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PSYCHOLINGUISTIC PECULIARITIES OF PERSONAL ETHNIC
TOLERANCE/INTOLERANCE

Psycholinguistic peculiarities of personal ethmletance/intolerance manifesta-
tion. The article is devoted to analysis of theigegtand empirical research psycho-
linguistic markers manifestation of ethnic tolerafatolerance students.

The basic approaches to definitions of ethnic &olee, ethnic identity, ethnic
prejudices and ethnic stereotypes are analyzed.cliimcteristic features of ethnic
tolerance/intolerance, levels of ethnic identihe telationship with the level of ethnic
tolerance of ethnic identity cards are revealed.piiocal research involved the
definition of social distance in relation to a repentative of an ethnic group
according to the social role that is acceptablsutgiects in interaction, determine the
type of ethnic identity of respondents and idengfycholinguistic markers manife-
station of ethnic intolerance against members bhietcommunities in relation to
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which social distance in interpersonal interactiorese the most. It was empirically
found that 48,9 % of the subjects with positivenathdentity, which is characterized
by a combination of positive attitudes towards th@ivn people with a positive
attitude to other people; 30,2 % of respondentstified this type of ethnic identity
as an ethnic indifference, which indicates a “fizbyurred ethnic identity, expressed
In uncertainty ethnicity irrelevant ethnicity. F80,9 % of respondents are ethnic
inherent selfishness that can be expressed in assnibrm on a verbal level as a
result of perception through the prism of “my natib people” but may involve
tension and irritation in communication with otlehnic groups or recognition of the
rights of their people solve problems “expense thiecs”. The results of empirical
studies have shown the presence of ethnic pregi@dicd stereotypes among students
regarding members of certain nationalities, namké/ presence of negative, deep
heterostereotypes against the Russians and surfagative stereotypes about
Germans as members of other ethnic groups andvmoaiderlying autostereotypes
towards own ethnic group.

Keywords: ethnic tolerance, xenophobia, ethnic identity netlself-conscious-
ness, ethnic prejudices and ethnic stereotypespktbia.

