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Introduction. When developing theoretical and methodological foundations of the
discursive layer study in linguo-rhetoric (LR) paradigm, it is necessary to uncover systematically
the content of two-row basic concepts, relevant to the linguistic — and more broadly — philological
science in their mutual relation: 1) mentality, mindset, mental space; and 2) concept, text concept,
discourse concept [1].

Materials and methods. The works of scientists in the field of anthropocentric and
cognitive linguistics, linguoculturology, axiological linguistics, intercultural communication theory,
psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics, classical rhetoric and neo-rhetoric, discourse theory and text
served as the sources of theoretical research. The following general scientific methods were used:
methods of modeling and system analysis; elements of conceptual analysis; methods of contextual,
narrative, component analysis; LR paradigm as an integrative branch of philological science.

Translated American and Russian texts of the popular success series books [2] served as the
empirical basis in specifying the first terminological triad, selected texts by prominent
representatives of Russian philosophical cosmizm (Florenskiy, NA Berdyaev, K. Tsiolkovsky, VI
Vernadsky and others [3] — for the second triad.

Discussion. The problem of differentiating "mentality” and "mindset" seems to be rather
complicated, but a clear distinction between these concepts in anthropocentric linguistics is
necessary to overcome the terminological uncertainty and more accurately express semantic
nuances that reflect the cognitive and socio-cultural aspects of these phenomena. The analysis of
different interpretations of the concepts "mentality” and "mindset"” in foreign and domestic science
has revealed that mentality means stable cognitive reactions at the level of public linguistic
consciousness, that is, thesaurus of collective linguistic identity determining also the collective
pragmatikon and verbal associative network that has developed in this or that ethnic society.

* The study conducted within the project research: N2 6.3660.2011, MES of Russia and the project research:
N 0112PK02726. 2012, MES of Kazakhstan.
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Mentality is a term rapidly emerged into the lexicon of everyday life and many human
sciences. Modern social and humanitarian knowledge uses theoretical conclusions of several
researches of mentality — Levy-Bruhl, M.Block, Z.Freud, K.G.Jung, etc.

This term was used to explain the fact that the collective and individual consciousness is
determined not only by mind, knowledge and the logic of being, but the norms, values and
traditions of culture, historical experience of generations and general spiritual disposition of the
ethnos as well. The formation of nation’s mentality is a long process involving the life of a number
of generations and providing a significant impact on the changes occurring in the society under the
influence of its stereotypical reactions.

Ethnic mentality of each nation is a set of special characteristics originating from intellectual,
mental and psychological abilities of the people, endowed with the historical, geopolitical, climatic,
ethnographic, ethnic and social conditions of their lives [4].

Terminological combination “mental space” (G. Fauconnier, M. Turner, and others) takes
into account the dynamics of social setting in static of ethnic representations, which is essential in
the study of linguistic means of national-specific value expression at a particular historical stage of
society development. The concept of "mental space” implies some kind of structure, organizing
principle, where some elements are characterized by stability, while the others — by qualitative and
quantitative variation, due to socio-cultural changes in the consciousness of collective linguistic
identity. In linguistic studies such term extends the idea of abstract concepts, beyond the structural
units of cognitive linguistics, for example, frame and gestalt.

As the element of the terminological triad system, mental space serves as the actualized
intersection of mentality and mindset in the dynamics of socium representations. Parameters,
setting, regulations of current mental space are represented with the linguistic units, embedded in
the rhetorical structures in the whole universe of discourse, i.e. an array of texts produced and
perceived by the collective language personality of ethnic society at the definite cultural and
historical period. This universe of discourse is the current version of LR world view, the elements of
which — texts and discourses (discursive layers) of different styles, types and genres operate in
various forms, modes, registers of speech communication, entering into the relationship of
discourse of paradigmatics and discourse of syntagmatics [5]. In this case, the source of mentality
study is "any text" (A.J. Gurevich), but to a greater extent — axiologically saturated
"anthropological text", i.e. text, considered from the linguistic anthropological point of view that
takes into account "human manifestations in all aspects of his life" [6] and, respectively, the
"anthropological discourse."

Cognitive field of the discourse-universe of the definite era and culture, verbalized in the text
array, reflects the mentality and mindset of the nation, the dominant traits of ethnocultural mental
space in its broadest sense. Performed analysis and scientific generalization on the example of
psychological and pragmatic discourse (‘discourse of success ") allows us postulating a derivative
concept — “mental space of discursive layer and corpus of texts-representants”. At the next stage of
theoretical and methodological understanding of this concept in line with the ideas of the Sochi LR
school the following conceptual and terminological triad "concept — text concept— discourse
concept" was developed. The latter concept was postulated, justified and subjected to categorical
development.

