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Language representation and the structure of concepts
in the modern cultural linguistics

The term «concept» is considered from the point of view as a new science that has emerged within the
framework of the anthropocentric paradigm — linguoculturology. The characteristic features of concepts with
different semantic components in structure and character are analyzed. The article generalizes the presence of
an image-associative layer of concepts — one of the most important features that differs from the term and
has the necessary communicative and semantic representation. On the basis of this study, the authors have
proposed viewing concepts as a structure consisting of the inter-zone, extra-zone, quasi-zone and-quasi-
entropy. It is revealed that the means of the concepts representation, which is the center of the conceptual lay-
er of language consciousness, around which additional layers are grouped. Associative vectors diverge from
the «value-accented point of consciousness». The language or speech unit, with the help of which is updating
the «Central point» of the concept.

Keywords: concept, the structure of the concept, conceptual analysis, linguistic culturology, the representa-
tion of concepts, scheme, frame, scenario, gestalt, linguistic, cognitive approach.

The modern period of linguistics development coincides. with the development of cognitive sciences.
The concept problem is a promising area of cognitive linguistics research. Language was the main object of
research at the initial stages of the cognitive linguistics formation. Over time T. Bever, J. Carroll and
L. Miller and many other linguists have introduced.«cognition research» to the program of cognitive science,
and these studies often have both philosophical and purely engineering scientific aspectsy.

The transformation-generative or gendering grammar of Naom Chomsky had a great influence on the
cognitive linguistics development. He first identified problems related to cognition: 1) the problem of the
nature of knowledge and what it is; 2)-the problem of the origin of knowledge systems. Chomsky distin-
guished between linguistic competence, which is considered a field of linguistics, and linguistic perfor-
mance, which is a field of psychology.

Russian scientists V.Z. Demyankov and E.S. Kubryakova believe that «cognitive linguistics studies
language as a cognitive mechanism that plays a role in encoding and transforming informationy.

According to the opinion of E.S. Kubryakova, today there is a tendency of bringing the study of cogni-
tive science closer to the study.of language. However, neither cognitology turns only into the science of lan-
guage, nor linguistics linto the science of cognition. The linguist in her research is faced with the problems of
identifying not only the linguistic forms behind speech activity, but also how language units can be associat-
ed with the perception of the world and its cognition.

The desecription and explication of the internal cognitive structure the «speaker — listener», according
to V.Z. Demyankov, is the central task of cognitive linguistics. The proposed structure should be interpreted
as a system of information processing, which consists of a certain number of independent components, com-
paring language information at different levels. The aim of the cognitive linguistics research is studying of
the system and definition of its main principles and not only in the reflection of language phenomena in the
cognitive structure.

Z.D. Popova and [.A. Sternin understand cognitive linguistics as «the study of mental processes occur-
ring during perception, comprehension and, consequently, cognition of reality by consciousness, as well as
the types and forms of their mental representations» [1; 267]. Scientists emphasize in their works the differ-
ence between cognitive linguistics and other cognitive sciences. Firstly, in their opinion, the difference is in
its material, because cognitive linguistics studies consciousness on the material of language, and any other
cognitive science studies consciousness on its material. Secondly, the difference is in the methods that they
use. Cognitive linguistics studies cognitive processes, makes conclusions about the types of mental represen-
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tations in the human mind based on linguistic analysis methods, and at the end of the work conducts a cogni-
tive interpretation of the research results.

This research is aimed at studying collective consciousness on the material of language using psycho-
linguistic methods. The material of the linguo-cognitive analysis is the language, so the purpose of our work
is identifying functioning patterns of the concepts «poverty» and «wealth» in the language consciousness of
young people and to model the content and structure of the studied concepts as units of national conscious-
ness (concept sphere).

The notion of the concept sphere is at the center of cognitive linguistics, it is: «a field of knowledge
composed of concepts as its units». The central category of the cognitive linguistics is connected with the
term «concept». The term «concept» is an umbrella term, because it covers the subject areas of several scien-
tific areas: «primarily cognitive psychology and cognitive linguistics, dealing with the problems of thinking
and cognition, storage and processing of informationy.

