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BASIC METHODOLOGICAL PRINCIPLES
OF COGNITIVE STUDIES IN DOMESTIC LINGUISTICS

The article presents the material on basic methodological principles of cognitive studies in domes-
tic general linguistics. The relevance of the study is explained by the fact that cognitive linguistics is
viewed as a new paradigm of scientific knowledge and consequently is characterized by various the-
oretical ideas. The cognitivism development in our country and abroad are rather divergent and have
become quite independent. There exists some confusion in determining the philosophical and the-
oretical foundations of many linguistic studies, consequently, there is the need to present a simpli-
fies and free interpretation of rather complex concepts of cognitive linguistics. The main objective
of the paper is to systematize the basic theoretical and methodological guidelines of the domestic
version of cognitive linguistics, which differs from the foreign paradigms of knowledge not only in
terms of prerequisites and assumptions, but also in the subject areas of its interests and approaches
to the problems posed and how to solve them, as well as to assign the eight main principles of cogni-
tive studies in domestic linguistics, and to analyze them. The eight basic methodological principles
of cognitive studies in domestic general linguistics are represented and substantiated. The analyzed
principles and methodologically important provisions determining modern cognitive studies of lan-
guage allow concluding that domestic cognitive linguistics is a formed direction of linguistic thought,
fundamentally different from foreign analogues. Domestic cognitive linguistics occupies a special
place in the conceptual space of cognitive linguistics and cognitive science as a whole. Cognitive lin-
guistics inherits the acquisitions of all linguistic paradigms that have existed before it, and develops
along with philosophy and psychology the existing problems of the connections between language
and thinking, but treats them in categories such as knowledge, language varieties of knowledge,
language modes of knowledge representation, procedures for using knowledge, mental structures.
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cognitologist, methodological principles, paradigm of scientific knowledge.

The problem setting. The rapid development
of cognitive linguistics is considered a characteristic
feature of modern world linguistics. It is enough to
note the fact that in almost all the leading countries
of Europe, as well as in America, China and Russia,
there are national associations that unite linguists-
cognitologists in their ranks. In parallel with this,
the number of representative international congresses
devoted to the problems of cognitive linguistics
is growing, special journals are published. All
of the above indicates that over the past 20 years,
cognitive studies of language have taken a definite
place in the general system of scientific views
on language and methods of studying it, having
formed their own theoretical and methodological
guidelines and a conceptual and terminological
apparatus [4; 10; 13]. It is believed that two key
moments in the development of science have created
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the prerequisites for the formation of the cognitive
direction in linguistics: 1) awareness of the need to
study work of human consciousness systematically
and to understand that only language provides the only
reliable access to consciousness; 2) understanding
of the need to study processes of not only theoretical
but also everyday cognition, as well as the need to
study the influence of human consciousness on
decision-making and the implementation of various
activities, including language [4, p. 20]. The
general attitude of cognitologists is expressed by
G. Fauconnier, saying that “linguistics becomes
something more than a self-sufficient limited area
of language learning; it contributes to the discovery
and explanation of the general aspects of human
cognition” [31, p. 124].

Cognitive linguistics is considered to be a new
post-generative paradigm of scientific knowledge,
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which is formed under the influence of cognitive
science and characterized, like all cognitive science,
by a sufficient variety of theoretical positions. As
a result, the lines of cognitivism development in
our country and abroad have diverged to a large
extent and have turned out to be quite independent.
In this regard, there is confusion in determining
the general philosophical and theoretical foundations
of many interesting and significant linguistic
studies, juggling them with terms related to methods
of analysis of the language material, and a simplified
and free interpretation of many rather complex
concepts of linguistics. All of the above determines
the relevance of our study.

