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городского и государственного уровней. Однако 
нельзя не учитывать роли русской культуры, 
всего опыта российской истории в предупреж-
дении и снятии напряженности конфликтов на 
национальной почве, роли русского языка как 
языка межнационального общения с его гу-
манитарными традициями, закрепленными в 
текстах классической русской литературы. 
_________________ 
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* * * 
Мақалада Мәскеу үлгісінде осы заманғы мегаполистегі 

этностар статистикасы, сондай-ақ ұлттық негізде болуы 
мүмкін мәдениетаралық дау-жанжалдың алдын алудағы 
титулды ұлт мәдениетінің рөлі айтылған. 
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THE COGNITIVE LINGUISTICS AS A MODERN LINGUISTICS DIVISION 
 
 
Cognitive linguistics is a modern school of 

linguistic thought and practice which is concerned 
with the relationship between human language, the 
mind and socio-physical experience. It emerged in 
the 1970s arising from rejection of the then 
dominant formalapproaches to language in 
linguistics and philosophy. While its origins were, 
in part, philosophical in nature, cognitive linguistics 
has always been strongly influenced by theories and 
findings from other cognitive science disciplines, 
particularly cognitive psychology. This is particu-
larly evident in work relating to human category-
zation, as evidenced in work by Charles Fillmore in 
the 1970s (e.g. 9) and George Lakoff in the 1980s 
(e.g. 18). In addition, earlier traditions such as 
Gestalt psychology have been influential, as applied 
to the study of grammar by Leonard Talmy (e.g., 
21) and Ronald Langacker (e.g., 23). Finally, the 
character of cognitive linguistic theories have been 
influenced by the neural underpinnings of language 
and cognition. This is evident both in early work on 
how visual perception constrains color terms 
systems (e.g. 17) and more recent works on Text 
Meaning, and Understanding: A communicative-
Cognitive Approach (1) and the Neural Theory of 
Language (12). Cognitive linguistics constitutes an 
‘enterprise’, rather than a single closely-articulated 
theory. This follows as it is populated by a number 
of complementary, overlapping and occasionally, 
competing, theories. The cognitive linguistics 
enterprise derives its distinctive character from a 
number of guiding assumptions. In particular,  

 
 
cognitive linguists assume a) that language is the 
outcome of general properties of cognition (the 
Generalisation Commitment; 18), b) that conceptual 
representation is the outcome of the nature of the 
bodies humans have and how they interact with the 
socio-physical world (the thesis of embodied 
cognition), (18), c) that grammar is conceptual in 
nature, (20; 23), and d) that meaning, as it emerges 
from language use, is a function of the activation of 
conceptual knowledge structures as guided by 
context; hence, there is no principled distinction 
between semantics and pragmatics, (7). 

