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The total number of abbreviations used in commuiunal sphere is very large and continues to ireea
because communication as process is very diveid@mvides a lot of material for coining shortersngll the
abbreviations are not only easy to use but alsdvaat to remember. Skillful writers can even subgi most of
their message by such abbreviations. Though thesesishall never become a part of literary langubgg will
not cease to exist as social phenomenon. Moreewtr the appearance of electronic means of comnatioic
such items will only increase in number. It shob&lnoted that shortenings used in communicatignzére do
not receive a proper attention from scientiststethie no classification for such items as emotic@h®nographs
and smileys. It is rather a disputable questionthdrethey can be considered shortenings. And weadatasay
what rules govern their creation and how to pretfietr development. That is why it is necessaryriderstand
that processes happening in speech can have aahig together with processes within a standardalije
language when a phenomenon becomes global.

Though many scientists deny the fact that shortemnimportant subject for investigation, it is i
possible that in the nearest future shortening stast playing a considerable role in a languageat Thwhy it
should be thoroughly studied as any other linguipienomenon. The stream of information increasedtly
which caused the need to save time and convey ab imformation as possible. Shortenings help te dae
content of the message but reduce its size. Thislke feature presents interest especially in canicational
sphere. Though much have been done to study shugteim general, we still know little about shoiitegs used
in communicational sphere, Internet sphere andrietecommunication in particular. Moreover, shoinegs
represent an interest for computational scienceprigramming languages and operating systemsasedoon
shortened items. So this sphere of shorteninggeudaserves careful study as well. Being a devedppiend in
English language shortenings need theoretical giwer and analysis. All the studies done beforeudth be
systematized and generalized into a single theory.
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The paper considers the term ‘discourse’ in modaérguistics, its structural and functional division
based on the opposition of personality-oriented atatus-oriented types. Leading approaches to theéysof
academic discourse are described. Oral academicodisse is defined and analyzed. It is also compavik
written academic communication.

In modern linguistics the notion ‘discourse’ iseargreted ambiguously, even now the principles ®f it
description and interpretation remain controversehd maybe these facts contribute to the widesprea
popularity of the concept. Among the wide varietyapproaches to the understanding of the term ¢disse’ we
can conventionally determine the following mainegiions of its study, correlated with the contribaotof
certain researchers. E. Benveniste, R. BarthesMikarov consider discourse apeech V. Demyankov,

Y. Stepanov, V. Borbotko treat it agext

In our research we refer to the approach that tigeges discourse amity of a text and conteki which

this text is realized. Among the supporters of tapgproach are N. Arutyunova, T. van Dijk, Y. Ka@auyl
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E. Kubryakova. According to this point of view diggse is not limited only to text or using languabet
includes the so-called ‘external’ aspect of comroatidn, in which the priority is given to socialrabtions and
communicants within these conditions. In this adiseourse is an integral part of social reality rehsituational
characteristics and participants of communicatiay phe main role.

Structural and functional division of discourseb&sed on the opposition of personality-orientedand
status-orientedypes. According to théirst typea speaker acts as a personality in the processnofunication.

In this case communicants are intimate people weleal their inner world and take into account ajhgicant

features of a personality and behaviour of eachrotbommunicants talk about everyday cases and imawneed
to discuss complex matters or explain obvious thittgeach other. So in this situation a short, lgigontext

dependent code is used. In thecond typea speaker acts as a representative of a partisoleiety where
communication is represented within certain statilis-relationships and is reduced to a dialogueveen

unfamiliar members of a social group. While meestrgngers people are forced to create necessekgtmand
information based on the assumptions about what ititerlocutor probably does not know. Thus, thkéeaded,
less context dependent code is used [1, 2, 3].

Status-oriented discourse can hawstitutional and non-institutionalcharacter. The main difference is
that theinteraction within theirst typetakes place in the officially fixed areas of comrmiwation, i.e. in social
institutions, while thesecond typeof discourse does not belong to any kind of thistisg public institutions
(e.g. philatelic discourse). Despite its doubleunatstatus-oriented discourse is predominantlyakedethrough
institutional communication, i.e. speech interatti®tween representatives of social groups ottutistns [1].

