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1. INTRODUCTION

In the late 20*® and early 21°° centuries in the post-colonial (post-Soviet) linguistic
space, the emergence of scientific papers focused on the national language through
the study of its native speakers’ mental and speech activities, which is insepa-
rably linked to national identity, culture and education, gave a great impetus to
the establishment of a bunch of new promising linguistic disciplines (e.g. Misiu
2012 and 2015). The reason for this was the fact that in the late 20" century
linguistics concentrated on a study of human mind’s infrastructure, regarded as
an information system. This way linguistics adopted a new image firmly rooted
in its cognitive orientation because the focus on cognitive research facilitated the
understanding that the analysis of speech should not be limited to the study of an
ideal language system that exists independently. That is why such studies involve
data from several sciences.

The multidisciplinary characteristic of the new disciplines, the most urgent of
which, at least in the post-colonial linguistic space, is certainly linguistics and cog-
nitive linguistics, ensures that philology as a whole is expanding its methodological
tools, being enriched with new knowledge, accumulating new ideas, procedures, and
techniques of the analysis. As a consequence, the study of such models of knowl-
edge representation as a picture of the world, a scenario, a frame, a stereotype, a
concept and a cognitive (concept) metaphor has become urgent (e.g. Korostenski
2014). The most common and yet most criticized among these mental constructs is
a concept described as the basic unit (category) of studies in cognitive linguistics
(linguo-cognitology), linguo-conceptology and linguo-culturology, the fundamental
idea of which is rethinking the structure and semantics of language units in the
dimensions of ethno-, socio- and (sub)cultural categories.

The methodological basis for the disciplines, linguo-conceptology in particular,
still remains, as well as it used to be before, the triad “form — meaning — function”
but now this triad needs to be interpreted in a multidisciplinary perspective. This
means that every facet of linguo-conceptology is “exposed” to this triad. It finds
its own and original way of “bridging” a form and linguo-semiotics, a content and
linguistics, a function and linguo-pragmatics (linguo-discoursology) (IIpuxoanko
2013, 7-8).

The later one, i.e. the spread of ideas of linguo-pragmatics and cognitive lin-
guistics (linguo-conceptology) as well as interrelation of their methodologies at the
turn of the 20" and 21%° century, made Ukrainian researchers study the interac-
tion between human cognitive mechanisms and their speech habits that contributed
to the emergence of new scientific fields both in linguo-didactics and linguistics:
1) cognitive-communicative (linguo-didactics); 2) cognitive-communicative (linguis-
tics); 3) cognitive-discursive. Thus, the purpose of this article is to provide the
theoretical and methodological basis for these areas and to determine the per-
spectives of the most relevant methodological symbiosis, and, consequently, the
most common disciplines in modern Ukrainian linguistics — linguo-pragmatics and
linguo-conceptology.
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2. COGNITIVE-COMMUNICATIVE TREND IN LINGUISTIC

As is well known, language is a tool for both communication and knowledge. This
postulate corresponds to the general understanding of the essence of human com-
municative competence defined as an assemblage of the knowledge we have about
a certain language along with our speech abilities and skills. Currently, foreign
language teaching methodology considers the following important processes to be
equal:

1. developing pupils’/students’ adequate understanding of the lingual phe-
nomenon they are taught;

2. skills development so that they could use this phenomenon in real commu-
nication.

Therefore, an essential condition for the effective foreign language teaching is
its communicative and cognitive nature. It is the idea that allows researchers
of modern linguo-didactics in Ukraine to claim that the cognitive approach to
teaching is able to make communicative methodology more dynamic by giving
rise to new ideas of teaching methodology. This, in turn, enables these schol-
ars to state that in Ukrainian linguo-didactic area the dominant approach is
communicative-cognitive or cognitive-communicative (e.g. Gapa6arosa 2007; 30H-
roBa 2005; Kospuro 2010). Some researchers even emphasize the existence of rel-
evant scientific paradigm. This makes the idea of the fullest adoption of human
cognitive mechanisms to the intensification of foreign language teaching to be es-
pecially pretentious.

However, I believe that it is too soon to talk about the existence or dominance
of cognitive-communicative paradigm in Ukrainian linguo-didactics in view of the
fact that so far there is no universally accepted name of this paradigm - whether it
is a communicative-cognitive or cognitive-communicative paradigm. This differen-
tiation is of great importance because it sets the priority of scientific research: if we
choose the first name, the primary and crucial consequently for foreign language
teaching methodology is a communicative aspect, if we choose the second, it is
cognitive then.

