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BbipaxeHne HAMOHAJIBHOU KYJIbTYPHI BO (hpa3eoiorusmax
PYCCKOI'0 M AHTJIMHCKOIO A3bIKOB

B crarbe packpriBaeTcst poib (hpa3coIOTH3MOB aHIIIMICKOTO M PYCCKOTO SI3BIKOB KAaK CPEJCTBA BBIPAKEHHUS
HalMOHAIBHOM KyIbTYpbl. ABTOpaMH ObLIM PaccMOTPEHbI crienupuyeckue 0CoOCHHOCTH (PPa3eoIoru3MOoB
PYCCKOH M aHIJMHCKONM KyJBTYpBI, OTpakaromiue obOpa3Hoe MblnuieHHe Hapozaa. IlpuBomsarcs npumeps!
(pa3eonoru3MoB AHTIMICKOTO M PYCCKOTO S3BIKOB, OTPAXKAIONIMX HAIMOHAIBHYIO CIEHU(PHUKY KyIbTYp.
Taxoke 6bLTH paccMOTPEHbI (PPa3e0TOrU3Mbl AHIIIHHCKOTO M PYCCKOTO SI3BIKOB TI0 Pa3UYHOM TEMaTUKe U U3
pa3HBIX MCTOYHUKOB. B 3axioueHue aBTOPHI NPUXOAAT K BBIBOAY O TOM, YTO (DPPa3eoOTH3MBI SIBISIFOTCS
CpPEIICTBOM BBIPAKEHHsI HaIMOHAJIBHON KyJIbTYphI, OOTaTeHIINM HCTOYHHKOM O KYJIbTYPHO-HaIMOHAJIBHOM
OIIBITE HApOJIa CTPAHBI H3y4aeMOTO S3BIKA.
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Ontologic parameters of scientific research

The article deals with one of the objects of linguistic research — the category of discourse as well as its ty-
pology. The main components of the institutional dialogue are described on the basis of scientific type of dis-
course. Its integral differential features are analyzed. The criteria for this type of discourse and its genre space
are identified. The so-called complex regulatory principles are considered, adherence to which optimizes the
process of creation, transmission and use of knowledge.

Key words: text, discourse, scientific discourse, institutional discourse, classification of discourse types.

The current stage of linguistic science is characterized by linguists' interest in the problems of the text
in general and scientific discourse in particular. It is determined by the complex, multidimensional nature of
the object of research itself, the emergence of new methods for the study of this object, the processes of
globalization covering all aspects of social life including science [1; 130, 131].
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Category discourse, one of the main categories in communicative linguistics and modern social sciences
like any widely used concept allows multiple scientific interpretations.

In colloqualistics a discourse can be understood as an oral-spoken work without clearly expressed tex-
tual organization [2; 50-57]. M.L.Makarov takes a different position offering to use the terms «text» and
«discourse» as synonyms leaving for the last one «underlined processuality» [3; 75-87]. N.D.Arutunova de-
fines discourse as «a coherent text in conjunction with extralinguistic, pragmatic, social and cultural, psycho-
logical and other factors» [4; 137]. The need to comment own understanding of the term «discourse» arises
in connection with its belonging to a number of humanities [5] as well as because of the ambiguity of inter-
pretations that exist for this concept directly in modern linguistics [S]. To explain the reasons for this situa-
tion it is enough to quote from the Dutch researcher T.A.Van Dyck's work «On the definition of discourse»:
«the concept of discourse is as vague as the concept of language, society and ideology. We know that.vague
and difficult to define notions often become the most popular» [5]. Therefore the «discourse» can be briefly
defined as «the text in a situation of real communication» [5].

If in the 80s under the discourse «communication, the transmission of ideas through words» [5] or
simply «speech, lecture, sermon, treatise» [5] is understood but now the concept of discourse is expanded to
«communicative event occurring between the speaker and the listener in the process of communicative ac-
tion». In the modern definition of discourse it is important that its communicative nature‘is emphasized:
speaker < listener, author <> reader. The term «discourse» in modern linguistics is'close in meaning to the
concept of «text» but discourse emphasizes the dynamic nature of linguistic communication unfolding in
time. The text is meant primarily as a static object, the result of verbal and cogitative activity. It is preferable
to understand «discourse» as a result of speech activity, i.e. as text. Discourse is both similar and different
from the language and speech. It is close to speech as it is also a process and activity. However unlike the
speech discourse implies a system, it has the property of integrity, has internal organization, shape, the con-
cepts of species, genre and style can be applied to it. Property. of consistency makes discourse closer with the
language. Language is a universal abstract microsystem whereas discourse is a specific mini-system [6]. Ty-
pology of discourse includes religious, political, literary, philosophical and other discursive genres. In such
cases the notion of language is used too as it is considered that each culture area has its own language: liter-
ary, philosophical, scientific, etc.