In the center of our scientific interests asademic discourséhat is surely a form of institutional
communication. The research of academic discosra@ iurgent and relatively young field of linguisstudies.
Academic communication attracts attention of magsearchers, and each scholar gives their own nautigst
type of discourse according to their research gdats example, Y. Zubkova, K. Shilihina consideras
academic discourse; T. Astafurova, I. Kirillova s aniversity one; G. Dimova — as university pedacglg
discourse; V. Maksimov, N. Denisova — as scientfilticational one, etc.

Underacademic discoursee mean ‘normatively organized verbal interacti@ving both linguistic and
extralinguistic plans, using a certain system ofeeeoriented signs, taking into account status-rol
characteristics of the main communicants, integitetas a culturally marked system of
communication’ [4, p. 297]. Academic discoursessariated with a particular area of human activityaining
graduates in a particular field of science and potidn. This type of discourse is an area of insega
responsibility [5]. That is why academic discoutsgike many other types of discourse is not spatas but
needs a purposeful social preparation and orgaoizakhe main proof of this fact is the planningctdss hours,
centrally compiled schedule for all students ofvensity, etc.

Analyzed sources allow us to conclude that someareters consider academic discourse as a kind of
pedagogical one (G. Dimova, N. Fairclough); othengestigate it as a particular case of implemeotatf
scientific discourse (R. Alikaev, I. Galperin). Biltseems reasonable to agree with the authorsubatan
integrated approach to the study of academic disecand consider it as a merger of pedagogicabkaiedtific
ones (Y. Zubkova, T. Astafurova, V. Maksimov, L.lKkova, A. Litvinov). Modern university is not lined to
training and educational activities. Teachers, etisl, postgraduates undertake various research and
development projects, and there is free exchangefafmation and views among them. In addition, efeging
on the specialization of university or faculty, rkents of other types of discourse can be incorpdratto the
academic one.

Academic discourse exists aral (during classes, talks, lectures, conference ptatiens, etc.)writing
(regulations, programs, tutorials, materials foe ttontrol of knowledge, students' works, etc.) apnecalled
electronicform (distance learning, online conferences, antiebates, etc.).

Original, basic form of academic discourse is thed one, based on sound interaction between a¢each
and students. Verbal communication is not only are® of new information, but also provides matefil
conversations, discussions and creative criticism.

It is necessary to take into account non-verbatadiaristics that accompany oral academic discoamse
are based on visual interaction of communicanthiénmoment of speaking. In oral academic discowsean
notice the following non-verbal linguistic meansontmunicatively significant movements (standing for
greeting), gestures (lifting a hand as an indicatid knowing the answer), facial expression (a widege of
emotions), specific postures of the communicarsdénts sit at the tables, a teacher stands irt &bthem),
expression of eyes, etc. [6, 7].
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No doubt that oral academic discourse should b#& bBod structured in the best possible way. It is
necessary for precise, logical and definite expoes®f discursive messages by a speaker and fderbet
perception of information by their listeners. Inns® genres of oral academic discourse (lectures,
presentations, reports, etc.) a lot of attentiopa#d to the interaction with the audience: thelgption of
different tactics to attract and hold listenergkation, the use of rhetorical questions, repeatiigaraphrases
— in other words the speaker tries not only to @néshe material, but also to interest the audieBégciency
and expressiveness of oral speech are importantftert omitted or insufficiently practiced aspefsp. by
students) in academic field.

Situations of oral academic communication give misedom in choosing speech means, while the
canons of organization of written academic texttiom contrary have greater rigidity [8]. For orabdemic
discourse the use of colloquial words and phraggodd units, the implementation of jokes, sometirdéferent
kinds of allusions and sayings are quite commohthlse means emphasize oral nature of interaf®jon

Oral academic discourse is much more difficult tiia@ written one and is characterized by multilevel
nature of its organization on the one hand anddmprehensive taxonomy of situations within thiscdisgrse on
the other hand [10]. At university we always hgagech, its space is filled with talking people amarhich not
only short lines of communication are set but aletayed ones. Oral interaction at university hasrpersonal,
team, group, and even in some cases mass chafatierAll these facts confirm the multidimensiorahd
complex nature of oral academic discourse.