Kuxtiok O. B., Kyabuunbka A. B., ComnoBeit O. A. IlcuxosaiHrBicTu4Hi
0CO0JIMBOCTI NMPOSIBY €THIYHOI TOJIEPAHTHOCTI/iHTOIepaHTHOCTI 0coOHMCTOCTi. VY
CTaTTI IPOAHAJI30BaHO PE3YJIBTATH TEOPETUYHOTO W EMITIPUYHOTO JOCIIKEHb TICH-
XOJJIHIBICTHYHUX OCOOJMBOCTEH MPOSBY €THIYHOI TOJEPAaHTHOCTI/IHTOJIEPAHTHOCTI
ocobu. BuznaueHo OCHOBHI MAXO/M O BU3HAUYEHHS MOHITHh €THIYHOI TOJIEPAHTHOCTI,
€THIYHOI 1JICHTUYHOCT1, €THIYHUX yIHEPEPKEHB 1 €THIYHUX cTepeoTuriB. CxapakTepu-
30BaHO OCOOJIMBOCTI MIPOSIBY €THIYHOT TOJIEPAHTHOCTI/IHTOJIEPAHTHOCTI, PiBHI PO3BHT-
Ky €THIYHOI 1JIEHTUYHOCTI, B3aEMO3B’ SI30K €THIYHOI TOJIEPAHTHOCTI 3 PIBHEM PO3BUTKY
€THIYHO1 1AEHTUYHOCTI 0coO0u. EmMmipuune nociipkeHHs nepeadadano BU3HAYCHHS
COITIaJIbHOI JUCTAHIIIT I[0JI0 MPEeJCTaBHUKA Ti€l @00 Ti€l €THIYHOT TPYIH BIAMOBIIHO
70 COLIaIbHOI POJIl, JOMYCTUMOI y B3aeMoJii JUisi BUNPOOOBYBAHMX, BHU3HAUCHHS
TUIMY €THIYHOI 1JICHTUYHOCTI OMUTAHUX 1 BUSBJICHHS TNCUXOJIIHTBICTUYHUX MapKepiB
NPOSIBY €THIYHOI 1HTOJEPAHTHOCTI IOAO MPEACTaBHUKIB €THIYHUX CIIBTOBAPHUCTB,
CTOCOBHO SIKHX COLUaJIbHA JUCTAHINA B MI)KOCOOOBIN B3acMO11 BUABMIIACA HAWOLIbL-
mor. Emmipuyno BctanoBneHo, mo 48,9 % mochimkyBaHMX MarOTh MO3UTUBHY
€THIYHY 1JICHTUYHICTD, SIKa XapaKTePU3YEThCS MOEAHAHHSAM MO3UTHUBHOIO CTABJICHHS
70 BJIACHOTO HAapOAy 3 MO3UTUBHUM CTaBJIEHHSAM 10 1HIKX HapoxiB, y 30,2 %
OTNUTAHUX BHUSBJIECHO TAKWI TUI €THIYHOI 1ICHTUYHOCTI, SIK €THIYHA 1HAU(EPEHTHICTB,
10 BKa3y€ Ha «pPO3MUTY», HEUITKY E€THIUHY 1JI€HTUYHICTb, BUPaXEHY B HEBH3Ha-
YEHOCTI €THIYHOI MPUHAJICKHOCTI, HeakTyaabHOCTI eTHIuHOCcTi. 20,9 % omuranux
BJIACTUBUYN €THIYHUU €roi3M, KMl MOKE€ BUPaKATHUCS B HEIIKIJIUBIN GopMi Ha Bep-
OanpHOMY DIBHI SIK pe3yJbTaT COPUNHATTS KPi3b MPU3MY <«MI Hapoa», aje MOXe
nepeadavyaT HANPYXKEHICTh 1 pO3JApaTyBaHHS B CIIJIKYBaHHI 3 MpeICTaBHUKAMU
IHIMMX €THIYHUX Tpyn ab0 BHU3HAHHS 32 CBOIM HApOJOM IpaBa pPO3B’s3yBaTH MPO-
OneMu 3a «dyXHW paxyHOK». Pe3ynbTraT mpoOBEACHOTO €MITIPUYHOTO TOCIIKCHHS
MOKa3aJi HAasBHICTb €THIYHUX YNEPEDKEHb 1 CTEPEOTHUIIIB Cepel] CTYIEHTChKOI MO-
JIOJ11 1IO/I0 MPEACTABHUKIB NMEBHUX HAIlIOHAIBHOCTEH, a caMe: HasiIBHICTh HETaTUBHHUX,
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ITMOMHHUX TeTEPOCTEPEOTHIIIB IIOJI0 POCISH Ta HETaTUBHUX TOBEPXHEBHX CTEPEO-
THUIIIB MO0 HIMIIIB SK TMPEICTABHHUKIB 1HIIMX €THIYHUX TPy 1 MO3UTUBHUX, TIIH-
OMHHUX ayTOCTEPEOTHITIB 11010 BJIACHOI €THIYHOI TPYIIH.

Kiaiwo4oBi cjioBa: eTHIiYHA TOJIEPAHTHICTh, KCeHO(DOOIsI, €THIYHA 1ICHTHUYHICTb,
€THIYHA CaMOCBIJIOMICTb, €THIUHI YIIEPEKEHHSI, ETHIYHI CTEPEOTHUITH, €THOHOO13MHU.