In recent years discourse analysis has become one of the central sections of linguistics because cogni-
tive settings in the science of language begin to change and the view according to which no linguistic phe-
nomena can not be adequately understood and described beyond their use regardless of their discursive as-
pects is gaining momentum [7]. There are. many classifications of discourse although any of them is largely
arbitrary. The most important distinction in this area is the opposition of oral and written discourse. More
specific differences between the varieties of discourse are described by the concept of genre.

V.1.Karasik developed a classification of types of discourse based on the typology of sociological crite-
ria: discursive situation, status and role characteristics of discourse participants, and the distance (proxemics)
of communication [8]. On the basis of these criteria the Russian linguist identifies two types of discourse: the
person centered (personal) and ‘status oriented (institutional) discourse. Let‘s consider the second type of dis-
course in details.

Institutional discourse’is the communication limited by the scope of a social institution where each of
the interlocutors plays acertain social role. Every institutional discourse uses a certain system of profession-
ally oriented symbols or in other words has its own sublanguage (special vocabulary, phraseology) [9]. Insti-
tutional discourse is a very broad concept covering both the language system (its part that is specifically ori-
ented to serve this area of communication) and speech activity (set of linguistic and extralinguistic factors)
and text. Political, judicial, military, educational, medical, business, advertising, scientific and other types of
institutional discourse are identified. The core of institutional discourse is communication of basic pair of
participants of communication — teacher and student, a journalist and the reader performing regulated social
roles [10]. Among some linguists there is an opinion that there is no structural organization at the level of
discourse. Accordingly it is necessary to recognize that any conversation consists of randomly constructed
sentences. But every statement cannot be placed after any other statements. The structure of discourse exists
but it should be applied for the discourse with caution because in contrast to the structural determinism in the
system of linguistic units «everything is possibley» in the discourse [3; 75-87]. M.L.Makarov reasonably con-
siders components of institutional discourse as the most structured types of discourse. Apparently in the dis-
course sphere we should speak primarily on the informational structure which in its turn determines the sym-
bolic structure of this phenomenon. Difficulty of describing the discourse is that units and structures of very
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various nature which perform different functions exist in the discourse. In addition to the structural charac-
teristics discourse has a tonal and genre measures. Genre characteristics of discourse can be considered as a
set of certain features [4].

As the parameters of structuring genre space of certain types of institutional discourse E.I.Sheigal con-
siders the degree of institutionality, subject-targeted relationships, social and cultural variability, eventual
localization. V.I.Karasik considers genres of institutional discourse as «real-life, naturally existing forms of
communication for which we can distinguish the prototype units» (e.g. lesson, lecture, workshop in a peda-
gogical discourse) [11]. The main trend in the study of institutional discourse now is identifying the features
of discourse as a cultural and situational essence, modeling its structure, covering linguocultural features of
discourse in interlingual comparison, the determination of its type. The focus is on the organization of the
genre space of institutional discourse, the determination of the functional hierarchy of its genres, their de-
scription. The study of institutional discourse inevitably involves an appeal to its intentional aspect, namely
the study of the strategies and tactics (intentions of speech acts in a typical situation used by communicants
to implement their own intentions).

The main task of the author of scientific discourse is to demonstrate the validity of their point of view in
the process of percepting the object of scientific research. In the construction of the statements the author
must convince the recipient of the text and hence there is a property of scientific texts.as thepresence of dis-
pute elements [8]. From other types of discourse scientific one differs by the fact that the level of the audi-
ence preparedness is almost correlated with the preparedness level of the author of the text, the author does
not need to engage the recipient as he is motivated for the perception himself by virtue of their professional
affiliation.

According to V.I.Karasik the main purpose of scientific discourse is «the process of developing the new
knowledge about object, phenomenon, their properties and qualities presented in verbal form and caused by
communicative canons of scientific communication — logical presentation, proof of the truth and falsity of
certain provisions, limited abstraction of the speech subject» [8].

