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COGNITIVE AND SEMANTIC ASPECTS OF MODERN
LINGUISTICS

The aim of this study is to demonstrate the generalization of linguistic material,
enabling the identification of regularities in its textual arrangement. The semantic
and referential features of taxonomic names within texts have been analyzed, which
underscores the relevance of the research.

The methodological foundations of the work include the study of cognitive linguistic
principles, the identification of extralinguistic objects through taxonomic noun phrases,
and the development of recommendations to improve analytical outcomes. The issues
addressed in the article are examined using descriptive, comparative, and analytical
methods.

In particular, various theories and scholarly literature concerning the problems and
developmental stages of modern cognitive linguistics are discussed and reconsidered.
The findings of the paper provide practical recommendations. Overall, the subjectivity of
taxonomic names is shown to determine their identifying and textual functions.

Keywords: Cognitive linguistics, taxonomic names, lexical item, reference,
description, ontological classes.

Cognitive linguistics is an interdisciplinary approach to the study of language,
mind, and sociocultural experience. It first emerged in the 1970s with the devel-
opment of the triangular model of the linguistic sign, which led to the differen-
tiation of logical semantics into a theory of meaning and a theory of reference.
The logical-philosophical and cognitive dimensions of this dichotomy are most
clearly articulated in the works of the American philosopher Willard Van Orman
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Quine, often regarded as a foundational figure in cognitive linguistics [Quine
1971 : 142-154].

Cognitive linguistics represents a paradigm shift in the study of language and
cognition, moving away from traditional structuralist and generative frameworks.
It emphasizes that language is deeply intertwined with human cognitive process-
es, and therefore understanding the cognitive dimensions of language use is of
paramount importance [Qin : 193].

The central goal of cognitive linguistics is to explain how processes of per-
ception, categorization, classification, and world understanding occur; how
knowledge is accumulated; and what systems support activities oriented toward
information processing. Language is a distinctive human cognitive capacity, yet
the intellectual mechanisms responsible for storing and retrieving both linguistic
and non-linguistic knowledge are fundamentally similar.

Cognitive linguistics incorporates a range of theoretically robust approaches
to meaning and structure, united by the premise that language is a central com-
ponent of cognition. It reflects the interplay of social, psychological, and com-
municative factors, which must be understood within a coherent framework of
conceptualization and mental processing [Chandra : 227].

Researchers highlight one of the chief advantages of cognitive linguistics:
its ability to provide a broad perspective on language. This includes access to the
diversity of relationships between language and people, as well as the definition of
connections between language and intelligence [Croft, Cruse : 356].

Within cognitivism, linguistic phenomena are examined from the standpoint
of cognitive semantics. Linguistic data serve as essential material for analyzing
and modeling mental processes. A semantic theory grounded in cognitivism must
therefore reflect what actually occurs in the human mind.

One of the key tasks of modern linguistics is to investigate how the results of
cognition are manifested in language. Such research must take into account the
study of human cognitive activity and reflect the specificity of lexical, histori-
cal-cultural, and socio-economic data [Aarts : 94-95].

In spoken communication, reference is closely tied to the category of definite-
ness—indefiniteness, which modern linguistic literature treats as a pragmatic-tex-
tual category characterized by gradations of definiteness [Austin : 102—109].

The three-component model of definiteness—indefiniteness proposed by the
American linguist Donnellan is shaped both by linguo-pragmatic factors of spo-
ken interaction and by the contextual information that communicants accumulate
during discourse. Donnellan differentiates descriptions (noun phrases) into three
main types: definite, weakly definite, and indefinite.

Generalizing the linguistic material suggests that in modern English the pri-
mary identification of an extralinguistic object is ideally achieved through a weak-
ly definite noun or noun phrase. During secondary identification, however, the
indefinite noun phrase is typically replaced by a definite one. The process of ref-
erence depends primarily on the cognitive activity of the speaker — specifically,
on how the cognition of an extralinguistic object occurs during its naming: either
on the basis of ontological (i.e., natural) data objectively characteristic of the ob-
ject, or through subjective perception that attributes qualities to it or generalizes
it [Donnellan : 28—44].

Logic distinguishes two types of extralinguistic classes of objects, depending
on the characteristics by which they are classified:
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1. Natural or ontological classes, derived from immanent, natural
characteristics.