Such an uncertainty appears to be related to the processes of adaptation of this
borrowed linguo-didactic idea in Ukrainian scientific community. It is no secret that
in the times of the Soviet Union, Ukrainian science had numerous leading posi-
tions but in many scientific areas it remained “in the shadow”, namely its role was
marginal and peripheral because research centers (schools) were outside Ukraine.
That is why Ukrainian scientists had nothing to do with the exception of adapting
and verifying the proposed new scientific ideas to Ukrainian scientific community.
This is what once happened, for instance, to cognitive linguistics, cognitive prag-
matics, frame semantics, and prototype theory. This is also true about so-called
cognitive-communicative paradigm in Ukrainian linguo-didactics because the ap-
proach where the basic teaching principle was the principle of maximum use of
mechanisms of consciousness in the process of gaining foreign language skills and
abilities, first emerged in the USA and Canada and was called CALLA (Cognitive
Academic Language Learning Approach) (e.g. Chamot and O’Malley 1987). Later
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this approach “immigrated” to Russia, where it was transformed to some extent
and split into several branches — cognitive-intellectual, cognitive-component and
cognitive-communicative areas (e.g. IllaTrunos 2010) and Xpymaesa 2010) 1992;
FOcynosa 2010) 2010). However, the branches can be referred to as certain areas
rather tentatively because in fact we are talking about different terms which denote
the same linguo-didactic idea.

This terminological uncertainty caused “duality” in the Ukrainian linguo-
didactics where the terms communicative-cognitive and cognitive-communicative
are used interchangeably. This often confuses those researchers who want to know
all about the essence and principles of linguo-didactic and cognitive-communicative
approach. The later one’s methodological principles are difficult to define since its
communicative element has been explored theoretically in detail and its princi-
ples are widely used in practice, whereas the term “cognitive” is being adopted
by the area of foreign language teaching in Ukraine. This communicative oriented
teaching process is built similarly to the real process of speech communication.
Grammar as well as reading and listening skills are obtained through the use of
these types of speech activity under conditions that simulate real communication
situations. Therefore, the most important characteristic of the communicative ap-
proach to language learning is the use of authentic materials, namely those that
native speakers really use.

As concerns the use of cognitive aspect for intensifying the communicative
oriented learning, this linguo-didactic symbiosis involves students’ obtaining both
cultural and regional information, and linguistic material that allows them to more
fully realize the educative potential of the learning process. Here, the problem of
foreign language teaching is defined not as language skills learning only, but as a
transmission of knowledge about the world because the cognitive aspect in foreign
language learning is largely based on the fact that by mastering a foreign language
a pupil/student simultaneously acquires the people’s image of the world, i.e. this
or that vision of the world through the prism of national culture with language
as one of its components. Hence, the main task of foreign language learning is to
teach “foreign cultural” orientation in the objective world.

In addition, the social constructivist theory serves as a methodological basis
for cognitive-communicative approach to foreign language teaching (e.g. Raskin
2006), according to which a pupil/student is an active participant in the learning
process but not a subject of a teacher’s training activities. Accordingly, the effec-
tiveness of cognitive-communicative language teaching methodology is provided by
a set of exercises which take into account pupils’/students’ individual and personal
characteristics, cognitive styles and strategies. This technique can reduce the time
that a pupil/student spends gaining large amounts of professionally oriented for-
eign language information. It also helps to improve the speed and quality of its
actualization for further use based on foreign language students’ optimal speech
and mental activity.



Kostiantyn Mizin: Linguo-Pragmatics and Linguo-Cenceptology in Ukraine 13

3. COGNITIVE-COMMUNICATIVE PARADIGM IN LINGUISTICS

In the late 20°" century with the rise of cognitive linguistics and linguo-pragmatics
as separate scientific fields, at the turn of the 20*™® and 21°' centuries, linguistic
thought focused on the study of cognitive and communicative aspects of human
activity. In western European research space the priority is given to the study
of pragmatics and mental processes based on the search of principles and mech-
anisms of decoding meanings as an output of speaker’s intentions (Sperber and
Wilson 2002), which even caused the emergence of a new research field — cognitive
pragmatics (Carston 2002). It is noteworthy that mutual integration of cognitive
and communicative research areas results in an expansion of both cognitive studies
in the sphere of communication analysis and pragmalinguistic studies in cognitive
science.

It is the focus on the synthesis of human cognitive and communicative mech-
anisms, speech and mental activities that formed the base for an integrated
cognitive-communicative paradigm in linguistics in the post-Soviet space at the
beginning of 21% century (e.g. Illesuenko 2004). The latter’s linguo-philosophical
grounds recognize language as a universal form to conceptualize reality and to ra-
tionalize experiences. They methodologically enable speech activity analysis in the
frame-work of internal mental (cognitive) processes.