Kuxtiok O. B., Kyapuunkas A. B., CosnoBeit O. A. IIcuxoJMHrBUCTHYECKHE
0COOEHHOCTH MPOSIBJIEHHSI ITHHYECKOI TOJEPAHTHOCTH/MHTOJIEPAHTHOCTH JIMY-
HOCTH. B cTaThe npoaHanmm3upoBaHbl PE3yIbTaThl TEOPETUIECKOTO U SMIIMPUIECKOTO
UCCIIEIOBAHUM TICUXOJIMHTBUCTUYECKUX OCOOCHHOCTEM TMPOSIBICHUS STHUYECKOU
TOJICPAHTHOCTH/MHTOJIEPAHTHOCTH JIMYHOCTH. OIpeeieHbl OCHOBHBIC MOAXOIbI K
ONPEACICHUIO TOHSITUW 3THUYECKOM TOJIEPAHTHOCTH, STHUYECKOW HAECHTUYHOCTH,
ATHUYECKUX MPEeAyOeKACHUN U dTHUYECKUX CcTepeoTHNnoB. OxapaKkTepu3oBaHbl 0CO-
OCHHOCTHU TPOSBJICHUS 3THUYECKOH TOJEPAHTHOCTH/MHTOJICPAHTHOCTH, YPOBHHU Pa3-
BUTUS OTHUYECKOW WIAECHTHUYHOCTH, B3aUMOCBS3b 3THUYECKOM TOJEPAHTHOCTU C
YPOBHEM Pa3BUTHS STHUYECKON MAECHTHUYHOCTU JINYHOCTU. DMIIMPUUECKOE UCCIEN0-
BAHHUE MPEIYyCMATPUBAIO OINPEIECIECHNUE COLMAIbHON IHUCTAHIMU MO OTHOLICHHUIO K
IIPEACTABUTENIO TOM WJIM MHOM dTHHUYECKOM I'PYIIBI B COOTBETCTBUU C COLMAIBHOU
pOJIBIO, KOTOpAs SIBJIAETCS JOMYCTUMOM BO B3aUMOJICUCTBUU JIJISI UCIIBITYEMBIX, OIIpe-
JIeJICHWE TUIa THUYECKOW HJEHTUYHOCTH OMNPOIICHHBIX U BBISBICHUE ICHUXOJIMH-
TBUCTUYECKUX MAPKEPOB IMPOSIBICHUS] STHUYECKON MHTOJIEPAHTHOCTH B OTHOUIIEHUU
MpeACTaBUTENeH ITHUYECKUX COOOIIECTB, B OTHOUIEHUU KOTOPBIX COIMAIbHAs JUC-
TaHIMS B MEXJIMYHOCTHOM B3aWMOJICHCTBUU OKa3ajach HAaMOOJBIECH. DOMIUPHUICCKU
yCTaHOBJIEHO, 4To 48,9 %uccienyeMbIX UMEIOT MOJIOKUTEIbHYIO S THUYECKYIO UJICH-
TUYHOCTb, KOTOPAsi XapaKTEPU3yeTCs] COYETAaHUEM MO3UTUBHOIO OTHOIIEHUS K COO-
CTBEHHOMY HapoOJy C MOJOKUTEIbHBIM OTHOLICHHEM K Apyrum Hapoaam; y 30,2 %
ONPOILICHHBIX BBISIBJIEH TAaKOW THUII 3THUYECKOM HJICHTUYHOCTH, KAaK STHHUYECKAs
uHIU(PGEepEeHTHOCTD, YTO YKa3bIBACT HA «Pa3MBITYI0», HEUETKYIO STHUYECKYIO WJICH-
THUYHOCTh, BBIPAXKEHHYIO B HEONPEAEIEHHOCTH STHUYECKOW MPUHAJIEKHOCTH, HEAK-
TyalibHOCTU 3THUYHOCTH. 20,9 %onpomnieHHbIX NPUCYIl 3THUYECKUA 3rOU3M, KOTO-
pBIii MOKET BbIpaxaTbcsi B 0€300MIHOI (opMme Ha BepOaIbHOM YPOBHE KakK pe3yiib-
TaT BOCHPHUITUA CKBO3b IIPU3MY «MOW HAPOJ», HO MOKET IMPEIIOJaratb HalpsKeH-
HOCTh M pa3lipakeHue B OOIIEHUHU C MPEICTABUTEISIMU APYTHMX STHUYECKUX TPYII
WIM TIpU3HAHHE 32 CBOMM HApOJIOM IpaBa peuiaTh MPOOJIEMBbI 3a <«UyKOW CUET».
Pe3ynbTaThl MpOBEIEHHOTO SMIMPUYECKOTO UCCIIEIOBAHUSA NTOKA3aIH HAIUYUE dTHU-
YEeCKUX MpeayOekIeHUN U CTEPEOTUIIOB CPEIU CTYJEHYECKON MOJIOIEKU B OTHOIIIE-
HUW TPEACTABUTENICH OINPENEIICHHBIX HAIMOHAJIBHOCTEW, a UMEHHO. HaJlM4yHhe Hera-
TUBHBIX, TTTyOUHHBIX I€TEPOCTEPEOTUIIOB MO OTHOIICHUIO K PYCCKUM M HETaTUBHBIX
MTOBEPXHOCTHBIX CTEPEOTHUIIOB IO OTHOIICHUIO K HEMIAM KaK IMPEACTABUTEISIM JpPY-
TUX THAYECKUX TPYII U MOJIOKHUTEIBHBIX, TITyOUHHBIX ayTOCTEPEOTUITHB IO OTHO-
HIEHUIO K COOCTBEHHOM 3THUYECKOM IpyIIIIe.