Cognitive linguistic practice can be divided into 
two main areas: cognitive semantics and cognitive 
(approaches to) grammar. The area known as cog-
nitive semantics is concerned with investigating the 
relationship between experience, the conceptual 
system, and the semantic structure encoded by 
language. Specifically, scholars working in cog-
nitive semantics investigate knowledge repre-
sentation (conceptual structure), and meaning 
construction (conceptualization). Cognitive seman-
ticists have employed language as the lens through 
which these cognitive phenomena can be in-
vestigated. Consequently, research in cognitive 
semantics tends to be interested in modeling the 
human mind as much as it is concerned with 
investigating linguistic semantics.  A cognitive ap-
proach to grammar, in contrast, is concerned with 
modeling the language system (the mental ‘gram-
mar’), rather than the nature of mind per se. 
However, it does so  by taking as its starting point 
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the conclusions of work in cognitive semantics. 
This follows as meaning is central to cognitive 
approaches to grammar, which view linguistic 
organization and structure as having a conceptual 
basis. From this it follows that cognitive linguists 
reject the thesis of the autonomy of syntax, as 
advocated by the Generative tradition in linguistics.  
Cognitive approaches to grammar have also 
typically adopted one of two foci. Scholars such as 
Ronald Langacker (e.g., 20, 21) have emphasized 
the study of the cognitive principles that give rise to 
linguistic organization. In his theory of Cognitive 
Grammar, Langacker has attempted to delineate the 
principles that structure a grammar, and to relate 
these to aspects of general cognition. The second 
avenue of investigation, pursued by researchers 
including Fillmore and Kay (11), Lakoff (17, 18) 
Goldberg (13, 14) and Croft (3), aims to providea 
more descriptively and formally detailed account of 
the linguistic units that comprise a particular 
language. These researchers attempt to provide an 
inventory of the units of language, from morphemes 
to words, idioms, and phrasal patterns, and seek 
accounts of their structure, compositional pos-
sibilities, and relations. Researchers who have 
pursued this line of investigation are developing a 
set of theories that are collectively known as 
construction grammars. This general approach takes 
its name from the view in cognitive linguistics that 
the basic unit of language is a form-meaning pairing 
known as a construction. It is cognitive semantics, 
rather than cognitive approaches to grammar, which 
bear on the study of pragmatics. Hence, the 
remainder of this article considers some of the main 
theories and approaches in this area.  Encyclopaedic 
semantics: Approaches to the study of meaning 
within cognitive linguistics take an encyclopaedic 
approach to semantics. This contrasts with the 
received view which holds that meaning can be 
divided into a dictionary component and an 
encyclopaedic component. According to this view, 
associated with formal linguistics, it is only the 
dictionary component that properly constitutes the 
study of lexical semantics: the branch of semantics 
concerned with the study of word meaning. There 
are a number of assumptions associated with the 
encyclopaedic semantics perspective: 1) There is no 
principled distinction between semantics and 
pragmatics. Cognitive semanticists reject the idea 
that there is a principled distinction between ‘core’ 
meaning on the one hand, and pragmatic, social or 
cultural meaning on the other. This means that 
cognitive semanticists do not make a sharp 
distinction between semantic and pragmatic 
knowledge. Knowledge of what words mean and 

knowledge about how words are used are both types 
of ‘semantic’ knowledge. Cognitive semanticists do 
not posit an autonomous mental lexicon which 
contains semantic knowledge separately from other 
kinds of (linguistic or non-linguistic) knowledge. It 
follows that there is no distinction between dictio-
nary knowledge and encyclopaedic knowledge: 
there is only encyclopaedic knowledge, which 
subsumes what we might think of as dictionary 
knowledge. 2) Encyclopaedic knowledge is structured. 
Cognitive semanticists view encyclopaedic know-
ledge as a structured system of knowledge, 
organized as a network. Moreover, not all aspects of 
the knowledge that is, in principle, accessible by a 
single word has equal standing.  3) Encyclopaedic 
meaning emerges in context. Encyclopaedic 
meaning arises in context(s) of use, so that the 
‘selection’ of encyclopaedic meaning is informed 
by contextual factors. Compared with the dictionary 
view of meaning, which separates core meaning 
(semantics) from non-core meaning (pragmatics), 
the encyclopaedic view makes very different claims. 
Not only does semantics include encyclopaedic 
knowledge, but meaning is fundamentally ‘guided’ 
by context. From this perspective, fully-specified 
pre-assembled word meanings do not exist, but are 
selected and formed from encyclopaedic knowledge. 

4) Lexical items are points of access to 
encyclopaedic knowledge. 

The encyclopaedic approach views lexical items 
as points of access to encyclopaedic knowledge 
(20). Accordingly, words are not containers that 
present neat pre-packaged bundles of information. 
Instead, they selectively provide access to particular 
parts of the vast network of encyclopaedic 
knowledge.  

Specific theories in cognitive semantics which 
adopt the encyclopaedic approach include Frame 
Semantics (10; 11), the approach to domains in 
Cognitive Grammar (20), the approach to Dynamic 
Construal (4), and the Theory of Lexical Concepts 
and Cognitive Models—LCCM Theory (6).  