The analysis of recent studies and publications. The
following scientists and scholars (mainly the American
ones), such as A. Cienki, G. Fauconnier, Ch. J. Fillmore,
R. Jackendoff, G. Lakoft, R. W. Langacker, B. Rudzka-
Ostyn, L. Talmy, J. H. Taylor [28; 32-36; 38; 40; 41],
are the representatives of the cognitive approach in
linguistics. The work by R. Jackendoff “Semantics
and Cognition” is mostly famous [33]. In this work,
the scientist substantiates the connection of semantics
with psychology. The same problem is studied by
the Ukrainian linguist A. Zelenko [8]. U. Apresian,
N. Boldyrev, O. Vorobiova, S. Zhabotinskaia,
V. Konokeko, E. Kubriakova, A. Martyniuk, V. Maslova,
M. Poliuzhin, T. Radzievska, O. Selyvanova,
H. Yavorska [1-7; 9; 11-15; 17;18; 21; 22; 25; 29] deal
with the problems of cognitive linguistics in domestic
linguistics.

The purpose of the article is to systematize
the basic theoretical and methodological guidelines
of the domestic version of cognitive linguistics, which
differs from the foreign paradigms of knowledge not
only in terms of prerequisites and assumptions, but
also in the subject areas of its interests and approaches
to the problems posed and how to solve them, as well
as to assign the eight main principles of cognitive
studies in domestic linguistics, and to analyse them.

The results and discussions. Although
the domestic version of cognitive linguistics, called
the cognitive-discursive paradigm, arose initially
in the depths of classical cognitive science, which
means that it received impulses of its development
abroad, it very soon outgrew the limits of narrow
cognitivism. This happened to a greater extent since
the cognitive-discursive paradigm, as E. Kubriakova
repeatedly emphasizes in her works, inherits, along
with the general attitudes of cognitivism, the tradition
of domestic linguistics and psychology, in many
respects continues the ideas of the onomasiological
direction when analysing language phenomena

[12; 15]. Cognitive linguistics proceeds from
the inseparability of the processes of cognition
and communication in the real functioning
of language, from the deep interdependence
and consistency of these processes, and, accordingly,
the functions correlating with them [12, p. 43].
The basis of the cognitive approach to language
is understanding language as a means of forming
and expressing thoughts, storing and organizing
knowledge in the human mind, and sharing knowledge.
This understanding indicates the unity of cognitive-
reflective (cognitive) and communicative functions
of language, which L. Vygotskyi regarded as “the
unity of communication and generalization” and what
gave rise to E. Kubriakova to determine the orienting
function as the main one for language, despite the fact
that the main efforts in the framework of cognitive
linguistics are aimed at a deep and comprehensive
study of the cognitive function of language in all its
manifestations.

Thus, the principle of equality of the two basic
functions of language (cognitive and communicative)
can be considered as methodologically significant
for domestic cognitive linguistics. It implies that
when using language, both of these functions are
invariably and constantly consistent, interacting with
each other. Consequently, it becomes necessary to
take into account the cognitive and discursive aspects
ofthebeingand functioning ofaparticularphenomenon
when studying specific phenomena of language,
i.e. the need to study any linguistic phenomenon,
following the figurative expression by E. Kubriakova,
“at the crossroads of cognition and communication”
[13, p. 16]. The purpose of such an analysis is “the
identification and detailed description of the structures
of knowledge, opinions and assessments which are
behind literally each language unit, category, form.
With an emphasis on the cognitive component, it is
being spoken of the content and meaning of linguistic
phenomena; with an emphasis on the discursive
one — of the means of supplying and distributing
information on the “surface” of the units under
consideration (from the smallest units — words — to
the largest ones — discourse)” [14, p. 28].

The principle of multifactority when analysing
each linguistic phenomenon is associated with
identifying the role of this phenomenon while
implementing the cognitive activity and carrying
out the communicative activity, and therefore it is
inextricably linked with the principle of systematicity,
according to which the phenomenon under study
should be described not only in its place respectively
to the linguistic system itself, but also respectively
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to those more “high” systems, of which the language
itself is a part.