2. Pragmatic or nominal classes, whose existence is conditioned by the
subject’s orientation of perception, whereby natural objects are presented in a
reflective, newly conceptualized mode of being.

Natural or ontological classes are taxonomic in essence, and their set reflects
a model of the physical world. Pragmatic or nominal classes, by contrast, are
ephemeral, created for specific situations and goals; once the situation passes into
the past, their existence ceases. Accordingly, ontological classes are expressed
through taxonomic names, while pragmatic classes are reflected in attributive or
qualitative names [Lyons : 146—165].

The world is primarily perceived as a set of physical objects, a perspective
reflected in the concept of ontological classes, which are verbally embodied in
taxonomic names. On the basis of generalized lexical definitions, a taxonomic
name may be defined as follows: a taxonomic name designates a representative
of a particular ontological class according to those essential features objectively
characteristic of it, features that are subject to sensory perception and whose
combination creates both the conceptual content of the name and its corresponding
subject domain [Quine 1981 : 34-80].

Accordingly, in the semantic composition of taxonomic names, denotative
semantics predominate over significative semantics, and their definitions are
terminological-scientific insofar as the features expressed in them are regarded as
general categorical characteristics by which one class of objects is distinguished
from another.

For example, consider the definition of the taxonomic name human from
The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Current English (1984): human — n. of or
belonging to the genus Homo, distinguished from animals by superior mental
development, power of articulate speech, and upright posture [Allen : 485].

This definition is terminologically precise and scientific, as it explicates the
general categorical features that differentiate humans from other living beings.
These features — thinking, segmented speech, and upright posture — enable
humans to engage in cognitive, linguistic, and labor activities.

Generalizing the linguistic material allows us to conclude that taxonomic
names are subject to logical-semantic differentiation, a process based on the
field principle, characterized by hyper-hyponymic structuring or hierarchy. In
modern linguistic literature, a field is generally understood as a set of lexical units
organized around the transmission of a common concept. The hierarchy of the
field is realized through semantic inclusion, typically expressed in genus—species
(hyper—hyponymic) relationships.

Hyper—hyponymy can be illustrated by the system of names denoting a
person. The primary hyponym is human, which, by virtue of its general categorical
features, unites around itself taxonomic names with more specific meanings such
as woman, man, child, girl, boy, pygmy, and others. In relation to the central
hyponym, these appear as subordinate hyponyms [Essays on Deixis : 34—43].

The subjectivity of taxonomic names determines their identifying features.
Generalization of linguistic material makes it possible to reveal some regularities
of their arrangement in the text. [Geach : 25-39].

In particular, in a stylistically neutral text, reference is made from weakly
defined, background knowledge-creating taxonomic noun phrases to definite
phrases, the semantics of which are also retrospective and always based on the
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previous text. And the beginning of the text with a definite taxonomic noun phrase
is an expressive-stylistic expression of the author’s communicative strategy, his
subjective and aesthetic-cognitive mode, which aims to immediately concentrate
the reader’s attention on the subject of discussion and its meaning. [Fillmore :
219-243].

For example, let’s take an excerpt from Hemingway’s famous story «Indian
Campy»: «They walked up through a meadow <...> following the young Indian
who carried a lantern. Then they followed a track leading to a logging road. It
was much lighter on the road <...> and the young Indian stopped and blew out his
lantern and they all walked on along the road <...>. All the old women in the camp
had been helping her. The men had moved off up the road to sit in the dark and
smoke. Nick’s father ordered some water to be put on the stove. “This young lady
is going to have a baby, Nick™, he said» [Hemingway : 252-253].

The illustrated example is full of taxonomic noun phrases, by means of which
the author identifies for the reader those extralinguistic objects, the set of which
forms the referential space of the given textual fragment. Moreover, the prima-
ry identification of each such object is carried out mainly by a weakly defined
noun phrase, which is morphologically actualized by the article «a» or the in-
definite pronoun «some»: a meadow, a lantern, a track, a road, a baby. All of the
above-mentioned noun phrases are characterized by weak definiteness, since their
referent is known only to the speaking subject, i.e. to the author, while it is un-
known to the addressee (the reader). [Biber, Conrad, Leech : 48].

Attention should be drawn to the fact that all of the above-mentioned noun
phrases, whether definite or indefinite, are singular type identifiers, since they
have the ability to refer to extralinguistic objects in a discrete manner [Jespersen :
363-385].