KaroueBble ¢j10Ba: STHUYECKAs TOJEPAHTHOCTh, KCEHO(OOUs, STHUUECKAsT HJICH-
TUYHOCTb, 3THUYECKOE CaMOCO3HAHUE, STHUYECKUE TpeayOexIeHusi, ITHUYECKUE
CTEPEOTHIIbI, STHO(POOU3MBI.
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The problem of prejudice and xenophobia continwesvorry more
and more the investigators of different sphereycipslogists, teachers,
ethnologists, sociologists, linguists etc. The otye factors of this
problem actualization are firstly the situationtloé Crimea annexation and
warfare on the Ukrainian territory, which makes #f@arp necessity of a
dialogue about peaceful coexistence of differerttonalities representa-
tives, and secondly the strengthening of integralc@sses in different
spheres of a social life, resulting having a bigoant of polycultural
environments.

The issue about tolerant attitude to represenwtofedifferent coun-
tries is also sharpened because of increasing @élstension level and
attention on national self-identity, ethnic cons@pess, which develop-
ment should not transfer into xenophobia expression

The tasksof our research are firstly the determination afiegorical
field of ethnic tolerance/intolerance meaning tlgimuthe installation of
relevant concepts; secondly, empirical study othslinguistic markers of
personal ethnic intolerance expression.

The ethnic tolerance is a systematic set of psychcdl attitudes,
senses, certain set of knowledge and social arad leyms (expressed by
law or traditions) and also ideological and beheli@rientations, which
suppose patient or acceptable approach of onenaditio representatives
(especially on the personal level) to other aliatianal phenomena (lan-
guage, culture, customs, behavior norms etc) oresgmtatives of other
ethnic groups.

The ethnic tolerance is the patience to any aligmie mentality
manifestation (in behavior, lifestyle, charactéatsments etc).

The results of theoretical exploration and geneasibn of experimen-
tal data concerning the problem of ethnic toleraroable to highlight
main approaches to its investigation:

— tolerance as universal and general public vaRieA( Artsyshev-

skyi, G. O. Ball, V. O. Lektorskyi, V. Frankl, Eréim and others);

— tolerance as steady personal feature and propeetgonal sense
and value orientations, the indicator of psychalafiin particular
communicative and political culture (O. G. Asmol&,O. Vasyu-
tynskyi, A. |. Gusiev, Z. S. Karpenko, G. S. Kozhak, O. M. Kor-
niyaka, P.V.Lushyn, M.V. Savchyn, G. Olport, Maslow,
V. V. Moskalenko, I. D. Pasichnyk, V. V. Rybalka,. Shcherban);

— tolerance as an attitude to personality in psitesl, educational,
psycho-therapeutic and psycho-correctional aatisi(fyYa. A. Bere-
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govyi, O. F.Bondarenko, Zh.P. Virna, V. V. Boik&a. O. Go-
shovskyi, O. Ye. Ivanashenko, O. A. Mateyuk, MMushkevych,
A. G. Skok, O. O. Holodova, T. S. Yatsenko);

— ethnic tolerance in the context of ethnic idgnéihd personal ethnic
consciousness and opposition to xenophobia (OykhBo, L. V. Za-
syekina, O. A. Donchenko, O. O. Leontiev, D. O.iezv, N. M. Lie-
biedieva, O. M. Lozova, G. U. Soldatova, V. S. Hémy. A. Shu-
gay) [5].