I.A. Sternin defines concepts as «units of thought, which in their content and organization can be very
different while maintaining their main functions — to structure knowledge and act as units of the thought
process. The typology of concepts is possible and necessary due to the fact that there are different types of
knowledge represented by concepts». Scientists of various schools and directions consider the issue of con-
cepts typology from their own point of view, but basically all scientific schools distinguish traditional types
of concepts: representation, scheme, concept, frame, scenario, and gestalt.

The introduction of our work can be described according to A.P. Babushkin offers the following classi-
fication of concepts: frames can be expressed in the image of a situation (market;-hospital, museum), scenar-
ios imply the idea of an event (a fight, a lecture), mental images break up into premonitory realities or
mythemes (daisy, rooster, death, devil), schemes suggest the use of words with a «spatial» meaning (river,
road, tree), hyperonyms reflect Hypo-hyperonymic relations in the vocabulary (shoes: shoes, boots), insights
contain information about the structure, function of the object (umbrella, drum, scissors), «kaleidoscopic
concepts» are developed in the form of one or another of the structures mentioned above and represent con-
cepts of abstract names of social orientation (duty, decency, conscience).

With this in mind, types of concepts identified by:N.N. Boldyrev, in fact, have much in common with
the types of concetts proposed by A.P. Babushking however, in most cases N.N. Boldyrev uses other terms
[1; 268].

A very significant step, according to V.N. Telia, is the introduction of the notion of «prototype» or Ge-
stalt structures into the description. Underthese coneepts lies what has always been referred to as a represen-
tation, i.e., a more concrete form of reflection than a concept (ideal formation) — something like a «picture»
with minor details omitted while preserving essential ones. In the concept of psychologists, this is a stereo-
type (for example, for the Russian consciousness, a small bird is a Sparrow, and for the English — a Robin
[]). The concept of a prototype intersects with two concepts: what psychologists call a typical image (a stere-
otype, a standard), and what linguists usually associate with a denotation, i.e., a «representative» of a class
(or set) of objects selected for the nomination. Cognitive scientists have shown how important is the role of
prototypes in the categorization of reality, while linguists have always meant by representation a certain enti-
ty, the « gap « between a non-linguistic reality and a concept. It is enough to note that all dictionaries fix the
value exactly to.the class, not the referent [2, 52].

M. Minsky interprets the frame as a static, informational structure of data necessary for the stereotypical
situation representation. The frame content is a collection of vertex and terminal components. «The top lev-
els».can always be clearly recognized, because they are formed by General, obvious concepts that are always
true in relation to the stereotypical situation. «Low levels» contain terminal components that relate to charac-
teristic examples and data [3].

Linguo-cultural concept may be considered by the different bases. Linguoculturologists classify con-
cepts as national, civilizational, individual, microgroup, macrogroup. Researchers identify concepts that
function in one or another form of discourse: pedagogical, political, medical. The cultural direction divides
the study of concepts according to the subject of the concept: emotional, educational, textual conceptosphere.
Scientists V.I. Karasik and G.G. Slyshkin emphasize that the frame, scenario, script have a clearer structure
than the concept, and can be used in research to model the concept [4].

Representatives of linguistic and cognitive approach distinguish the following types of concepts: the
representation is expressed as a generalized sensual-visual images of phenomena; the scheme are concepts
that some generalisedspatio-graphical schema; notion — concept, which consists of general, essential fea-
tures of the object and phenomenon, the result of their rational reflection and understanding. Concepts are
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verbalized by terminological and industrial vocabulary, as well as by lexemes of rational semantics such as
resident, client; frame — a multi — component concept, a three-dimensional representation, a certain set of
standard knowledge about a subject or phenomenon; scenario (script) expresses a sequence of several epi-
sodes in time; Gestalt-a complex, integral functional mental structure that orders the variety of individual
phenomena in consciousness.