Scientific discourse is a specific scientific way of organizing speech activity. It is considered advisable
to recognize institutional status of the scientific discourse as it has its own categorical features that distin-
guish it from the general system. Supporting the view of L.V.Slavgorodskoy we consider special purpose
(specialized problem), the characteristics of typical participants and the form of the existence of discoursive
work as such constitutive features. Indeed studying of the specifics of scientific prose we agree that any sci-
entific work is the «development, continuation or refutation of previously recognized provisions, pollemics
with other areas or individual scientists» [12; 66]. Every specific scientific text contains the results of re-
search, opinions and views of other scholars; in other words a scientific text is created on the basis of a
common mental and conceptual space of that science of which it is a means for fixing and development.

Scientific text is related retrospectively and prospectively with other scientific texts and acts as
microtext in macrotext of scientific communication in the field of a certain branch of scientific knowledge as
well as in the global general scientific communication [13; 1]. It means a high degree of intertextual and
interdiscoursive interaction of scientific texts. It comes against the gorund of an extremely generalized con-
ceptual area that synthesizes different notions of the world order consisting of sensory shaped models,
ideoligical structures and fundamental theoretical knowledge about reality developed in the public (as well as
a group, individual) consciousness which is called «the scientific image of the world». The specificity of the
scientific discourse is related to a special kind of man’s mental activity and obey strict laws of logic and
pragmatism and therefore the possibilities of the author of the scientific text are limited and specified regard-
ing to the use of borrowed fragments. Terms of communications between scientists require uniqueness and
certainty in the interpretation of their thoughts so all references to other sources must be explicitly expressed
and understood by the reader. Thus we must assume that the arsenal of means for intertextual expressions
used in the scientific literature differs by mandatory labeling (enclosed in quotation marks, registration of
footnotes, references indicating the source) and less diverse than in fiction. Creating a scientific text and its
perception is an aesthetic, national and cultural activity. We need to know the culture of the nation repre-
sentative of which created the text because it affects the level of perception and understanding of the text by
the reader. Components implementing ultimately the features of the conceptual, mental, national and cultural
identity of scientific communication are the cultural components of the scientific text. Scientific theory and
concept can not be imagined regardless of the language as science as a way of understanding the world de-
pends on the language. Process and results of cognition should be described in a certain way in order to gain
scientific value and social significance.
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Scientific discourse is the process of expressing the whole text of the new knowledge and its justifica-
tion by interrelated arguments i.e. a dialogue between old and new knowledge in which there is a gradual
formation of a new, conceptual scientific knowledge. In a such aspect of understanding of discourse the idea
according to which the text «can not be regarded only as a product of mental activity or the source of infor-
mation since it also performs corrective function in the development of speech» becomes particularly essen-
tial [ 14]. The specific nature of scientific discourse involves consideration of the scientific style as a specific
register of communication. Scientific style is a functional style of science language used in various fields of
knowledge (humanitarian, natural, technical) inside which stylistic and genre substyles should be distin-
guished. As for genre the scientific discourse genres can be represented as an official report, speech theses,
articles, monographs, dissertations, abstracts, reviews, summaries, etc. In other words scientific style is im-
plemented in large and small genre of science fiction. Semantic structure of scientific text combines two con-
stitutive origins. On the one hand the text displays events of denotative sphere and in this case it is mediated
by connections between the displayed events; on the other hand the text embodies intellectually communica-
tive activity of the author of the text and its structure reflects the logical relationships between the communi-
cative actions [15; 124]. Since any scientific text is generated in order to create new knowledge which has
particular content then this new knowledge can be regarded as information of the text, its rheme. Just rema of
scientific text is more relevant in terms of the subsequent data processing. Since‘addresser-of the scientific
text has its own scientific concept, its communicative purpose is to explain and prove some truth, to put the
problem and try to solve it.

Semantic structure of scientific text is defined by both the process of cognition itself and its organiza-
tion by a man for specific areas of scientific activity. Communication of scholars in a professional environ-
ment is carried out against the ground of well-defined communicative goals, a well-developed system of
general knowledge about a certain subject area and thus prepared perception on the part of the addressees of
scientific texts. More clearly pragmatic and communicative characteristics of texts are expressed, their genre
features are more definite and clear, the degree of their uniqueness is more higher [16]. Scientific text has a
number of essential functions the most important of which is the property of transferring information from
one subject to another. Analyzing scientific text scientists pay attention to ist such constitutive factors such
as the identity of the creator of the text, informative content of the text, the purpose of writing the text and
the intended addressee, i.e. chain: the author-text-addressee.