For the analysis of ethnic tolerance phenomenorhave chosen the
last direction, because the definition of ethnientity and ethnic prejudice
belongs to categorical tolerance field and it ie s$ubject for a huge
amount of psychological investigations. Some s@&nthink that there is
the close connection between ethnic identity arithiettolerance, in
particular, “positive group identity causes tolaman and lack of this
identity — impatience and extremism” [4].

The most common definition of ethnic identity i€ tlollowing. It is a
clear understanding of accessory to a certain eftp@up. In a polyethnic
society, according to G. U. Soldatova, positive nethidentity has a
character of a norm and is characterized for mesple. It makes such
optimal tolerance balance referring to the own &madhe other ethnic
groups, that allows to consider it on the one hamdthe condition of
independence and stable existence of ethnic gnoda the other hand as
the condition of intercultural interaction in thelyethnic world. The
transformation of ethnic consciousness accordirtgadyper-identity type
responds to other three scales:

— ethnic selfishness (can express in a inoffenfiven on a verbal
level as a result of acceptation through the canostprism “my
people”, and we can suppose, for example, thederaid irritation
In a communication with other ethnic groups or tgghecognition
of its people to solve the problems not by theinfiw

— ethnic isolationism (confidence in its peopleference, recognition
of “cleaning” necessity of a national culture, nigm attitude to
interethnic marriages, xenophobia);

— ethnic bigotry (readiness to any actions in tlaene of particular
interests, almost to ethnic “cleaning”, refusindneat peoples in a
right to use resources and social privileges, pyioecognition of
people’s ethnic rights over the personal rightstification of any
victims in the struggle for well being of its peep[6].
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L. V. Zasiekina emphasizes, that the limit betw#an ethnic identity
and the ethnic prejudice is very shaky and disagpeaen the accessory
consciousness to the ethnic group transforms imgarcstatement that
expresses negative attitude to others through tresamousness of its
preference in a way of recognition of other’s irdaty [7].

The ethnic prejudice is different from the persomadjudice because
the negative attitude is caused not by persondlifes of character but
also by its accessory to a certain ethnic group.

The formation of the ethnic prejudice is connectiwgh ethnic
stereotyping — the basic process of ethno-soctaboaization, the result of
which is ethnic stereotypes [3]. The ethnic stenees are socially deter-
mined, generalized, emotionally saturated, steddgs about peculiarities
of ethnic group socio-cultural existence, and adomut moral, mental,
physical and other qualities of other represengati2]. Ethnic stereotypes
are divided into auto- and hetero-stereotypes. Atgoeotypes are the set
of attributive features of real or imaginary feasir characteristics of the
own ethnic group, which do the function of its pivel value differen-
tiation, because, as a rule, contain the compleitsgbositive estimation.
Hetero-stereotypes are estimative, as usual negstiatements about other
ethnos and their representatives. Hetero- and siateotypes are inter-
connected, because ethnic differentiation and ifiestion always happen
In a comparison and opposition of strangers andesgmtatives of its
nation and vice versa [2].