Scientists also offer the following division of concepts:

1. According to the degree of stability, there are stable (regularly verbalized in standard language form)
and unstable (irregularly or not at all verbalizable) concepts;

2. According to ability of observation, concepts can be verbalized and non-verbalized. Verbalized con-
cepts are concepts for which there are regular language means of expression in the system, non-verbalized,
hidden-not verbalized or artificially verbalized only in the conditions of a forced task (for example, in-an ex-
periment);

3. According to the degree of the content abstraction, they are divided into abstract and concrete [4]:

A.V. Rudakova offers the next classification of concepts:

1. According to the frequency and regularity of updating, there are current and outdated concepts. Cur-
rent concepts are communicatively relevant, they are regularly verbalized, and they are necessary for both
thinking and communication. Outdated concepts are needed mainly for thinking, they are rarely verbalized,

2. According to the method of language expression of the verbalizing units, they speak about lexical-
phraseological, grammatical and syntactic concepts. And, among lexical and phraseological concepts, one-
word (verbalized by a single lexeme), ambiguous (verbalized by stable phrases).and textual (verbalized by an
entire text);

3. There are structural types of concepts. A single-level concept has only a sensory core, one base layer,
for example: «yellow», «salty», «spoon», «plate». The multi-level concept includes several cognitive layers:
the core, base layers, and peripherals. The concept can be segmented, represent a basic sensory layer sur-
rounded by several segments equal in degree of abstraction (the concept of «tolerance») [5, 123].

There are two types of concepts for understanding the essence of phraseological meaning in relation to
actual reality:

1) Logical concepts-mental formations that replace an indefinite set of homogeneous objects in the
mind — a cognitive substrate, usually directly nominative lexical meanings;

2) Onomato-poietic concepts are mental formations that do not have a strictly deterministic connection
with actual reality and do not obey the laws of logic — a cognitive basis for the formation of various figura-
tive words meanings, semantics of paraphrases and phraseological units.

E.A. Selivanova includes the following components to the mental-psychonetic complex: a verbalized
component of thinking, including language knowledge that exists in a language form, or in the form of text,
discursive information and representing any ways of describing the world (scientific, artistic, folklore), re-
flected in our conceptual model; a non-verbalized component of thinking (experimental, figurative, mathe-
matical knowledge, knowledge of culture, art, etc.); images (gestalts) that can have a non-verbal and verbal
status; mental functions: feelings, sensations, intuition, transcendence, which correlate with thinking in
thought-cognitive processes, including the use of language; reflexes in the mental-psychonetic complex,
which have archetypes of the collective unconscious.

The issue of the structure of the concept is discussed by many scientific schools. Likhachev divides
concepts into individual, group, universal, and ethnic [6, 90]; in some works, concepts have a slightly differ-
ent_classification: lexical, syntactic, phraseological. In the framework of the culturological approach
Askoldov distinguishes two types of concepts: cognitive and artistic.

The results of discussion can be viewed by the linguoculturological direction, the structure of the con-
cept is presented from various levels, «layers», which are the result of the cultural, social life of different
centuries. According to Stepanov the concept is formed by three main components or three layers:

1.a feature relevant to a given culture that exists for all who use this language;

2.an additional, or several «passive» or «historical» features, they exist only for some social groups, and
passive features are actualized mainly when people communicate within this social group;

3.an internal form or an etymological feature, usually not at all conscious, captured in an external verbal
form (this etymological feature is revealed only to researchers). Moreover, the literal meaning is always the
starting point of the development of the concept in mental reality [1].

Nikitin correlates the layers of the concept with the modes (aspects) of the concept in the «Course of
Linguistic Semantics»:
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1. The logical mode of the concept, which is manifested in the operations of classification and systema-
tization of entities.

2. The normative mode of the concept (the value layer of the concept) consists of qualitatively varying
attributes that are axiologically significant.

3. Polar axiological modes (optimal and anti-optimal) are on the edges of the scale with oppositely di-
rected feature quality vectors in the field of positive or negative ratings.

4. Figurative mode of the concept (sensory-objective layer of the concept), which is presented as a gen-
eralized concrete construct of consciousness.

5. The emotional mode of the concept (the evaluation layer of the concept) contains those characteris-
tics that are conditioned by the emotional-evaluative perception and experience of the class [3, 110].

Concept as a structure consisting of four zones: intrazone, extrazone, quasizone and quasi-clectrozone.
Intrazone is the features of the concept, reflecting its own signs of denotatas; the extrazone includes signs
extracted from paremias and figurative meanings. Quasi-intrazone and quasi-extrazone are associated with
formal associations resulting from the consonance of the concept name with another word, using euphe-
misms.