Scientific style has necessary standards’ of rationality which are required for collaborative activity of
communicative parties. Scientific discourse as a verbalized way of thinking, a way of conceptualizing
knowledge should have defined communicative structure and pragmatics in order to be understood and ac-
cepted. Dialogue between the author and the recipient of a scientific text involves the transmission of new
information contributing to the description of the scientific world. This new information in its turn presents
the main object of the evaluation as part of the author and the addressee of the scientific message. First of all
this evaluation concerns the validity of scientific judgments, their justification and liability. Such author's
evaluation of the scientific text is realized through language means on the level of sentences or even para-
graphs. Researchers note a high frequency of language means reflecting the author's position within the sci-
entific text [17] which indicates their regulatory character and allows to predict that the evaluation is a spe-
cific stylistic feature of the'scientific text. The concept of epistemic situation is also included into stylistics of
scientific text, it.can be defined as a set of interrelated features of communicative and cognitive activity of
the subject’in the unity of its composing ontological, methodological, axiological and communicative and
pragmatic aspects implemented in the text with varying degree of completeness [18]. Scientific text being
located within an informative and generative registers [19; 195] performs certain functions promoting its
linguocultural analysis. As the communicative intention of the addressant basically has a purpose to influ-
ence the addressee in the process of informing and encourage him to interpret the text in line with the scien-
tific outlook of the addressant then informative function and the function of motivation (influence) are im-
manent to the scientific text since it is designed for a particular addressee.

The main factor of stylistic scientific speech is its content side so the main features of the content of the
scientific style are clearness of the framework of the statement subject and principally objective attitude.
Through just the content aspect of scientific speech and communicative requirements of content the exist-
ence of its original — written form as well as its monological character and logical completeness are deter-
mined and because of this verbal form is secondary here. The main content units of scientific speech as well
as units of logical thinking are concept, judgment and conclusion. Abstract and generalized nature, objective
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presentation, accuracy, consistency and accordingly the impersonality of presentation are all stylistic features
by which scientific style can be characterized [20].

Scientific discourse has a number of common features appearing regardless the nature of the sciences
themselves and the differences between the genres of expression. According to A.V.Litvinova the main fea-
tures of scientific discourse are such properties as abstraction, logic, objectivity and accuracy [21; 285].

e Abstraction in scientific discourse manifests itself in a distinct nominative, abstract and generalized
statement. Under the abstract and generalized statement it is advisable to understand the functional and se-
mantic «color» of scientific speech which manifests specificity of scientific thinking. In scientific speech it is
necessary to reflect the objective properties of the phenomena considered.

e Consistency as one of the main characteristics is carried out in scientific speech which is a form of
expression of ideas, opinions. In scientific discourse such language tools that meet the requirements of logi-
cal thought as much as possible, express conceptual content are used.

e The objectivity of scientific discourse is achieved due to the specificity of scientific cognition which
establishes an objective scientific truth. Objectivity of scientific discourse is carried out due to the imperson-
ality of linguistic expression, the desire to focus on the subject of the statement as well as in scientific texts
there is a little degree of subjectivity.

e Accuracy as a feature of scientific discourse is related to the specific scientific cognition. Scientific
cognition involves not only objective but also an accurate representation of reality./Without the accuracy of
scientific cognition the progress of science is impossible. It is evidenced by the predominance of those lin-
guistic means in scientific speech that are unambiguous and can accurately capture the essence of concepts.
These linguistic means include terms and special terminology. Due to the special terms and signs, standard
values and international, conventional signs the opportunity to.give detailed definitions and characteristics of
scientific facts, concepts, processes, phenomena in a brief and saving form is achieved.

E.A. Krotkov identifies and analyzes these so-called regulatory principles of scientific discourse as: [22].

e The validity of the statements is the most important feature of scientific discourse. The absence of
this property leads to the phrasemongering and declarativity which is unacceptable in science. The essence of
this principle is that if a certain provision is formulated orany hypothesis (theory) is offered it is necessary to
give undeniable rational grounds (reasons, arguments) by virtue of which they should be accepted as true or
more believable than before. Reasonably description of mentioned forms of knowledge means to give rea-
sons (arguments) of a factual nature (empirical support), to deduce them from other previously recognized
theoretical truths (rationale) or get them through reliable methods (methodological justification).