Cognitive lexical semantics: Cognitive linguistic 
approaches to lexical semantics take the position 
that lexical items (words) are conceptual categories; 
a word represents a category of distinct yet related 
meanings organized with respect to a prototype: a 
central meaning component (19). In particular, 
Lakoff argued that lexical items represent the type 
of complex categories he calls radial categories. A 
radial category is structured with respect to a 
prototype, and the various category members are 
related to the prototype by convention, rather than 
being ‘generated’ by predictable rules. As such, 
word meanings are stored in the mental lexicon as 
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highly complex structured categories of meanings 
or senses.  

This approach was developed in a well-known 
case study on the English preposition over, 
developed by Claudia Brugman and George Lakoff 
(Brugman and Lakoff 1988).  

Their central insight was that a lexical item such 
as over constitutes a conceptual category of distinct 
but related (polysemous) senses. Furthermore, these 
senses, as part of a single category, can be judged as 
more prototypical (central) or less prototypical 
(peripheral). 

Hence, word senses exhibit typicality effects. 
For instance the ABOVE sense of over: The picture 
is over the mantelpiece, would be judged by many 
native speakers of English as a ‘better’ example of 
over than the CONTROL sense: Jane has a strange 
power over him.  

While the Brugman/Lakoff approach has been 
hugely influential, there nevertheless remain a 
number of outstanding problems that have attracted 
significant discussion. For instance, this view has 
been criticized as it entails a potentially vast 
proliferation of distinct senses for each lexical item 
(22). A proliferation of senses is not problematic 
per se, because cognitive linguists are not concerned 
with the issue of economy of representation. 
However, the absence of clear methodological 
principles for establishing the distinct senses is 
problematic. More recent work such as the 
Principled Polysemy model of Evans and Tyler (5; 
24) has sought to address some of the difficulties 
inherent in Lakoff’s approach by providing a 
methodology for examining senses associated with 
lexical categories. With the also quite recent use of 
empirical methods in cognitive linguistics (1), and 
particularly the use of corpora and statistical 
analysis (15), cognitive lexical semantics has now 
begun to make serious progress in providing 
cognitively realistic analyses of lexical categories. 

Conceptual Metaphor Theory: Conceptual 
Metaphor Theory (16, 18) adopts the premise that 
metaphor is not simply a stylistic feature of 
language, but that thought itself is fundamentally 
metaphorical. According to this view, conceptual 
structure is organized by cross domain mappings 
which inhere in long term memory. 

Some of these mappings are due to pre-
conceptual embodied experiences while others build 
on these experiences in order to form more complex 
conceptual structures. For instance, we can think 
and talk about QUANTITY in terms of VERTICAL 
ELEVATION, as in: She got a really high mark in 
the test, where high relates not literally to physical 
height but to a good mark. According to Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory, this is because the conceptual 
domain QUANTITY is conventionally structured 
and therefore understood in terms of the conceptual 
domain VERTICAL ELEVATION.  

Mental Spaces Theory and Conceptual Blending 
Theory: Mental Spaces Theory is a theory of 
meaning construction developed by Gilles 
Fauconnier (7; 8). More recently, Fauconnier, in 
collaboration with Mark Turner (8), has extended 
this theory, which has given rise to a new 
framework called Conceptual Blending Theory. 
Together these two theories attempt to provide an 
account of the often hidden conceptual aspects of 
meaning construction. From the perspective of 
Mental Spaces Theory and Blending Theory, 
language provides underspecified prompts for the 
construction of meaning, which takes place at the 
conceptual level.  

According to Fauconnier, meaning construction 
involves two processes: (1) the building of mental 
spaces; and (2) the establishment of mappings 
between those mental spaces. 

Moreover, the mapping relations are guided by 
the local discourse context, which means that 
meaning construction is always context-bound. The 
fundamental insight this theory provides is that 
mental spaces partition meaning into distinct 
conceptual regions or ‘packets’, when we think and 
talk. Linguistic expressions are seen, from this 
perspective, as underdetermined prompts for 
processes of rich meaning construction: linguistic 
expressions have meaning potential. 