The structure of the linguistic and cultural concept consists of three components. In its composition, a
figurative-perceptual component, a conceptual (informational-factual) component and a value component
can be distinguished. The informational-factual or conceptual element of a/concept can be objectified in lan-
guage and directly reproduced in speech, the figuratively perceptual component is nonverbal in nature and
can only be described.

The concept consists of a core and periphery, which includes less significant associations. The value
component is the center of the conceptual layer of linguistic consciousness, around which additional layers
are grouped. Associative vectors diverge from the «value-accentuated point of consciousness». The language
or speech unit with which the «central point» of a concept is actualized serves as the name of the concept.
However, the concept has no clear boundaries, since the gradual attenuation of associations occurs with dis-
tance from the core» [7, 39].

Strong and weak associative features are based-onrassociations of various kinds, which can be stereo-
typed (or predictable) and free. At the same time,stereotypical associations appeal to some precedent phe-
nomenon and are fixed in the form of frame structures (conventionality, frame typicality), while free, as a
rule, are individual, personal or «single» representation [8].

As part of the linguistic-cognitive approach, researchers also propose to consider the field model of the
concept. The structure of the concept can be represented in the form of an associative model consisting of a
core, base layers and periphery. The'core may include the most vivid images that have sensory-visual con-
creteness. The concept is encoded in the mind in an individual sensory way, which is the basic unit of a per-
son’s universal subject code. The sensual image underlying the concept performs coding, symbolic functions
for the concept as a whole. «Internal speech works on this code, which has the ability to move from internal
control to external, relying on the entire sensory palette through visual representations» []. Around the core,
the so-called base layers are grouped, and the features here develop in the direction from less abstract to
more abstract. More abstract features make up the periphery of the concept. On the periphery there is an «in-
terpretational field of the'concept», representing the interpretation of the distinguished conceptual features
and their combinations in the form of statements, attitudes of consciousness arising in this culture from the
mentality of different people. The concept is not rigidly structured: it consists of conceptual attributes that
form various‘conceptual layers.

According to scientists, it is necessary to distinguish between the content of the concept and the struc-
ture of the concept representation. The content of the representation concept is internally ordered according
to the field principle:

corea prototype unit of the CPC (it can be either nationwide, as well as group and individual);

base layers enveloping the core in sequence from less abstract to more abstract;

the interpretation field of the concept, containing assessments and interpretations of the content of the
core of the concept by national, group and individual consciousness [1; 275].

Sternin and Popova emphasize that the basic structural components of the concept — the image, infor-
mation content and interpretation field — are distributed across different field sections of the concept, while
there is no rigid fixation of the structural components of the concept to certain field zones — thus, the infor-
mation content of the concept can belong to both the core and the near periphery, and to other zones of the
periphery, and signs of the interpretation field can enter the core of the concept in brightness.
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The original structure identifies three aspects in the structure of the concept: mental (in other words,
cognitive), semantic (linguistic) and psychic. The researcher considers the model of the mental-psychonetic
complex as an integrative, systemically organized entity, correlating with the concept system, consciousness,
collective unconscious. The researcher sees the purpose of conceptual analysis in modeling the mental-
psychonetic complex using the sign system of the language. The core of the mental-psychonetic complex is
the cognitive frame model, which has a diffuse verbal-non-verbal mental nature and is associated with other
mental functions of consciousness.

The concept is represented by conceptual, substantive, associative and evaluative components. The sci-
entist believes that, depending on the type of activity, different components of the concept may be actualized,
giving rise to meanings [3].

An interesting approach to the classification of concepts is presented in the research of Gurevich, who
distinguishes two groups of concepts:

1) «cosmic» concepts, which are universal categories of culture (cause, time, change, space, move-
ment);

2) «social» concepts, which have cultural characteristics (labor, wealth, property, freedom, law, justice).

Maslova adds one more to these groups of concepts — the concept of national culture (will, share, soul,
intelligence). In the process of analyzing concepts, the researcher comes to the conclusion that concepts of a
national character or national specificity prevail in the linguistic cultures of many countries.

In modern methods, there are a sufficient number of methodological techniques used in the study of
concepts. Each researcher uses a method that is relevant to him.