According to G. Soldatova, ethnic stereotype plagportant social
role as the factor of consolidation and fixatioraofethnic group, showing
the people’s desire to safety of positive ethndteal identity. Changes in
a structure of ethnic stereotype which is the testinegative emotions
accumulation and stereotype transformation intoatieg one, is, into
scientist’s opinion, the beginning of ethnic pregedexistence and a cause
of intolerant behavior formation. The psychologidase of prejudice
formation is the deepening the tendency of diffeesn exaggerating
between own and other ethnic groups on the one daddninimization of
differences inside the own group on the other hardgh finally leads to
replacement of a positive balance social percemere to own ethnic
community. Prejudice depending on concentratiogestnd ethno-contact
situation type respond to such forms of behavior aamiding of
communication with representatives of certain ethoommunities or
evasion from interethnic contacts in some life sph¢6].
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Ethnic prejudice is estimative construct, whichbased on hetero-
stereotypes and expresses value attitude of ome-stbcial community to
other ethnos representatives. Ethnic prejudice esg@s score, which
divides all or most members of ethnic or any o#teno-social [3].

American investigator F. Eboud determines threennpaiejudice fi-
gures [1]. First figure is represented by negasieere, and we need clearly
divide the definition of prejudice and stereotygespite of their following
of each other. Prejudice is a negative approachstar@otype is genera-
lized idea about intellectual, physical, moral pecties of different
ethnic group representatives. Stereotypes can brivep however, they
don’t form prejudicial attitude to other ethnos.hét figure of the ethnic
prejudice is the manifestation of negative evahbratof personal ethnic
accessory, but not of her personal features, sativegevaluation is expan-
ding on the most representatives of a certain ethroup. Stereotypes can
be positive, therefore, do not form the prejudiegminst other ethnic
groups. Third figure is represented by readinessadb and react on
members of a certain ethnic group exceptionallypégative way, which is
considered as the intolerance (xenophobia) maatfestin action.

The research methodsFor empiric problem study of ethnic intole-
rance among students’ youth we have chosen and nesédmethodolo-
gies: 1. “The scale of a social distance” by E. &dgs; 2. Methodology
“Incomplete sentences” for determination of ethrstereotypes and
prejudice to other ethnic communities; 3. MethodgldTypes of ethnic
identity” (G. U. Soldatova, S.V. Ryzhova); 4. Qtiesnaire “ethno-
tolerant personality” (O. V. Kyhtyuk).

The research procedure.The sample of our research consisted of
students of Lesya Ukrainka Eastern European Ndtibmaversity (86
persons) at 17-21 years old (law faculty, facultypsychology, pedago-
gical institute). The nationality of all respondens Ukrainian, among
them there are 63 females and 23 males. Procedueepiric investi-
gation has been realized step by step. On theshiasfe we used the scale
of a social distance by E. Bogardus which allowsdausingle out ethnic
groups, for which the social distance is too bigtd our opinion, it could
be the evidence for existence of certain prejudstereotypes referring to
this ethnic group and be the base for manifestatioimtolerant behavior
with representatives of these ethnic groups. Neages predicted the
research of existence or lack of stereotypical iops or/and prejudice
about distant ethnic groups with the help of usaig@complete sentences
method. The last stage of our investigation predicthe detection of
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ethnic identity type, characterized for experimerdad measuring of
manifestation level of ethnic tolerance among youth
The discussion of resultsThe usage of “Scale of a social distance”
by E. Bogardus predicted the experimental evalnatibrepresentative of
one or another ethnos according to the main cageg®ocial role, which
he/she can play in a personal life. Proposed etgnicips have been
represented by Russian, Ukrainian, German andiRPdisneralized results
are presented in a chart 1.
Chart 1

Generalized results of a research according to thmethodology “The scale of a
social distance” (modified version)%

Social role . .EthiC group .
Russian Ukrainian German Polish
Husband (wife) 2,3 83,7 4,7 9,3
Neighbor 4,7 65,1 11,6 18,6
Friend 1,2 81,4 5,8 11,6
Colleague 3,5 67,5 9,3 19,7
District manager 0,0 95,3 1,2 3,5
Manufacture manager 0,0 59,3 26,7 14,0
Citizen of my district 2,3 74,4 9,3 14,0