The principle of interdisciplinarity involves
accounting and summarizing the data obtained
in the field of philosophy, cognitive psychology,
psycholinguistics, logic, information theory, theory
of cognition, physiology, neuroscience, etc. Studying
language as one of the cognitive abilities of a human
and an integral element of the human brain cannot but
take into account the relationship of the phenomenon
under study with perception, distribution of attention,
memory, as well as how the conceptual system is
organized in our consciousness. Herewith, according
to N. Boldyrev’s consideration, interdisciplinarity
should be understood as using the data of other
sciences rather than conducting one’s own studies
in other areas of knowledge, as under the modern
conditions it is impossible to receive a complete
picture of an object remaining within the framework
of one scientific field [5, p. 13].

The principle of anthropocentricity is associated
with studying a wide range of linguistic phenomena
reflected in the linguistic consciousness of speakers or
reflecting the presence of a speaker in an act of speech
and establishing a system of his/her “coordinates”
[26, p. 50-51]. In general terms, this principle can
be formulated as follows: language is focused on
a person in the framework of all his/her cognitive
activities, in language a person is represented in
all the variety of functions performed by him/
her. At the same time, it is necessary to highlight
two mandatory role characteristics of a person’s
manifestation in language — the role of the cognizing
subject and the role of the speaking subject. In
accordance with this, a significantrole in the formation
of the meanings of linguistic units and expressions
belongs to a person as a subject of cognition, as a carrier
of certain knowledge and experience. As N. Boldyrev
emphasizes, “it is a person, as a person cognizing
and speaking a certain language, who forms meanings
and does not reproduce them in a ready-made way
(the principle of creativity of speech thinking),
and a specifically speaking person consciously
chooses language means of expression to describe
a particular situation [5, p. 13]. Taking into account
the principle of anthropocentricity in cognitive studies
of language allows scientifically proving and showing
the close connection of the entire system of language
with cognitive activities of a person. It is important
to consider that cognitive activity itself as a systemic,
conscious, and purposeful activity is not a simple
copy of reality, i. e. reflective, it is characterized by
the ability to generalize, has a multi-level character

54 | Tom 31 (70) N2 14. 32020

and is of representative nature. This allows concluding
that a person does not reflect the world in language, but
carries out conceptual refraction of knowledge about
it [16]. Thus, in the process of forming the meaning
of a linguistic sign, a person turns to both linguistic
knowledge and non-linguistic knowledge (knowledge
about the world).

The principle of the multiple-level system
of analysis of semantics of linguistic units requires
studying the meaning of linguistic units in the context
of various cognitive structures. The arguments
in favour of the fact that the lexical meaning, for
example, is more determined by its cognitive basis
are found and proved in the works by the well-known
domestic (E. Kubriakova, N. Boldyrev) and foreign
(G. Fauconnier, Ch. J. Fillmore, G. Lakoff) scientists.
In accordance with the precepts of cognitive
linguistics, the meanings of words in the system
of language turn out to be correlated not so much
with paradigmatic and syntagmatic contexts as with
cognitive contexts that N. Boldyrev understands “as
cognitive structures or blocks of knowledge that stand
behind meanings and provide their understanding”
[4, p. 26]. The decisive role of cognitive contexts
in the process of understanding linguistic units
and expressions supposes involving both linguistic
and encyclopaedic knowledge in the linguistic
analysis, which gives a multilevel character to
the semantic theory. In this regard, the central place
in the semantic theory the cognitive processes
of conceptualization and categorization associated
with the formation of the conceptual system
of a person as a system of knowledge about the world
in the form of concepts and categories acquire. With
their regard, semantics are not limited to the field
of linguistic knowledge proper but is the result
of a certain way of understanding the world based on
the correlation of linguistic meanings with specific
concepts and categories (the lexical meaning, for
example, is, for example, is more determined by its
cognitive basis). As Ch. Sinha considers, the semantics
of natural languages is rooted in the human ability
to conceptualize [39]. Consequently, the meanings
are analysed as cognitive structures included in
the models of knowledge and opinion [4, p. 25],
concrete conceptualizations or as “a concept captured
by a sign” (E. Kubriakova’s term).

