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The article offers models of two concepts (“MINE” and “ALIEN”) regarded
as a conceptual basis for oral business discourse. The results of two experimental
studies of operational layer of the concepts are outlined; a system of evaluation
indexes to characterize the capacity of this layer for both concepts, with special
consideration for informants’ social status is offered. The preliminary conclusions
concern characteristics of communicative subculture of different social spheres in
the light of interpersonal interaction within administrative discourse.

Key words: conceptual system “mine” – “alien”, oral business discourse,
evaluation index, communicative culture (subculture), interpersonal interaction,
administrative discourse.
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The article presents M. Vingranovsky as a language personality, who is likely
to belong to introverts. The prognostic conclusion as for the poetic psychological
type of the determination is based on the analysis of specific features of numerals
functioning in poetic texts by M.Vingranovsky, which represents this lexical-
grammatical class of words in poetic language of the writer.

Key words: language personality, poetic text, psychological type, numeral.