Concept in our understanding is a universal unit of mental field of the multi-level set of
knowledge about any fragment of reality, which includes conceptual, definitional and associative
characteristics [7]. The text concept is a "mental formation in the mind of an individual or a group
of people, formed on the basis of a particular text" [8]. An obvious opportunity (and theoretical
necessity) — extrapolation of the "text concept” to the next level of generalization and
categorization development in relation to the whole in the conceptual plan discursive stratum of
the “discourse concept”.

General strategy of the discursive layer verbalization on the linguistic level is a systematic use
of linguistic resources set, organizing the functioning of the concept lexemes-representants in
sectors of its nuclear zone and the periphery on the basis of the concept-discourse and other
members of the relevant derivational nest. At the rhetorical level, thus a basic linguistic and mental
structure as a cognitive-type (by A. Baranov [9]) of the definite discursive layer is implemented,
that includes the propositional, modal and textual components. In general, the linguistic
component of cognitive-type is based on specific cognitive-typical fields of propositional and modal
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form, which are realized in the texts through linguistic expressions, which are in the arsenal of the
subject and serve as a kind of work piece to implement communicative intent.

In LR paradigm a propositional component of cognitive-type refers to the concept of
discourse "inventive net" and its text-representants on which interconnected functioning of toposes
— cultural concepts (elements of LR world view) and tops — functional-notional models of
statements (structure elements of LR worldview) are deployed. Modal component of cognitive-type
corresponds to the notions of "discretionary nomination” and "elocutive arrangement" of
discursive formation. In the analysis of the first notion reference points for that designation are
recorded in the aspects of constructing a common architectonics of discursive formation and
private composite solutions at its individual texts-representants. "Elocutive arrangement"” is
analyzed at levels of linguistic operations, text operations and communication activities of collegial
linguistic identity — the aggregate producer of the discursive formation.

Linguo-rhetoric, synergetic approach to the study of the triad "concept — text concept —
discourse concept” is based on the self-organization of discourse and text, in particular, the concept
of a fractal, because generally it is correct to speak of the fractal nature of the conceptual sense [10].

Individual texts of producers — representatives of a conceptually coherent discursive
formation — can be analyzed not as independent units, but as system elements — in continuation of
levels of language system on the text-discursive level: phonemes, morphemes, word types, lexemes,
phrases, sentences, texts, discourses (including any discursive layers as conceptual and holistic
unities). Each text is presented as a "holographic cleavage" of discursive text-forming process of a
combined linguistic identity (e.g., collegial linguistic identity of philosophers-cosmists) within the
circuitry of LR approach. The last is formed by means of intersecting of three categorical series:
1) ethos, logos and pathos (moral-philosophical, verbal-intellectual and emotional beginnings of
speech) as the ideology of any speech act, and 2) levels of linguistic identity structure (verbal-
semantic, linguistic and cognitive motivation) as a carrier of ideology, 3) phases of universal ideo-
speech cycle "from thought to word" (invention, disposition, elocution) as a way of ideology
explication, technology of verbalization in a discursive text-forming process.

Conclusion. The comprehension of members’ dialectical relationship built and
characterized from LR conceptual positions of categorical triads contributes to the development of
theoretical and methodological foundations of the study of language mentality problems,
verbalization and conceptualization of the national consciousness. The proposed material is needed
when considering the linguistic identity (bi- and poli-lingual as well, f.e. see [11-14]) — the subject
of discourse processes, in various aspects of effective cross-cultural communication, including
literary one [15, 16]; when studying the linguistic means of expression of speech-thinking and
textual-discursive phenomena national specificity.
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AnHoTtamua. C MO3UIUA HWHTETPATHBHOTO JIMHTBOPUTOPHUUYECKOTO ITOAXOJA CHCTEMHO
OXapaKTepHU30BaHbl B HX COOTHOIIEHUHW TEPMHHOJIOTHYECKHUE TPHAJbl «MEHTaAJIbHOCTh —
MEHTAJIUTET — MEHTAJIbHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO» U «KOHIIENT — KOHIIENT TEKCTa — KOHIIENT JIUCKypca»,
aKTyaJIbHbIE B aCIleKTe TEOPUU U METOZO0JIOTHH COBPEMEHHBIX S3BIKOBEIYECKUX HCCJIEIOBAHUN U
KOMITApaTUBUCTUKH.
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