4. COGNITIVE-COMMUNICATIVE VS. COGNITIVE-DISCURSIVE PARADIGM:
CORRESPONDENCE OF LINGUO-PHILOSOPHICAL AND LINGUO-METHODOLOGI-
CAL FOUNDATION TO PARADIGMATIC STATUS

Further extrapolation of this idea on the notion of “discourse” rather than on the
notion of “communication” allowed linguists, mostly Russian, to declare the for-
mation of cognitive-discourse paradigm in philology (e.g. Ky6psakosa 1995). This
was also contributed by, on the one hand, the rapid development of such branches
of cognitive linguistics as linguo-conceptology, frame semantics, prototype seman-
tics, cognitive poetics and linguo-culturology, and, on the other hand, discoursology
(linguo-discoursology, cognitive linguo-discoursology, political linguo-discoursology
et al.), which has been seen in post-Soviet linguistic space in recent decades. This
led to the logical transformation of cognitive-communicative paradigm of linguistics
into cognitive-discursive one which some Ukrainian linguists consider to be eastern
European version of cognitivisms (e.g. Mopososa 2005). However, I believe that
the transformation was not successful so the terms cognitive-communicative and
cognitive-discursive are mostly used interchangeably. The notion of “discourse”
is interpreted as a cognitive-communicative phenomenon (e.g. Illesuenko 2015)
which calls into question the necessity of identifying a new research paradigm.

As for the deeper disclosure of the reasons that compel scientists to doubt
the paradigmatic status of cognitive-discursive trend in modern linguistics, here
we should indicate the fact that methodologically incorrect to some extent is the
combination of the notions of “cognitive” and “discursive” to name the declared
paradigm. Obviously, this is due to the fact that the definition of “discourse” is
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still “blur”. However, no matter how different the opinions on the “discourse” are,
scientists unanimously state that the result of discourse as a process is text:

1. discourse is a type of communicative activity, interactive phenomenon, a
flow of speech that has different forms of manifestation (oral, written, par-
alingual), takes place in a specific channel of communication, is regulated by
participants’ strategies and tactics. It is a synthesis of cognitive, linguistic
and extra-linguistic factors (social, mental, psychological, etc.) determined
by the specific range of “life forms” which depend on the subject of commu-
nication (Baumesuu 2004, 138);

2. a complex sociolinguistic phenomenon of modern communication environ-
ment which is, firstly, determined (directly or indirectly) by its socio-
cultural, political, pragmatic and situational, psychological and other (car-
dinal or minor) factors. Secondly, it has “visible” — lingual (called connected
text or its semantically meaningful or syntactically complete fragment) and
“invisible” — extralingual structure (knowledge about the world, thoughts,
intentions, addressee’s purposes which one needs to understand the text).
Finally, it is characterized by a common worldview which is “created” when
a reproducer (author) deploys discourse and its recipient (listener, reader,
etc.) interprets it (Cepaskum 2002, 13);

3. discourse is a set of thematically joint texts, each of which is perceived
and identified as a linguistic correlate of a certain socio-cultural practice
(Uepusiscrasa 2011, 93);

4. discourse is a text immersed in the situation of communication, i.e. commu-
nication which is mediated by the text (Kapacux 2007, 350).

Thus, the abstraction “discourse” is materialized exclusively by means of real ex-
isting texts because “any discourse generates a text” (Manaenko 2008, 9). Accord-
ingly, discourse is both a process (communication) and the result of this process
(text). This means that methodologically the notions of “cognitive” and “discourse”
can only be combined within the first hypostasis of discourse — communication. The
result of this combination is epistemological or even somewhat heuristic tandem,
where cognition “intertwined” in discourse and discourse in cognition. The purpose
of this tandem is to study discourse, in fact, human speech activities based on its
internal mental process. As we can see, the mentioned purpose is equal to the pur-
pose of cognitive-communicative paradigm in modern linguistics. The purpose, as
we can see, is completely identical to the purpose of cognitive and communicative
paradigm in modern linguistics. The combination of the notions of “cognitive” and
“discourse” based on the second hypostasis of discourse — text is slightly incorrect
methodologically because cognitive study of the text as a result of speech activity
requires not so much the analysis of the cognitive mechanisms that facilitate the
communication process but a reconstruction of mental abstractions that gener-
ate these mechanisms — concepts, frames, cognitive metaphors and the like. The
later contradicts the very notion of “discourse” to some extent which, in contrast
to the text, is open, unfinished, cyclic, indiscrete, processual, dynamic, i.e. such
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socio- and linguo-cultural phenomenon in which there is verbal communication in
a specific subject-content area (IIpuxomnko 2013, 196). Therefore, some linguists
realizing the redundancy of the term cognitive-discursive concerning cognitive-
communicative, abandoned the first term over time (e.g. I[Ipuxonnko 2013, 6). It is
clear that this concerns primarily paradigmatic status of the proclaimed cognitive-
discursive paradigm. That is why I believe that it should not be defined as a
paradigm but as one of the promising areas of cognitive-communicative paradigm.

Furthermore, cognitive-communicative paradigm in linguistics has been already
more established terminologically and methodologically covering such linguistic ar-
eas as linguo-semiotics, linguo-philosophy, linguo-pragmatics, linguo-culturology,
linguo-conceptology, linguo-synergetics and others. However, none of these linguis-
tic disciplines can be completely autonomous because they are interdisciplinary,
i.e. they use methodological developments of allied research areas. This resulted in
the beginning of XXI century intensive dissemination of interdisciplinary studies
both in Ukraine and the post-Soviet space. The commonality of these philological
works is a complex linguistic analysis of the object of study and systematization
and generalization of data from different sciences.