The principle of the conceptual unity
of language and speech implies their interpretation
as a single object of analysis. This is explained by
the dependence of language on the objective world,
thinking processes and speech use in their unity
and interconnection. This interpretation is also
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confirmed by the possibility of distinguishing the two
modes of language: as a complex of categories existing
in potentia, and as a continuously repeating process
[2, p.- 77]. A detailed argumentation of this principle
is proposed by N. Boldyrev, based on the points
of view of S. Katcnelson, V. Pavlov, E. Coseriu.
In particular, the scientist emphasizes the need to
study the “interconnections of all the components
of a linguistic sign that belong to it in language
and speech” [5, p. 20]. In this case, the cognitive
approach to language removes the question
of the primacy of one or the other component in
the antinomy “language-speech”, which exists in
speech activity. It allows simultaneously covering both
speech and language. Relying on the principle under
consideration, as well as on the principle of multi-
level analysis allows removing the well-known
contradiction between the meaning and semantics
of language units.

From the point of view of cognitive linguistics,
the meaning of a linguistic unit and the semantics
conveyedbyitintheprocess ofspeech-thinkingactivity
form a certain continuum, reflecting the continuum
of a person’s knowledge of the world, which is not
fixed once and for all. This fact leads to the absence
of clear boundaries between the meanings of different
words and their multifunctionality. According
to N. Boldyrev, systemic linguistic meanings
act as cognitive reference points in the semantic
continuum, representing the corresponding concepts
and around which certain semantic categories are
formed, including concrete speech meanings as
elements [3, p. 17]. From the above said, it follows
that the problem of the correlation of the meaning
and semantics appears as a problem of the relationship
between the conceptual content that is represented
by the linguistic meaning in the system of language
and that part of the content of the concept that is
conveyed by the speech semantics.

This involves taking into account the principle
of distinguishing between conceptual and semantic
levels. Their differentiation leads to the separation
of'the non-linguistic level of conceptual representation
and the level of linguistic representation, which, in
turn, ensures the existence of a conceptual picture
of the world and a language picture of the world.
The distinction between the levels considered is
manifested in the independence of the concept from
language, which confirms the fact of the nonverbal
nature of thinking. As a result, only a part
of the concepts receives language objectification,
which gives reason to distinguish between verbalized
and non-verbalized conceptual content, the concept

as a mental representation that exists as a gestalt
unit, not structured before its being verbalized,
and its verbalized correlate. The differentiation
of the conceptual and semantic levels is not absolute;
it implies at the same time their close interaction.
It manifests itself, in particular, in the fact that
semantics has two directions of connections — towards
the conceptual system and towards the language
system and, thus, turns out to be some kind of “bridge”
or “interface” connecting the language system with
the conceptual one [41].