e Orientation for the search of truth. This imperative of scientific discourse assumes that any of our
statements are not guaranteed against errors. Truth in its classical sense represents the relation of statement
(hypothesis, theory) correspondence (adequate reflection) to a fragment of reality pointed out by it. In mod-
ern epistemology and philosophy of science there are two additional competing concepts of truth: coherent
one in which the truth is in ‘agreement of suggested provision with already adopted system of assertions and
pragmatic one that characterizes truth as a ’capacity’ of the idea or its usefulness. However a classical under-
standing of truth (correspondence theory) is still in the priority in science, others play an important but sup-
porting role yet.

e Conceptuality. This norm assumes the use of category system in any area of scientific discourse
which serveswas a special coordinates of space of theoretical thinking. Firstly it is the philosophical category:
ontological, epistemological and axiological. Secondly it is the scientific category, the system of which allo-
cates a certain aspect of reality which composes the substantive content of science statements. The most im-
portant component of conceptuality of scientific discourse is the presence of theoretical laws in it. Substan-
tive content of these laws is reproduced by a relation of content of their constituent scientific categories.

e Methodological consistency. It means that any scientific research can be done with a certain set of
rational methods. Way of activity becomes a scientific method of cognition when a) it is intended to gain
knowledge; b) it is not universal; c) the efficiency of its use is recognized by the scientific community. The
successful application of any method is not purely algorithmic occupation, it assumes that the researcher has
uncoded skills acquired in a personal experience. The methods are divided into disciplinary and interdiscipli-
nary, methods of theoretical and empirical research, etc. There is no only methods of discovering new truths,
algorithms of inventing new research ways.

e Empiricalness. The requirement according to which observations and experiments should play a de-
cisive role in the recognition or dropping the provisions of the theoretical level of discourse (hypotheses,
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laws and theories). According to verificationism (logical empirism) only feasibility of theory forecasts
demonstrates its empiricalness: all what can not be verified experimentally is either false or meaningless.
Falsificationism (critical rationalism) as a criterion of empiricalness takes refutability of the theory experi-
mentally: not everything is empirical that can be confirmed by the facts. Compromise approach is more ac-
ceptable: rationality of scientific discourse is among other things not only in the use of empirical evidence to
confirm the theory but also in the persistent search for facts that contradict it.

e Creativity. Innovative research starts from the moment when the impossibility of solving certain
types of tasks (problems) on the existing theoretical and factual basis using previously established methods
and means is fully realized. This fact encourages the researcher to formulate new ideas and hypotheses, in-
vent non-traditional experimental methods, means for monitoring and measuring that in general is not the
case for reproductive discourse. The process of birth of a new thing in scientific creativity in‘general..does
not lend itself to rationalization because a significant role in it is played by imagination, intuition and philo-
sophical overtones.

e Criticism. New thing in science originally arises in the minds of a particular researcher as a rule a
creative, willed and single-minded nature. However his innovation can be misleading: there is.a position de-
veloped in European science a long time ago as per which the truth is hidden quite deep and it is extremely
difficult to find it alone. Among other scientists engaged in research of the same area of phenomena there are
always approaches and points of view that do not coincide with the author and sometimes opposing them.
Criticism assumes the ability to listen to counterarguments, to try to think of another point of view, to look at
own position as if from the outside and start a meaningful dialogue with otherviews.

Monotonous, uniqueness, a high degree of certainty (invariability) of linguistic units, argumentative-
ness, absence of new speech means and original features of their use, the use of well-established, stereotyped
and therefore the usual forms of expression devoid of any allegories, allusions and etc. are also considered as
the characteristic features of scientific style. Evaluativeness .of statement is an important means for imple-
menting the impact function of modern scientific text, it promotes the development of system of socially and
linguoculturally significant values. In the modern scientific text ttend to simplify syntax, the use of special
form is observed. Authors often use analogies, comparisons and even the metaphors [23]. In addition to the
main features the scientific discourse has minor properties namely emotionality and expressiveness.