In addition to these methods, it is worth mentioning the methods of studying cultural concepts: analysis
of proverbs, maxims, aphorisms, the internal form of words, precedent texts, plots of the most famous works
of art, in particular books and films, various codes, as well as a psycholinguistic experiment with native
speakers to identify the most typical associations associated with' certain concepts (questionnaires, inter-
views) [8; 156].

In conclusion, we can see that linguoculturological research by nature involves a comparison of the
phenomena studied, but such a comparison can be twofold: 1) a contrastive analysis of language units ex-
pressing a national-specific vision of the world in«compared linguocultures and 2) a typological analysis of
such units, which involves building on a deductive basis‘models of culturally significant relationships, for
example, in the form of a matrix, and the definition of linguistic methods for the selective filling of such a
matrix. In the first case, the study should be based on data obtained from several, at least two, languages; in
the second case, an appeal to the factual’account of one language seems quite justified.

A huge contribution to the study of the content and structure of concepts was made by Popov and
Sternin. They developed a system of methods for reconstructing linguistic consciousness, which includes:

1. The choice of a keyword for research;

2. The construction and analysis of the semantem of the keyword verbalizing the concept in the lan-
guage. To construct the semantem of the key token, it is necessary to identify all the sememes that it is capa-
ble of designating; examples from various texts are added to dictionary materials; it is useful to refer to the
analysis of the etymology of the word, which allows you to disclose the process of development and for-
mation of the semantem of the keyword.

3. The analysis of the lexical compatibility of the keyword;

4. The'experimental methods:

a. free associative experiment. The method of a free associative experiment is that the subjects are of-
fered stimulus words to which they must respond with any verbal reaction that comes to their mind. This
method allows you to identify the greatest number of different features of the concept; the frequency of reac-
tions indicates their relevance / irrelevance in the consciousness of the subjects;

b. receptive experiment is an experimental study of knowledge (understanding) of the meaning of a lan-
guage unit by native speakers; its purpose is to study knowledge, understanding of the meaning of a language
unit by native speakers. In this case, various methods can be used (for example, the subjects are asked to give
their own definition of the meaning of the word; name words that are close in meaning and words that are
opposite in meaning; describe the visual image that causes the word; choose the word that is most suitable
for the proposed definition, etc.);

5. The analysis of the synonyms of the keyword; analysis of synonyms allows you to identify the differ-
ential features of the studied concept, revealed in the comparison of tokens belonging to the synonymous
series;
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6. The construction of the key lexeme field (lexical-semantic or lexical-phraseological fields);

7. The construction of the derivation field of the key token;

8. The construction the lexical and grammatical field of the keyword;

9. The analysis of paremias and aphorisms, objectifying the concept in the language;

10. The analysis of literary texts;

11. The analysis of oral, colloquial usage;

12. The contrastive analysis of means of different languages; comparison of semantic features reveals
the national specificity of equivalent concepts of different languages;

13. The comparative analysis of the lexical fields of different languages;

14. The methods for identifying syntactic concepts [8].

As a result, the study of frame structures obtained as a result of the application of the conceptualimodel-
ing method allows one to penetrate deeper into the semantic space of linguistic meanings_.and structures of
knowledge, into various kinds of mental spaces.
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[II.M. MaxwuTaesa, /I. Becenutos, /I.E. AManGexoBa

Kasipri 1uHreomMaieHueTTeri TYKbIPpbIMAAMAIAPABIH TUITIK
penpe3eHTANUACHI JKIHEe KYPbLIbIMbI