So, from the general number of interviewed 83,7e%¥pondents want
to have the representative of his/her own ethnos dmisband (wife),
because they think that they are the most adapdicgmmon life; the least
amount of voters concerning this social role is $fss (2,3 %). For
having a neighbor students have chosen Ukraini@t1+%. Respondents
prefer also representatives of their ethnos — 8d @nd Polishes — 11,6 %
as a friend. As a colleague interviewed have chddaishes — 19,6 %,
considering them as hardworking and single-heartad| traditionally
Ukrainians (67,5 %). As a district manager studevdsld like to see only
the representative of their own ethnos (95,3 %Qudfh as a manufacture
manager interviewed want to see not only Ukrainigg®3 %), but also
Germans — 26,7 %. As a citizen of his/her distiicterviewed preferred
Ukrainians — 74,4 % and Polishes — 14 %. We carergbsthat in all
categories interviewed prefer Ukrainians as theesgntatives of their
own ethnic group. Quite high figures are got byistoas representatives of
a neighbor state, which can be explained by a Ihegkl of sympathy,
understanding, worrying about the problems whicppemed in Ukraine
and great emotional support of Ukrainians in aggle for its integrity,
freedom by representatives of this ethnic commuriibe most distant are
Russians and quite high level of a social distamee been got by Ger-
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mans, that is a base for choice of these two ettnuaps and own ethnic
group (as the least distant) for the following eesb with the help of
incomplete sentences method. We have analyzed anligint of respon-
dent answers and singled out semantic universdigghware psycholin-
guistic markers of ethnic tolerance/intolerance ifestation among youth.
The separate list of semantic universals for edlchi@ group is presented
in a chart 2.
Chart 2

Generalized results of a research according to thmethodology
“Incomplete sentences”

Question Ethnic group
Russians Germans Ukrainians
1. Vodka (15). 1. Money (21). 1. Fat (9).
2. Its people (4). 2. Its nation (3). 2. Freedom (4).
1. This 3. Criticize everyone, 3. Its country (5).
people like...| besides themselves (3). 4. Its traditions (3).
4. The head
of a state — Putin (3).
> We all 1. Proud (4). 1. Cunning (5). 1. Industrious (3).
kﬁ ow that 2. Impolite _(6). 2. Boring (3). 2. Pgtriotic (7).
this people 3. Aggressive (4). 3. Mean (6). 3. Kind (5).
""| 4. Unreliable (3). 4. Friendly (3).
1. Language (14). 1. Language (3). 1. Friendly attitude to
2. Manners 2.Appearance(12). | others (4).
3. This of behavior (8). 3. Behavior (8). 2. Language (3).
people differs 3. Their government 3. Customs, traditions,
with... submission (3). culture (9).
4. National symbols (5),
5. Cohesion (3).
1. According to its 1.Forits 1. Naive (3).
interests (8). benefits(15). 2. Bravely (5).
2. According to the 2. Fair (4). 3. Tolerantly (6).
4. This order of the state head |- 4. Honestly (7).
people Putin (6). 5. With dignity (3).
always do... | 3. In a rude way (4).
4. Inhumane to other
states (3).
5. Pompously (3).
1. Hostile (4). 1. Clever (4). 1. Good-looking (3).
5. All others | 2. Guilty in a conflict | 2. Mean (9). 2. Kind (14).
think that this| with Ukraine (6). 3. Stingy (9). 3. Banderivtsi (8).
people... 3. Intolerant (3). 4. Patriotic (5).
4. Muscovite (12).
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As we can see in the chart, the list of semantigarsals which are
common for Germans as the representatives of anicetfroup, has
negative content, but great part has associatibrasreeutral character or
semantic universals of a positive character. Cameg Russians we can
state the existence of ethnic stereotypes amonti\aout representatives
of this nationality, especially existence of de@gative hetero-stereotypes
about Russians. Such situation is sharpened beaHusentinuous war
conflict between Russia and Ukraine, which is shawemotional reaction
on these representatives. Concerning our own ettonemunity we can
state the existence as deep as surface positigestareotypes among the
interviewed. The important moment which we haveay attention on is
the existence of ethnophobisms among respondeneasisEthnophobism
Is emotional and evaluative name of the ethnosyiilathe difficult
associative potential of prejudicial ideas of ornlenes about the others,
these ethnonimic names are the ways of figuratesgmation of foreig-
ners, which are based on different nominative nsdiel our case such
ethnophobisms are against Russians — semanticrsaivéluscovite” (12)
and about own ethnos — semantic universal “Bantti(8). The functio-
nal sphere of ethnophobisms is unofficial commuioecafirst of all. The
usage of such figures in the institutional kindsdi$cussion not only
conflicts with the communicative norms of a busgheemmunication but
also is an open expression of xenophobia, hostilelerant, timid attitude
of youth to foreigners, their culture, religiomaditions etc.