5. METHODOLOGICAL SYMBIOSIS OF LINGUO-PRAGMATICS AND LINGUO-
CONCEPTOLOGY IN UKRAINE: CONCEPT IN DISCOURSE VS. DISCOURSE IN CON-
CEPT

In the post-Soviet space within cognitive linguistics, which covers too broad re-
search field, a new linguistic discipline emerged — linguo-conceptology. It was the
latter’s expansion into the realm of linguo-pragmatics that contributed greatly to
today’s dominant linguistic studies in Ukraine. They are being performed within
the cognitive-communicative (cognitive-discursive) approach. One could even point
to the formation of linguistic research schools in Kyiv (e.g. IToranenko 20009;
Cnasosa 2010), Kharkiv (Mopo3zosa 2008; ®pomnosa 2009; [Ilesuenro 2004, 2015),
Odessa (e.g. Ilermouenko 2009), Lviv (e.g. Kycoro 2001) and Zaporizhia (e.g.
[Tpuxonnko 2013) where the central issue is the interaction between concept and
discourse.

The relevance of this approach to the study of concepts is determined by the
nature of discourse, its linguo-social and dynamic characteristics because discourse
is both an environment of localization of concepts, and the speech and mental
construct that affects their change and development. The essential framework for
the analysis of concepts, in the light of the relationship between cognition and
communication, is data verification through studying discursive manifestations of
the means that verbalize a concept based on the discourse analysis technique. This
allows researchers to examine both basic semantic peculiarities and associative
images reflecting all the stereotype knowledge, ideas, beliefs, images, estimates,
assumptions, prejudices, expectations and the like which are associated with the
phenomenon represented by a concept.

Therefore, it is logical that in terms of cognitive-communicative (cognitive-
discursive) linguistic approach the most urgent and the most controversial issue
in modern Ukrainian linguistics is to define concept’s ontological essence, linguo-
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cultural significance, system organization and socio-cultural actualization which is
a basic unit not only in linguo-conceptology but also in linguo-cognitology. This
makes researchers focus on potential properties that are objectified in language
(system) and subjectified in speech (discourse). This is due to the fact that the
establishment and functioning of various types of concept systems is accompanied
by the formation and operation of the specific discourses. These two cognitive and
communicative processes enable native speakers to overcome difficulties related
to iso- and polymorphism, contradiction and inconsistency of the concepts and
discourses that already exist in their socioculture and those that are appearing.
These processes also identify the logics of transitions from one concept to another,
removing some concepts with the help of others and building new concept systems
based on those that already exist.

Thus, linguists in Ukraine do not doubt the fact that concepts are a specific
cognitive standard in discourse, texts and genres organization, i.e. they are the
basis of cognitive modeling of socio-discursive spaces. Discourse is usually inter-
preted within three levels of representation: speech (form), sociocultural (content)
and communicative-pragmatic (function) (IIpuxoxnko 2013, 196-200). Sociocul-
tural level directly correlates with the environment of communication, outlining
communicative-pragmatic discourse organization which is interacted with the mode
and style of communication. However, socio-cultural and communicative-pragmatic
levels are projected in the language level which “provides building blocks” for ver-
bal discourse.

In other words, the discourse is a complex cognitive-communicative construct
which embraces three basic factors (registers) of communication: environment,
modus (mode) and communication style. These factors mainly determine a tax-
onomy of discourses in a particular language culture (subculture). In modern
Ukrainian linguistics the most important aspect is the study of discourses of pro-
fessional strata (politics, economics, law, sport etc.), corporate and subcultural
strata (bank, religion, terrorism, crimes, etc.), common discourses (family, youth,
children etc.), discourses of virtual communication (fairy tales, computers etc.) and
some specific discourses (advertisement, elections, leisure, celebrations and others).

It should be emphasized that the concept analysis in the framework of cognitive-
discursive approach is not only semantic analysis of a concept and other nominative
units that represent it (definitional, etymological, parts of speech, synonymic and
antonymous analysis etc.) but also data verification through studying discursive
manifestations of the means that verbalize a concept. The reason for this is the fact
that the results that the researcher can obtain after performing traditional meth-
ods of lexical units analysis that represent the concept in lexicographical sources
is not sufficient enough to examine a concept’s structure within that approach.
Therefore, the data should be verified through studying means that verbalize a
concept in a variety of discursive contexts. It includes different discursive tech-
niques, particularly a method of cognitive interpretation of meaning that engages
explicature, implicature, and presupposition of discourse which allows predicting
an interpreter’s inferences. In discourse a unit of language which objectifies a con-
cept is not only a form that fixes knowledge about the world but also knowledge
about a man’s inner world, values, intentions, and goals, related to consciousness,
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i.e. discursive approach allows examining a subject of discourse’s individual concept
system.