Maxanaza yrbIMHaH @PEKIICJICHETIH JXKOHE KaXeTTI KOMMYHHKATHUBTi-MarblHAJbIK DENpe3cHTALusIFa He
MaHBI3IBl Oenrinepnin Oipi — OeliHenmi-acCONMATHBTI TYXKBIPHIMIAMaIapIblH OOMysl Typanbl TYCIHIK
OepinreH. AHTPOHOIEHTPHUKAIBIK MTapaJirMa — JIMHIBOMOICHHETTaHy asChIH/A Maia GoiraH ’KaHa FHUIBIM
TYPFBICHIHAH TYXKBIPBIMIaMa» YFBIMBI KapacThIpburaH. CeMaHTHKaJIbIK KOMIIOHEHTTEP/IH CHIIaThl MEH
TYXKBIpBIMJaMalapibslH, KYPBUIBIMBIHA TOH epeKIIeNnikTepi OoWblHIIA TangaHrad. JKyprisumreH 3eprrey
HEri3iHJE aBTOpJAp TYKbIPbIMIAaManap/sl MHTEP30HA, SKCTPA30HA, KBA3U30HA JKOHE KBA3MIKCTPA30HAAaH
TYpPAaThIH. KYPBUIBIM PETiH/E KapacThIPyAbl YChIHFAaH. TY)KbIpbIMIAaMalap/asl Perpe3eHTauusIay Kypaiaapsl
AHBIKTAJIFAH, OJIAD TUINIK CaHAHBIH TY)KBIPBIMIAMAIBIK TOOBIHBIH OPTalbIFbl OOJBIN TaOBLIAJBI, SFHU
aliHaJacChlHA ~ KOCBIMIIA TONTapAbl TONTAcTHIpaabl. «CaHAHBIH KYHIBUIBIKTBI-AKIIEHTTI HYKTECIHEH»
accOIMaTHBTI BEKTOpJIap Tapaiiasl, al TUIMIK HeMece celyey Oipiiri TYXKBIPHIMIAMAHBIH «OPTAJIbIK
HYKTeCiH» e3eKTeHipe.

Kinm ce3dep: TYXbIppIMIaMa, TY)KBIPbIMAAMa KYPBUIBIMBI, JHHTBOMOJCHUETTAHY, TYKBIPHIMIAMAIIBIK
Tazay, TYKbIPEIMAaMaIap IbH PEIpe3eHTaIHsICHL.

III.M. MaxwuTtaeBa, /1. Becenmunos, /I.E. AmanGekoBa

SI3pIKoBasi penpe3eHTANMS U CTPYKTYPA KOHIIENTOB
B COBPEMEHHOIi JINHIBOKYJIbTYPOJIOTHH

B crartee O606U.IGHO HaJINn4ue 06pa3HO-aCCOHHaTHBHOFO CIIOSI KOHIIENTOB — OJHOTO W3 Ba)KHEUIINX
MPU3HAKOB, IO KOTOPOMY OTJIMYACTCA OT IOHATHUA U 06J1a;[aeT HeO6XOIIPIM0171 KOMMyHI/IKaTI/IBHO-CMBICHOBOfI
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penpe3eHTanue. PaccMOTpeHO NMOHATHE «KOHLENT» C TOUKM 3pPEHHs HOBOM HAyKH, BO3ZHHKIIEH B pamMKax
AHTPONOLEHTPUUECKOH TMapaiurMbl, — JIMHTBOKYIbTyposioruu. IlpoaHanusmpoBaHbl —XapaKTEpHBIE
0COOEHHOCTH KOHIIENTOB, pa3NUuYHbIE 10 CTPYKType U 1O XapakTepy. Ha ocHoBe mpoBeneHHOTO
KCCIICIOBAHUS aBTOPaMH INIPEJUIOKEHO M3YyYCHHE KOHLENTOB KaK CTPYKTYpBl, COCTOSALICH W3 HHTEP3OHBL,
9KCTPA30HBl, KBAa3U30HBI U KBAa3UAKCTPA30HBI. BBIABICHBI CpPEeICTBA pPENPE3CHTAMU KOHIIENTOB, KOTOpBIE
ABISIIOTCA LEHTPOM KOHIENTYaJIbHOIO CJIOS S3BIKOBOI'O CO3HAHUS, BOKPYT KOTOPOIO TpYyNIUPYIOTCS
JIONIOJHUTENbHBIE CIOH. OT «UEHHOCTHO aKICHTYUPOBAHHON TOUKU CO3HAHUS) PAaCXOIATCA aCCOLUATHBHBIC
BEKTOPBHI, a A3bIKOBAs HJIM peueBasi eUHHIA aKTyaTH3UpyeT «IEHTPAIbHYIO TOUKY» KOHIETITA.

Kniouesvie cnosa: KOHLENT, CTPYKTypa KOHLENTA, KOHIENTYaldbHBIH aHaIM3, JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPOJOTHS,
perpe3eHTalus KOHIENTOB.
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