Rather than ‘encoding’ meaning, linguistic 
expressions represent partial ‘building instructions’, 
according to which mental spaces are constructed. 
Of course, the actual meaning prompted for by a 
given utterance will always be a function of the 
discourse context in which it occurs, which entails 
that the meaning potential of any given utterance 
will always be exploited in different ways 
dependent upon the discourse context. The crucial 
insight of Blending Theory is that meaning 
construction typically involves integration of 
structure from across mental spaces, which draws 
upon background (encyclopedic) knowledge and 
contextually available information giving rise to 
emergent structure: structure which is more than the 
sum of its parts. Blending theorists argue that this 
process of conceptual integration or blending is a 
general and basic cognitive operation, which is 
central to the way we think.  
_________________ 
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* * * 
Когнитивная лингвистика – современная школа лин-

гвистической мысли и практики, которая касается отноше-
ний между естественным языком, умом и социофизи-
ческим опытом. Она появилась в 1970-х гг., являясь резуль-
татом отклонения доминирующего направления в лин-
гвистике и философии того времени. 
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СӨЗДІК МАҚАЛА ЖӘНЕ КОСМОНИМДЕРДІҢ МАҒЫНАЛЫҚ СИПАТЫ
 

 
Ұлттың рухани болмысының қалыптасуы 

мен оның ғылыми негізде зерделенуі екі жақты 
құбылыс. Халқымыздың ғасырлардан бері 
жасап келе жатқан мол рухани қазынасының 
бірі – оның тілі екені белгілі жайт. Осындай ұлы 
әрі киелі қазына орыс тіліне аударылған 
аударма сөздіктерде өзінің таңбалық көрінісін 
танытып отырған. Аударма сөздіктердегі атау-
лар мен олардың түсінігінің ең негізгі маңызды 
жағы – олардың жазу арқылы сақталуында 
болса керек. Қай елде болса да жазу - үлкен 
мәдениеттің белесі ретінде танылады. Орыс 
тілінде жазылған В.В. Радлов, Л.З. Будагов,         
Н.И. Ильминский, И.Н. Березин т.б. зерттеу-
шілердің ғылыми еңбектері мен олар құрас-
тырған сөздіктердің бізге берері мол. Өйткені 
олар ең алдымен жазбаша жетіп отырады.  
Осының өзінен, жазу мәдениетінің алға озған-
дығын, жазу дәстүрі болуының мәні анық көрі-
ніп тұрғандығын көреміз.  

Әлем бейнесінің көрінісі саналатын тіл – ең 
алдымен дүниенің көрінісін, бейнесін сипат- 

 
 
тайды, таңбалайды. Рухани дүниенің жаңғыруы, 
сонымен сабақтас материалдық өндіріс пен 
тұрмыс күйі әркімнің жеке басының жағдайына 
байланысты емес, ол – халықтың әлеуметтік-
психологиялық, мәдени, тұрмыстық, дүниета-
нымдық жағдайына байланысты қалыптасатын 
жалпыхалықтық құбылыс. Халықтық дүние-
таным көрінісі мен дәстүрлі жолы тіл арқылы 
ұрпақтан-ұрпаққа беріліп, ұлт өмірінің желісі 
үзілмей, әртүрлі ұрпақ бірін-бірі түсініп бір 
ұлтқа жатады.  

Ұлттық бірлік пен бірегейлікті танытатын 
ұғымдар өзге тілдерге алмасып, әлем таңбасын 
бейнелеуде қолданыс табатыны тағы бар. Бұл 
мәселенің түбіне ғалымдар бойлай қоймаған, 
күрделі ғылыми зерттеулердің еншісіне тиетін 
дүние деп есептеуге болады.  

Біз зерттеуімізге алып отырған лексикогра-
фиялық еңбектердегі атаулардың және оған 
берілген түсініктердің когнитивтік, мағыналық 
сипатын анықтау барысында негізінен сөздік 
мақалаларға мән береміз. Бұл мәселені айқын-