It can be confirmed that discourse satisfying the following three main requirements is a sceintific one:
its issue should be the study of the world around, the status of its members should be equal and the way of its
implementation should be a creative dialogue in the broadest sense of the word [24]. These features allows to
identify the scientific discourse among.the common system and distinguish it from other types of discourse.
Thus the scientific discourse can be defined as institutionally conditioned communicative process with spe-
cific range of functions all of which meanwhile are subject to the implementation of the main pragmatic
function of scientific discourse, to inform the recipient.
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I".}O.Aman6aeBa, O.T.Teneybekona

Fouibivu AUCKYPCTBIH OHTOJIOT'NAJIBIK OJII]ICM[[epi

Makasaaa JMHIBUCTHKAIIBIK 3€PTTEY HbICAHAAPBIHBIH Oipi — JIHMCKYPC KaTErOpHsChl, COHBIMEH KaTap OHBIH
THIIOJIOTHSACHL  KapacThIpbUIAbl. JIUCKYPCTBIH FBUIBIMH THII _HETi3iHJIE HMHCTUTYLMOHAIABIK KapbIM-
KaTBIHACTBIH HEri3ri KOMIOHEHTTepi cumartaiagsl. OHBIH HHTErpayibl-TuddepeHnanapK HblaHaphl
TaJIIaHBIN, OCBl JMCKYPC THIIHIH eJeMIepi MEH OHBIH JKaHPJIbIK KEHICTIr aHBIKTAIABL. ABTOpJIapMEH
perTeynn Karupanap KeIIeHI 3epTTeNil, OJlapAbl YCTaHy OIMIMAL KaNBINTACTHIPY, TPAHCILIIMANAY JKOHE
KOJIIaHy YZepicTepi OHTalIaHIbIPBUIIBL.

I".}O.Aman06aeBa, A.T.ToneybexoBa

OHTOJI0THYeCKHE mapaMeTpbl HAYYHOI'o TUCKYypcCa

B cratee paccMoTpeHa KaTeropus IMCKypca — OAUH U3 00BEKTOB JIMHIBUCTUUECKUX UCCIIEI0BAHMH, a TaKKe
OTMedeHa ero Tunojorus. [loka3aHsl OCHOBHBIE KOMIIOHEHTHI HHCTUTYIIOHAIFHOTO OOIIEHNS HA OCHOBE Ha-
y4HOrO THma jauckypca. < IIpoaHanu3upoBaHbl €ro HHTerpaibHbie AuddepeHInanbHble MPU3HAKM.
OrmnpeneneHbl KPUTEPHU AAHHOTO THIIA JUCKypca M €ro »KaHpOBOE MPOCTPAHCTBO. ABTOpaMHU BBICNIEH B
CTaThe TAaK HA3BIBAGMBIM KOMIIJICKC PETYJISTHBHBIX HMPHUHIUIIOB, CJICIOBAaHUE KOTOPHIM ONTHMH3HpPYET IIpO-
L[ECC CO3/J]aHMs, TPAHCIALIN 1 UCIONb30BaHUS 3HAHUIA.
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The concept of individual personality lexicon in modern
psycholinguistic studies

The article deals with the question of the definition of «personal lexicon of personality» in modern linguistics.
Individual lexicon is a complex of system that is formed under the influence of both linguistic and
intralinguistic factors. The article systematizes the definition of individual identity on the basis of a lexicon of
modern psycholinguistic theories stand factors influencing its formation in order to identify ways and ap-
proaches of studying lexicon. The characteristic of the individual lexicon, in its turn, is the key to unlocking
and analysis of individual pictures of the world, helping to find answers to many pressing questions in the
study of language phenomena.

Key words: personal lexicon, individual pictures of the world, individual vocabulary, psycholinguistic theo-
ries, linguistic identity.

In recent years all disciplines in one degree or another are related with language, characterized by an in-
creased interest-to the personal aspect of his study. Personal aspect came to the fore not only in linguistics,
but also in philosophy, psychology, linguistics, and other humanities. In this regard, today topical issues re-
lating to the «linguistic identity», «language picture of the world», «internal lexicon», «mental lexicony,
«individual thesaurus», and «the lexicon of the individual» are relevant in science. Among these concepts of
particular interest to us is the individual personality lexicon, since it allows giving a detailed description of
the person in terms of different approaches.

In this article, we make an attempt to define the individual personality and lexicon to describe it, we de-
scribe the phenomena underlying the formation of individual vocabulary, and define the way for his holistic
analysis. But before we talk about the lexicon of personality, you need to install as it is today in linguistics
defines the concept of «personality».

Central to modern linguistics became anthropocentric concept of «linguistic identity», i.e. man in his
ability to make speech acts — it was introduced in science by V.V.Vinogradov. Later, speaking on this sub-
ject, G.I.Bogin notes that he understands a language personality of a man who is considered «in terms of its
readiness to produce speech acts to create and accept works of speech», while stressing that every man is by
nature able to be a language person, but each person has yet to be it [1; 94].
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