The distinguished principles determine the
significance  of cognitive research of the
number of methodologically important provisions,
the analysis of which is presented further. The
provision on the dynamism and ontological
nature of conceptualization allows considering
conceptualization as a process and as a result
of cognitive processing of information by a person.
Thanks to conceptualization, a person cognizes
the outer world and the inner world of man; itisa process
by which our knowledge of the world is formed,
organized, structured, and the results of this process
are reflected to one degree or another in language.
It is the latter position that is especially emphasized
by linguists [1; 3-5; 23; 27]. Conceptualization is
a two-sided process. On the one hand, it is associated
with the comprehension of the essences of the external
world, the internal world of man, as well as any possible
worlds and the world of language. On the other hand,
it leads to the formation of concepts about certain
meaningful phenomena and entities, i.e. structures
of knowledge. The conceptualization of the world by
man is carried out in the course of activities, because
“it is in the course of activities (in its broad sense)
that the functioning of the perceptual system occurs,
as well as the development of cognitive abilities,
and the formation of knowledge structures™ [20, p. 24].
Another essential property of conceptualization is
its ontological nature. “The ontological nature
of the object determines the possibility for many means
of conceptualization, which are codified in a certain
way in language”, I. Ruzin notes [24, p. 49]. The
scientist pays special attention to the fact that ontology
does not specify the need for conceptualization, but
only a set of possibilities. As a result, conceptualization
is non-rigid and “in many cases inconsistent in nature:
out of a number of possibilities, it is realized one in
some case (in some region, at some level), in some
the other” [24, p. 49]. The aforesaid allows assuming
that at different language levels a part of possibilities
and means of conceptualization, which are verbalized
in these or those language units, is realized.
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Several other provisions important for cognitive
studies in linguistics follow from this position. The
provision on the dynamic and non-verbal nature
of the concept gives reason to present the concept
not as a static unit, but as a non-rigid structure which
is constantly developing, reflecting the results of all
the cognitive activity of a person. This, in turn, implies
the need to take into account in studying linguistic
conceptualization the provision on the existence
of two hypostases of the existence of the concept — as
a unit of knowledge and as a structure of knowledge
expressed in linguistic forms.

Theprovision ofthe language systemas a projection
of the cognized by man and language as a part
of the conceptual system. In accordance with this,
natural language, firstly, acts as “a code for the system
concepts” [19, p. 114], and thereby “symbolically
fixes certain concepts of the conceptual system
of the world”, which, in turn, leads to the construction
of “a certain concept about language itself <...>
containing knowledge of its physical and grammatical
characteristics” [19, p. 112]. Secondly, based on
assimilation and with the building of the concept
of the grammatical structure of language, the latter
makes it possible, by manipulating verbal characters,
to manipulate the concepts of the system. This
means that it is possible to build new conceptual
structures in the conceptual system that are
“continually but indirectly — through other concepts

and their structures — are correlated with the concepts
that reflect the individual cognitive experience
of'the person” [19, p. 114]. Thus, there arises a special
type of concepts built with the help of language
and related, according to R. Pavilenis, rather, to
the possible than to the real experience of the person.
Such a dual role of language in creating a conceptual
system leads to the fact that language is “woven” into
the conceptual system and serves to further structure
and symbolic presentation of the content of certain
conceptual systems.

Conclusions. The analysed principles and
methodologically important provisions determining
modern cognitive studies of language allow concluding
that domestic cognitive linguistics is a formed direction
oflinguisticthought, fundamentally different from foreign
analogues. Domestic cognitive linguistics occupies
a special place in the conceptual space of cognitive
linguistics and cognitive science as a whole. Cognitive
linguistics inherits the acquisitions of all linguistic
paradigms that have existed before it, and develops along
with philosophy and psychology the existing problems
of the connections between language and thinking, but
treats them in categories such as knowledge, language
varieties of knowledge, language modes of knowledge
representation, procedures for using knowledge,
mental structures. Cognitive linguistics emphasizes that
a considerable part of a person’s cognitive ability is his/
her language ability.
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Cuaaboy3 B. B., Hikitrina H. I1. OCHOBHI METOJOJIOI'TYHI ITPUHIIUIIN
KOI'HITUBHUX JOCJIIKEHD Y BITYUN3HSAHOMY MOBO3HABCTBI