It is noteworthy that communication codes of human language underlie cog-
nitive principles of communication, which is a phenomenon of the neuro-cognitive
level. However, the use of coding systems (grammatical, phonetic, prosodic, etc.)
depends on the context. It is the context of discourse that defines what a prag-
matic focus is directed toward, how speech acts are realized (directly or indirectly),
schemes and scenarios of their implementation, as well as a sequence of the speech
acts (steps) in the discourse. This way, the study of specific characteristics of the
cognitive concept GOD in the world view of British people in different historical
periods (IToamua 2003) made it possible to detect the dependency between cogni-
tive characteristics of the concept and a potential set of speech acts which might
have it. The analysis of a large amount of English material has confirmed the pres-
ence of historical changes in this concept affecting its frame structures in general
and the frequency of individual slots of the concept and their content. Ukrainian
linguists have also found out that certain types of discourse can be studied as a
result of the interaction between cognitive and communicative components. For
example, deliberate conflict speech interaction comes about as the result of viola-
tions of socio-cultural norms and cognitive scheme that enhances the integration
of social and cognitive levels of analysis of such interaction. Here, at the cognitive
level it is important to take into account the sender’s and recipient’s cognitive
dissonance of the discourse (®pomosa 2009).

In this regard it should be emphasized that discourse units — speech acts —
are interpreted not in isolation but along with cognitive (mental) processes which
precede their utterance. Consequently, the use of concept analysis is promising for
the classification of speech acts for two reasons (IIleBuenko 2004, 203-204):

1. this helps to determine such important indicators of a speech act as perfor-
mative verbs. For example, Ukrainian researchers, who explored the concepts
WILL / DESIRE, ANGER, FEAR and others, have described a group of
performative verbs for directives, expressives and the like;

2. identifying a dominant type of information in the statement (cognitive or
social-regulatory) is one of the criteria that allows distinguishing metacom-
munication from other types of communication, to designate phatic metadis-
course and its unit, namely an appropriate speech act.

A close methodological connection between the notions “concept” and “discourse”
within cognitive-discursive area of linguistics allows to distinguish two types of
concept relevant discourses (closed and open) and two discourse relevant types of
concepts (mono- and polydiscursive) (IIpuxonsko 2013, 203):

1. closed and open discourses are differentiated according to their ability to
borrow concepts which are inherent to a particular discourse, and their abil-
ity to “lend” their concepts to another discourse. The most open discourses
are, for instance, political advertising, family, and the least open are official,
scientific, religious;
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2. monodiscursive and polydiscursive concepts are distinguished according to
their abilities to be used preferably their indifferently in this or that dis-
course. Accordingly, the first ones are called discourse preferable concepts
and the second ones — discourse indifferent.

This division of discourses into closed and open, and concepts into mono- and
polydiscursive is characterized by a quantitative asymmetry, i.e. by a small num-
ber of closed discourses in the linguo-culture compared to the large number of
open ones and, therefore, a small number of monodiscursive concepts compared
to the prevailing majority of polydiscursive ones. Most obviously, this fact can be
explained by non-rigid contours of sociocultural communication space in which a
creative speaker wants to go beyond norms and conventions in his speech by us-
ing different strategies and tactics of cognitive verbal information. However, the
cognitive-communicative asymmetry can prevent a concept from functioning in one
type of discourse of a specific communi-cation. This causes the concept to transit
another discourse (e.g., the transition of monodiscursive concepts in polydiscursive
ones and vice versa). Hence, outer extrapolation of concepts is not only a symmet-
rical relation to the communication environment under the principle “a specific
concept — an appropriate discourse” because the same concept can be a part of the
information field of several discourses, and the same discourse normally appeals to
several concepts.

Ukrainian researchers argue (e.g. IIpuxomnko 2013, 205-206) that considera-
tion of two basic categories of cognitive-communicative paradigm in linguistics —
concept and discourse — in the light of their methodological tandem enables to
study them at least from two research perspectives:

1. analysis of a discourse based on the appeal to different concepts;

2. study of a concept through appealing to different discourses (this perspective
is not always seen in studies of Ukrainian scholars; they often analyze one
concept in one discourse).

Taking into account the above mentioned ideas of a strictly fixed correspondence
between the discourse and concept, linguists argue for dualism in the conceptual
organization of discourse which, in fact, defines two vectors of cognitive-discursive
research:

1. discourse-centered (from discourse to concept);

2. concept-centered (from concept to discourse).

Thus, the vector “from concept to discourse” is methodologically based on the fact
that both the concept and the conceptual field in which it is realized, is charac-
terized by cognitive-semantic selectivity regarding possibilities of its actualization
in a particular discourse. That means the ability or inability of a concept to be
combined with a similar concept in the process of speech production. This makes
the same concept dominate in a discourse and be indifferent compared with the
other. However, a vast majority of concepts do not belong to one discourse only,
they can function in two, three or more discourses.
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It is the preferable use of certain concepts in a particular discourse that forms
the latter’s cognitive map, i.e. every discourse can form its own conceptual system
which consists of configurations of various concepts. The selection and combina-
tion of these concepts depend on a lot of factors: speech intentions, a structure
of relationships “addresser — addressee”, agents’ coding techniques and customers’
decoding competence in discourse. Such conceptual configurations create specific,
often a unique mental-informational portrait of a discourse which depends on the
type of logical-semantic parallels between a discourse and a concept. In this sense,
discourse is a set of appeals to different concepts which determines their selec-
tion and their actualization according to its typological identity as a sociocul-
tural marked product of communication. Segments of conceptual fields serve as a
cognitive-semantic resource for discursive and conceptual selection.

