.

GEORGIA MILLER: Come on.

GINNY MILLER: Get the tweezers away from my eye, you psycho!

GEORGIA MILLER: Ginny, I'm serious! Is there a hair?

GINNY MILLER: Ugh! Jesus, hang on!

GEORGIA MILLER: Come on. Hurry! [26].

Verbally the intrusion in the opponent’s world begins with the
exclamation (Ginny! Ginny, wake up!) which is emphasized by
the non-verbal prosodic component — a raised intonation. The
addresser (Mother) asks her daughter for making an offer which is
inappropriate in the middle of the night (Is there a hair?; I can
sorta feel it if I do this, but I can’t see it). The addressee tries to
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avoid the offer by changing the subject of the conversation
(What time is it?). She doesn’t get the answer, and she answers
her own question herself (1t’s 5:00 a. m., Mom). Mother finds the
explanation and gives the reason for her spontaneous actions
(I can sorta feel it if I do this, but I can’t see it) pointing out the
importance of her daughter’s help. The usage of imperatives
(Come on; Get the tweezers away from my eye; hang on!; Come
on. Hurry!), intolerant direct addresses with the negative
evaluation of the opponent (you psycho), interjections used to
show the general dissatisfaction with the situation (Ugh! Jesus)
promote their conversation into an intolerant mode.

Conclusions. The surrounding reality makes people act in
different situations in various ways. Thus, the discursive
behavior can change from a tolerant mode to an intolerant one
depending on the surrounding external factors such as a type of
discourse — institutional / everyday, or an opponent’s type of
behavior; and the internal factors such as a general psycho-
emotional type of a personality. The ecolinguistic approach
integrates value and meaning into institutional or everyday
communication as it regulates interaction and harmonious
relations. A discursive personality as a creator can choose a
mode of behavior — tolerant or intolerant.

In the institutional discourse observing the norms of behavior
and contributing to saving the status-role relations between the
speakers is considered as tolerance towards the participants of
the communication. The tolerant discursive behavior presupposes
the interaction in which the addresses are satisfied with the tolerant
attitude towards them. On the verbal level of communication toler-
ant behavior is characterized by the usage of polite direct addresses,
comforting words, offers to help, demonstrating interest towards
the opponent, mutual gratitude. On the non-verbal level it is shown
through kinesic components such as patting on the shoulder, shak-
ing hands, smiling, and proxemic components such as shortening
the distance between the participants of communication; prosodic
components in these cases include comforting intonation.
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In the everyday type of discourse tolerance is expressed
through a caring attitude to the opponent’s inner world and
emotional state. The level of openness between the participants
can scale the intrusion in the opponent’s privacy. On the verbal
level tolerance in everyday discourse is characterized by polite
direct addresses, joking, making hoaxes, expressing worry and
sympathy for the opponent, trying to be understood appropriately,
appealing to the opponent’s feelings. On the non-verbal level
tolerance is showed through kinesics, like hugging, patting on the
shoulder, shaking hands, a sincere smile; proxemics, like shorten-
ing the distance between the participants of communication;
prosodics, through calm intonation, whisper for creating the
sub-language as a means of convergence and trust.

Flexibility and the ability to adapt to different living conditions
encourages humanity to seek for new means of interaction
with each other and with the environment. An ingenious mind
uses new tools that are more appropriate in such situations.
Implementation of the ecological strategy of communication,
when an ecologically friendly style of human behavior should
become an internal imperative, is possible under the condition
of observation of the norms in use of verbal and nonverbal
components of communication.

The prospects for further research lies in the study of the
speech repertoire of a tolerant discursive personality taking into
account gender and cultural factors.
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TOJIEPAHTHICTb
B EKOJITHI BICTUYHIA MEPCITEKTUBI

YV yenmpi ysacu ybo2o 0ocniodicenns MogieHHEEA NOGEOIHKA NIOOUHU,
Wo OeMOHCMPYE MOAePAHMHULl a0 THMONEPANMHUL MUn OUCKYPCUBHOT
ocobucmocmi. Pesynomamu maxoeo maymauenus eKoOAiH28ICMUUHO20
nioxo0y 3Haxo00samb C60E€ GUPAJICEHHS I Micye 8 cucmemi YseleHb npo
c8im i, sIK HACIIOOK, (POPMYIOMb 36UYKU THOOCLKOI 3AEMOOIL.

Mamepianom Oocnidocenns € 0iano2iyni @pacmenmu CKpUnmis
KiHOQineMmis, sAKi intocmpyroms 8i0OMIHHOCMI Yy 8epOanvHill ma Hesep-
OanvHill Nn08ediHYi MONepaHmMHOI YU IHMOAEPAHMHOI OUCKYPCUBHOT
ocobucmocmi 6 IHCMUMYYIOHATLHOMY Md ROOYMOBOMY MUNAX Ouc-
Kypcy. AHaniz 8iomiHHOCMEl Y MOBIEHHEGOMY penepmyapi monepaum-
HOI/iHmonepanmuoi OUCKYPCUBHOI 0COOUCMOCMI IPYHMYEMbCS HA NPUHYU-
nax exonine8icMuKu, meopii Ouckypcy ma ainegonpazmamuxu. Memooo-
J02IYHA OCHOBA 00360AUNA OOCHIOUMU EKOAO2IYHI NPAGUNd B83AEMOOIL
J00ell, KL CRPUSIOMb MOLEPAHMHIU NO0GEOIHYI.

Knwuosi crosa: sepboanvruii Komnonenm KOMYHIKAyYii, IHMoLepat-
MHA OUCKYPCUBHA 0COOUCMICMb, MOGIEHHEGUU penepmyap, Hesepba-
JbHUL KOMHOHEHM KOMYHIKAyii, MojepaHmua OUCKypCcueHa ocobuc-
micmbs, eKoNiHe8ICMUKA.
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