Y cmammi npeocmasneno mamepian npo 0CHOBHI MeMOOONO2IUHI NPUHYUNU KOSHIMUBHUX OOCTIOICEHD
V BIMYUUSHAHOMY 3A2ATIbHOMY MOBO3HABCMBI. AKMYANbHICMb 00CTIONCEHHA NOACHIOEMbCA MUM, U0 KOSHIMUBHA
JUH2GICMUKA PO32NIA0AEMbCA AK HOBA NAPAOUSMA HAYKOBO20 NIZHAHHA I, OMdHCce, XAPAKMEPU3yEMbCs PIZHUMU
meopemudHUMU NOA0CEHHAMU. Po36umox KoeHimugizmy pizHumscs i € 0080 CAMOCMIIHUM Y HAWLIL Kpaini
ma 3a KopOoHoM. Icmye neeHa WIymaHuHa y 6U3HAYEHHI Dil0CODCHKO-Meopemuyuux OCHO8 6azamvox
JUH2BICIUYHUX NOLONCEHb, OMdHCe, ICHYE NOmMpeba y CRPOWEHOMY Md BIILHOMY MAYMAYEeHHi 00CUMb CKIAOHUX
NOHAMb KOcHIMueHoi aineeicmuku. OcHoeHa Mema cmammi — CUCMeMAamu3y8amu OCHOBHI MeopemuKo-
MemoOONI02IYHI NPUHYUNY BIMYUBHAHOT 8epPCii KOSHIMUBHOI NiH28ICMUKU, KA BIOPIZHAEMbC 8I0 3APYOINCHUX
napaouem 3HaHb He Juuie 3 MOUKU 30py nepedyMo8 i npunyulensb, a U y npeomemHux oonacmsax ii inmepecis
[ ni0x00i6 00 NOCMABNIEHUX 3A80aHb I CHOCODIB IX GUPIULEHHS, A MAKOJIC 3 SACY8AMU GiCIM OCHOBHUX NPUHYUNIE
KOSHIMUBHUX O00CHIONHCEHb ) GIMUUZHAHOMY 3A2aIbHOMY MOBO3HABCMSEI Ul npoauanizyeamu ix. /lo ysacu
yumaya npeocmasiieHo t 0OIPYHMOBAHO ICIM OCHOBHUX MEMOOONOIUHUX 3ACA0 KOSHIMUBHUX OO0CTIO0ICEHD
V  GIMUYUBHAHOMY 3a2aNbHOMY Mo6o3Hascmsi. I[Ipoananizoseani npunyunu i MemoOONI02IiYHO BaANCIUBI
NOJLOJCEHHSA, WO BUSHAUAIOMb CYYACHI KOZHIMUBHI 00CNIONCEHHS MOBU, 0ONOMA2Aaroms 3p0OUmMu 8UCHOBOK, U0
BIMYUZHANA KOSHIMUBHA IIH2BICIMUKA — Y€ ChOPMOBAHUL HANPAM NTH2GICIMUYHOI OYMKU, NPUHYUNOBO BIOMIHHUL
810 3apyOIdCHUX ananoz2ie. BimuusHana KoeHimueHa 1iHe8icmuKa nocioae 0coonuse Micye 8 KOHYenmyaibHOMY
NpOCMOpi KOSHIMUBHOT NiHGICMUKYU U KOZHIMUGHOI Hayku 8 yinomy. Koenimuena ninesicmuxa ycnaoxosye
HAOOAHHSL 8CIX NIHSGICMUYHUX NAPAOUSM, WO ICHY8ANU 00 Hel, PO36UBAE pa30M 3 QinocoPicio ma RCUxXono2icio
npobemMu 36 13Ky Mid MOBOI0 Md MUCLEHHAM, ale PO32NA0a€ iX Y MAKUX Kame2opisax, AK 3HaAHHA, PI3HO8UOU
MOBHUX 3HAHb, MOBHI MOOYCU NPEOCMABIeHH 3HANb, NPOYe0YPU BUKOPUCTNAHHSA 3HAHb, MEHMATIbHI CIMPYKMYPU.

Knrwwuoei cnoea: simuusnsane 3a2aivHe MOBO3HABCINEO, KOZHIMUBHA JIIH28ICIMUKA, KOCHIMUBHI 00CIONCEHHS,
KOZHIMON02is, KOZHIMON02, MEMOOON02TYHI NPUHYUNU, NAPAOUSMA HAYKOBUX 3HAHD.
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