Despite its institutionality academic discourse passonal components [6], esp. in such oral geofes
academic communication as debates, discussionsnaemetc. It should be remembered that oral anade
discourse is not entirely objective and impartiatontains subjective-modal component that is ined in the
expression of a wide range of emotions, such agoatity, restraint, doubt, hesitation, boredorany or even
sarcasm [8, 12].

So, oral academic discourse is a form of instinglocommunication specified by social functionstef
participants. Its main purpose is to train a graelua a particular field of science and producti@unsidered
ideas allow us to come to the conclusion that acaldemic discourse is the original, basic form mfersity
interaction that in most cases is accompanied yvaobal characteristics. Its important properties optimal
construction of discursive message, interactiorhwitidience, efficiency, expressiveness, etc. Crati@mic
communication is characterized by relative freedorthe choice of speech means. This kind of disseuras
multilevel nature of organization and comprehengmeonomy of situations. A very important role inab
academic interaction is played by interpersonati@hships of its members, which in turn suggelstéd oral
academic discourse is not always entirely objective impartial.
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This paper is devoted to the phenomenon of magkneral and about masks in the works of a famous
English writer of the Victorian age W.M. Thackemyparticular.

When we start thinking about a mask the first thingt comes to our mind is that it is an objectdutse
cover a face in order to hide it or to protectlfitwe continue thinking about a mask we’ll rememiadéout
carnival masks, sport mask, medical masks, militaagks, literature masks, etc.

Masks make up an inalienable part of a persores lie see them and we wear them everywhere.

The key element of masking is simultaneous conegalnd revealing of the content, by selecting aspec
to be shown and those to be hidden, which enabdespulating the expressed message.

Today plenty of scientists of humerous scientifetds are interested in the phenomenon of maskkMas
is a focus point in the researches of historiah#pgophers, psychologists, etc.

There are several approaches towards the anafyfissgroblem; | mean the problem of mask. They ar
the following: psychological approach, sociologiemproach, linguistic approach, literary approaath, These
approaches focus on different aspects, but rentanptementary.

According to sociological approach everyone, wheraisocial situation (in the company of others),
behaves like an actor on stage. The mask is a gymoifirole of which everyone has many types andstaomily
chooses the one most appropriate to the giventigityausing various strategies of selection to m#ie best
possible impression on observers in the interaction

In psychology the mask is one’s whole public peadityy “the social self” which may be called an
“interface”, as it is a mediator between the hurmmer world and the external world.

The mask is expressed in roles and social custanmt,it is an inevitable element of an individual's
functioning in a society; the mask also possesgandaion of protecting the most vulnerable

A mask in language may be seen as a type of a(signh as a word or expression) where the signified
intentionally profiled depending on the perspectaal will of the user. Certain aspects (elementsh@aning
are concealed, while other ones are selected tevealed or stressed.

Masking may employ various language tools. Commuo@sdnclude: metaphor, metonymy, euphemism,
passive and impersonal strategies, hyperbole,asddb be guessed from the context).

A separate broad category of masking language ted@lsmour, including irony.

Its most common masking function is entertainind areating a sense of solidarity or common ground,
and a distance to reality.

W.M. Thackeray is known for his humour, irony, stieigm, mockery and sarcasm and while getting
acquainted with his works we meet masks, we figueht speaking stub toe against them at every step.

If we take his fairy tales for example “The roseddhe ring” we’ll find there nice examples of masks
The rose and the ring here are masks which whem waake the princess Angelica and the prince Bdfigo t
most beautiful and wisest in the world but withtlwem they looked exceedingly plain and foolishjoutbus
and ugly.

During his carreer as a journalist Thackeray oftmed pseudonyms for example Yellowplush and
Titmarsh. Use of these temporary personalitiesdtelp shorten the distance between the readerhandgriter,
gave room for irony, mockery, satire and sarcasthrateased from some responsibility.

And now let's pass to Thackeray’s the most popatarel, novel that brought him fame and recognition,
I mean “Vanity fair”. This novel simply bursts withasks. We find here numerous examples of diffekamts
of masks. It seems that every personage in thislne®ars a mask.
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