An influence that a particular discourse has on a concept, i.e. a discursive
subjectivation of a concept, no matter whether it is represented by the whole social
community or an individual representative (speaker), demonstrates its diverse and
vast associative potential, which is caused by two synergistic factors:

1. a concept’s features and peculiarities are always richer than those repre-
sented by the subject that appeals to it;

2. a concept is exposed to constant reflection of discourse agents. That is why
it gains new properties, characteristics and qualities and undergoes regular
modifications in consequence of permanent mental-verbal activity of dis-
course agents and clients.

The existence of a typology of concepts which directly correlates with the criterion
of “objectivity—subjectivity” (i.e. social, personal, national and universal concepts),
methodologically enables recognition of the fact that these mental constructs func-
tion in the context of different types of consciousness — common, scientific, official,
art and others. Therefore, analysis of discourses (contexts) is a prerequisite for
exploring peculiarities of a word. It is almost impossible to examine this specificity
of all kinds of discourses, genres, texts and contexts, but it can be modeled on the
appropriate methodological grounds.

Realization of a concept in discourse is usually based on its two inherent options:

1. paradigmatic (a set of features which are formed naturally, i.e. without any
deliberate influence of a social institution);

2. syntagmatic (a result of intentional actions aimed at the creation of a new
profile). The main methods of syntagmatic modification of a concept is
stereotyping through constant repetitions, manipulation of meaning and reg-
ulation of usage.

It is important to emphasize that the establishment of situational specificity of
discursive configurations of concepts within the regime, environment and commu-
nication style is methodologically valid for synchronic research. But discourse is a
“live” communicative phenomenon, so in its progressive dynamics it develops ac-
cording to objective laws of nature, society and thinking. These constantly specify,
modify and alter both concept, and their discursive dispositions.
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This understanding of concept and discourse on the background of their metho-
dological synergies within cognitive-communicative (cognitive-discursive) approach
makes it possible for today’s Ukrainian linguists to solve a wide range of current
linguistic issues. Thus, Olena Morozova (Mopososa 2005) proposes an integrative
approach to the study of lingual aspects of lie (concept LYING) in the English
language. Its methodological basis is a cognitive-discursive perspective of the lin-
guistic knowledge. The researcher considers lie as cognitive-communicative entity
that exists in both lingual and discursive spaces. This approach made it possible
to find out that the concept LYING connects existential spaces of lie. The concept
here is understood as an event in which the language sign acquires its meaning.
It is a unity of static (classification and structural) and dynamic (identification)
modus. This understanding of the concept LYING was used as methodological ba-
sis that allowed the researcher to determine a unit that realizes lie in the discourse
(a discourse seme of lie), to model the concept as frame and prototype structures,
to show principles that underlie conceptual categories of lie, to create a phase
model of the situation of lie and a configuration model of false statement. The last
model illustrates an internal shape, cognitive and communicative content of false
statements.

A somewhat different methodological way was performed by Laryssa Kompant-
seva (Kommannesa 2008) where the author has attempted to combine cognitive-
pragmatic approach and linguo-cultural. This polyparadigmatic study aims to ex-
plore constitutive components of the Internet communication, i.e. to determine the
principles of formation of genre system, to reveal verbal representation of important
concepts, to identify the basis for the formation of new signs of a lingual individual,
language picture of the world and to describe terminology of the Internet commu-
nication. The researcher defines the phenomenon of the Internet communication
as an interactive interpersonal communication two main aspects of which need to
be examined — cognitive-pragmatic and linguo-cultural, as these research areas al-
low exploring the Internet communication simultaneously in different paradigms
of linguistics.

6. CONCLUSION

This article provides the methodological basis for cognitive-communicative (linguo-
didactics), cognitive-communicative (linguistics) and cognitive-discursive research
areas. First two areas have the same name but they belong to different fields of
knowledge. That is why this study does not focus on cognitive-communicative
approach in linguo-didactics. The last two areas, which emerged at the turn
of the 20th and 21st centuries due to the dissemination of ideas from linguo-
pragmatics and cognitive linguistics, are of great concern to us because they
are the most topical in Ukraine. Moreover, they are referred to a separate
paradigm by some Ukrainian linguists that appears to be especially preten-
tious. It is the last fact that makes the author argue against paradigmatic sta-
tus of the cognitive-discursive paradigm and consider it to be a part of the
cognitive-communicative paradigm. The theoretical and methodological framework
for cognitive-communicative (cognitive-discursive) area in linguistics is the under-
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standing of cognition based on human experience and the acceptance of conceptual
sphere’s system nature, lingual consciousness and speech. Therefore, this area fo-
cuses on an integrated study of mental and communicative processes and it involves
a wide range of methods and techniques of cognitive linguistics and pragmatics as
well as allied research areas.