The next methodology, used by us was “Types ofthnie identity”,
which gives an opportunity to diagnose positivenathidentity among
48,9 % of interviewed. This type of the ethnic itiignis characterized by
combination of positive attitude to own people wibsitive attitude to
other peoples. In a poly-ethnic society positivenet identity has a
character of norm and is specific for the majoit.parmakes such optimal
tolerance balance to own and other ethnic groupghallows to consider
it on the one hand as a condition of independendesteady existence of
ethnic group, and on the other hand as a condibbna peaceful
intercultural interaction in polyethnic world. F80,2 % of interviewed the
characteristic feature is the ethnic indifferembiat which shows “blurred”,
unclear ethnic identity, expressed in uncertairitetbnic accessory, inac-
tual ethnicity. For 20,9 % of interviewed ethnidfisness is characte-
ristic. This identity type can be expressed in Hass form on a verbal
level as a result of acceptation through the pfismy people”, but we can
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suppose, for example, tension and irritation in can@unication with
representatives of other ethnic groups or its pEspkcognition of a right
to solve the problem not on their own.

We should notice that during the empiric invesimatwe haven't
found out such destructive types of ethnic iderdisyethnogolism, ethno-
isolationism and ethnobigotry.

For determination of a level of various aspectsethfnic tolerance
development, we have used the questionnaire “Ethiepant personality”
and have got such results: middle level among % gf interviewed, high
among 24,4 % and low level of cognitive componeahifestation among
1,2% of interviewed. It shows that interviewed h&awewledge about their
origins and about ethnic stereotypes, which areacharistic for different
nations, their national character etc, but thiskedge can be and should
be improved and expanded.

Concerning emotional component of ethno-toleransqeality 61,6 %
have a high level of development, 32,6 % — middid anly 5,8 % — low
level of development, that shows that interviewetigleasure and pleasant
emotions from interaction and communication witlpresentatives of
other ethnic groups, and most of them don’t pre@mmunication only
with their countrymen, but also interact with regeetatives of other
ethnos.

Third component of ethno-tolerant personality — dbral shows
next results: 79,1 % have high level, 20,9 % - neidthut low level of
behavioral component manifestation is absent atTdlls indicates that
interviewed are ready not only on the level of dealion, but also in real
express ethno-tolerant behavior to the represeatabdf other nationalities.
The willingly have contacts with representativeotifer nations and think
that we should develop ethnic tolerance to oth@onalities.

Conclusion. The results of research indicated the existencethufic
prejudice and stereotypes among youth about repissees of certain
nationalities, especially existence of negative pddetero-stereotypes
about Russians and negative surface stereotyped &@mymans. Among
most interviewed there is diagnosed positive ethdentity, which is
characterized by combination of positive attitude awn people with
positive attitude to other people. It has been bthat development level
of emotional and behavioral component of ethnoréwle personality is
characterized by mainly high level of manifestatidnut cognitive
component has a middle level of manifestation, ithdicates the necessity
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of knowledge system expansion about other ethrowimg, their specia-
lties, national character, which allows to avoice tmanifestation of
intolerant attitude to representatives of any etlgnoups in future.

Prospects of the following research are the devedon of system of
informational and developing methods of increashydevelopment level
of cognitive component of ethnic tolerance among rpresentatives of
youth.
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