The study shows that in modern Ukrainian philology the methodological sym-
biosis of linguo-pragmatics and linguo-conceptology is of great importance because
discourse is an environment where concepts are located, a means of their realization
and the factor that effects their changes and development. The essential framework
for the analysis of concepts, in the light of this approach, is the verification of the
data through studying the discursive manifestations of the means, which verbalize
the concept. This involves discourse analysis techniques.
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Pe3srome

B smoti cmampe paccmompena MeEMOQ0A02UNECKAT 64306 MPET HAYUWHHLT HANPABAEHUT — KOZHU-
MUBHO-KOMMYNUKAMUEHO20 (AUN2800UOGKMUKG), KOZHUMUBHO-KOMMYNUKAMUBHOZ0 (AUN2EUC-
muka) u KOZHUMUBHO-OUCKYPCUBHO20, KOMOPLE BOFHUKAU 6 PE3YALMAME HeO0OTOOUMOCTIU U3Y-
YeHUS 83AUMOO0CTCNEUT KOZHUMUBHOLL METAHUIMOB “YEA08EKA 8 €20 Pewesoll npaxmure. Ima
HeobroduMOCMy cmaaa axmyasvholl e Yxpaune wa pybeamce XX u XXI sexoe e cedsu ¢
pacnpocmpaneruem udell AUHZBONPAZMAMUKY U KOZHUMUEHOT aunzeucmuku. B npedeaax xoe-
HUMUBHOT AULHBUCTNUKY, KOMOPGT 0TE8AMBLEAEM, CAUULKOM WUPOKOE UCCAE008AMEALCKOE NOAE,
81L0CAUAACH CO BPEMEHEM HA NOCMCOBEMCKOM NPOCMPAHCMEE HOBAT A3BIKOBEOUECKAT OUCYU-
NAUKG — AUHZBOKOHUENMOAOUT. MUMmenno memodosozuieckuil cumbuos Auke80KOHYENMOA02UL
U AUHZBONPAZMAMUKY CTLOCOOCTMBOBAA TNOMY, YN0 8 HACTMOAULEE 8PEMT 8 YKPAUHE QOMUHUDY-
1M AFKOBEOUECKUE CMYOUU, BBINOAKEHNHBLE 8 PYCAE KOZHUMUBHO-KOMMYHUKAMUBHO020 (K0ZHU-
MUBHO-0UCKYPCUBHOZ0) NOOTOOG.

B danrom uccaedosanuy ycmaro8aeH0, MO YEHHOCMb KOZHUMUBHO-OUCKYPCUBHO20 NO0-
2004 8 UCCACO08AHUU KOHUENMOE ONpedeasemcs camoli npupodoll npedu8aHuT KoHyenmos,
cpedcmeom UL Pearu3auuL, U mem axmopom, Komopui 8Ausem Ha UT USMEHEHUE U PA3BUMUE.
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Obs3amenvHoll nPednocuakoll aHAAU3G KORYENMOE CKB03b NPUIMY 9M020 N00T00G TEATECMCT
8ePUPUKAUUT NOAYUERHIT OGHHBLT U3YHeHUEM 0cobennocmell JuCKYpCuBHuL pearusayul cpeo-
cme 8epbanu3ayuy KOKUeNma ¢ onopotll Ha Memoouky QUCKYPC-GHAAUIA, YO NOZBOATEM, YCMa-
HOBUMY KAK €20 6A308blE CEMAHMUYECKUE NPUSHAKL, MAK U ACCOUYUAGMUBHO 00PAZHBLE, KOMOPbLE
0mobpaNCaAIOM 8CE CMEPEOMUNUIUP OBANNBLE ZHAHU, NPEOCTNABAEHUST, 8EPOBANUT, 00Pa3bl, OM-
MENKU, NPEONON0NCEHUT, NPEIYOENCOEHUST, OMCUOGHUT U M. N., ACCOUUUPYEMBLE C PEHOMEHOM,
nPeOCmaBAEHHBM KOHYENMOM.

Buigeaerno, wmo ¢ mowku 3peHus KOZHUMUBHO-KOMMYHUKAMUBHOZ0 (KOZHUMUEHO-0UCKY]D-
CUBHO20) AUNZBUCTNUYECKO20 N00T00A camol axkmyarvholl u nauboaee OUCKYCCUOHHOT npob-
AEMOT COBPEMENH020 YKPAUHCKOZO AZBIKOZHANUI AEATECMCT YCMAHOBACHUE ONMONO2UYECKOT
CYULHOCTNU, NUHZBOKYALMYPHOT ZHAMUMOCTU, CUCNEMHOT OP2AHUZAUUYL U COUUOOUCKYDCUBHOT
aKmyasu3ayul 06a30801 eOUHUYBL HE MOADKO AUHZBOKOHYENMONOUL, HO MAKNCE NUHZE0KO2-
HUMOA0UY U AUNZEOKYAMYPONO2UY — KOHUENMA, MO NPedYCMaAMPUBaem KYEHMUPOB8AHUE
BHUMAHUT HA NOMEHYUAALHBLE U DEAAUIAUUONKBLE c8olicmear, Komopbe 006eKMmusupyomcsS 6
Azvke (cucmeme) u cybsexmusupylomes 6 pevu (Quckypce). Imo c873aH0 ¢ mem, 4mo o0bpa-
308anUe U PYNKUUOHUDPOBANUE KONUENMOCUCTEM DPA3HO20 MUNG NPOUCTOOUM NAPAALEALHO C
obpazosanuem U PYNKUUOHUPOBAHUEM COOMBEMCMBYIOULE20 QUCKYPCA. DMO 084 KOZHUMUBHO-
KOMMYHUKAMUBHBLE NPOUECCA 0aI0M BOZMOACHOCML HOCUMEAN A3BIKA NPE000se8amb MPYO-
HOCTU, CBAZANNBLE C U30- U NOAUMOPHUIMOM, NPOMUBOPEUUEM U HENOCAEI0BAMEALHOCTNBIO ET
KONUENMOE U QUCKYPCOB, KOMOPBLE YXHCE CYUECTNBYIOM 8 COUUOKYALIMYPE, U METL, “MO MOALKO
NOABATIOMCA. DMU HCE NPOYECCH, ONPEDEATION MAKHCE A02UKY NEPET0I08 0M 00H020 KOHYENMA
K Opyzomy, eveedenue 00HUT KOHUENMOB € NOMOWLI OPY2UT U NOCMPOEHUE HOBVET KOHUYENMO-
CUCTEM HA OCHOBE MET, KOMOPLLE YHCE CYULECTMEYIOM.

Zlokazarno, 4mo 0cobeHHOCMbI0 KOHUENMHOZ0 GHAAU3A 8 PYCAE KOZHUMUBHO-0UCKYDCUBHOZO
nodroda ecmy He MOABKO CEMANMUYECKUT GHAAUZ UMENU UCCAEOYEMO20 KOHUENMA U OPY2UL
HOMUHAMUBHUE €OUHUY, KOMOPHLE €20 NPeIcmasasiom (0ePuruyuorkui u smumonozuseckud
AHAAUZBL, YCMANOBAENUE CUHOHUMUMECKO20 U GHMONUMUYECKO20 PA00E U M. N.), HO U 6epu-
PUKAUUAT NOAYUERHBLT OGHHBLT NYMEM USYUEHUS CNeUUPURY OUCKYPCUBHNT Pearusayull cpedcme
6ePOaAU3AUUU KOHYENMA. DMO CBAZAHO C MEM, 4MO PE3YALMAMbL, KOMOPHLE UCCAEO0E8AMEND
MONCEM, NOAYUUMD C NOMOULLIO MPAOUUUOHKBLT MEMOOUK GHAAUZE ZHAYERUT AEKCEM, KOMOPbLE
NPeOCMaBAAIOM KOHUENM 8 NEKCUKOZPAPUUECKUT UCTNOYHUKAT, NPU IMOM NOOTLO0E TEATIOMCH
HEQOCMAMOYHBLMU OAT USYHEHUT CPYKMYpy, Konuenma. Iloamomy smu darrbie 00ANCHbL 8ep-
upuyuposamvcs uccaedo8aHUEM AKMYAAUIGUUYU CPEOCNE Bepbasu3auuy KONUENMA 8 PA3HO0O0-
OPAZHBLE OUCKYPCUBHBL KOHMEKCMAT € UCTLOADI0BAHUEM QUCKYDCUBHUT MEMOOUK, 8 %aACTHOCTU
MEMOOUKYU KOZHUMUSHOT UHMEPNYEMAUUY ZHAYEHUS, C NOMOULI KOMOPOT MONCHO UOEHMU-
Puyuposams KCNAUKAMYPB, UMNAUKAMYPLL, NPECYNOFUUUL OUCKYPCA, MO O0AEM B03MONC-
HOCTMb NPOZHOZUPOBAMb UNPEPeryUY urnmepnpemamopa. Edunuya ssuka, xomopas obsexmueu-
pyem Konyenm, fynKkyuonupyem 8 Quckypce ne moavko kax gopma purcayuy snanuil o enewrem
MUPE, HO U 3HAHUT 0 BHYMPEHHEM MUPE YEN0BEKA, €20 OUEHKU, YCMAHOBKU, UEAl, KOMOPbLe
CBAIANNIL ¢ 0CAMEADHOCTYI0 COZHAHUI, MO €CMb QUCKYPCUBHBLT N00T00 0enaem 603MONCHHLM
8bLL00 Ha UHOUBUOYAALHYI KORUENMHYIO cucmemy cybsexma Ouckypca.