When primary reference is made to a set of taxonomic objects, the use of a
definite noun phrase is required without exception, as illustrated in the examples
previously considered: «all the women in the camp», «the meny.

From the arguments presented, the following conclusions can be drawn:

e Definition: A taxonomic name is a nominal phrase or description that
designates a particular ontological (natural) class or its representative according
to the essential features objectively characteristic of it. The combination of these
features creates both the conceptual content of the name and its corresponding
subject domain.

e Scientific precision: The definition of a taxonomic name is terminological-
scientific, insofar as the features explicated in it are regarded as general categorical
characteristics by which one class of objects differs from another.

e Differentiation: Taxonomic names are subject to logical-semantic
differentiation, a process based on the generic—specific principle of structuring
ontological classes of objects. This principle finds expression in the hyper-
hyponymic structure of the conceptual field, i.e., in hierarchical organization.

e Semantic composition: In taxonomic names, denotative semantics
predominate over significative semantics, since they identify an object in terms of
features accessible to sensory perception.

e Textual function: The semantic nature of taxonomic names determines
their identifying and textual features.

In summary, this paper offers a comprehensive review of research in cognitive
linguistics and underscores its importance in uncovering the complex processes
of cognitive language understanding. Collectively, these studies have enriched
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our knowledge of the relationship between language and thought, reshaping the
landscape of linguistic and cognitive research.

REFERENCES

Allen R. (1990). Concise Oxford Dictionary of Current English, Hardcover. Oxford
University Press, Incorporated, 485.

Aarts B. (2011). English Syntax and Argumentation. Modern Linguistics Series. London:
MacMillan Press, 94-95.

Austin J. L. (1962). How to do things with words. London: Oxford University Press,
102-109.

Biber D., Conrad S., Leech G. (2003). Student Grammar of Spoken and Written English.
Longman: Pearson Education Limited, 48.

Chandra V. (2021). Cognitive Linguistics: An Approach to the Study of Language and
Thought. Journal for Research Scholars and Professionals of English Language Teach-
ing. Vol. 5(24). URL: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=3817460
(last accessed: 12.12.2025).

Croft W., Cruse A. (2009). Cognitive linguistics. Cambridge University Press, 356.

Donnelan K. (1979). Speaker reference, descriptions and anaphora. Contemporary Per-
spectives, 28—-44.

Essays on Deixis. (1983). Rauh G (Ed.). Tiibingen: Narr.

Fillmore Ch. (1981). Toward a theory of deixis. Working papers in Linguistics. Depart-
ment of Linguistics. Honolulu: University of Hawaii. Vol. 3 (4), 219-243.

Geach P. (1976). Back-Reference. Language in focus: foundations, methods and systems.
A. Kasher (Ed.). Dordrecht-Boston, 25-39.

Hemingway E. (1929). «Indian Camp», Cambridge University Press, 252-253.

Here and There. Cross-Linguistic Studies on Deixis and Demonstration. (1982). J. Weis-
senborn, J. Klein (Eds.). Amsterdam—Philadelphia.

Lyons J. (1991). Deixis as a Source of Reference. Natural Language and Universal Gram-
mar. Cambridge University Press, 146—165.

Jespersen O. (1924). The Philosophy of Grammar. London: Allen & Unwin. New York:
Henry Holt & Co.

Karttunen L. (1976). Discourse referents. Syntax and Semantics. Vol. 7. New York: Aca-
demic Press, 363-385.

Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Interdisciplinary Humanities and
Communication Studies. DOI: 10.54254/2753-7064/22/2023176

Qin Y. (2023). Exploring Cognitive Linguistics. Proceedings of the 2nd International
Conference on Interdisciplinary Humanities and Communication Studies, 193.

Quine W. O. (1971). The inscrutability of reference. Semantics: An interdisciplinary
reader in philosophy, linguistics and psychology. Cambridge, 142—154.

Quine W. O. (1981). From a logical point of view. Cambridge (mass.): Harvard University
Press, 34-80.

Jara HagxomkeHHs 1o penakiii: 06.05.2025
Jara HaXOKeHHS TiCIs goomnpaioBants: 25.09.2025
Hara 3arBepmxenHs penakiiero: 05.01.2026

Received: 06.05.2025
Received in revised form: 25.09.2025
Accepted: 05.01.2026

ISSN 0027-2833. Moeosznuascmeo, 2026, Ne 1 93



Tinatin Mshvidobadze, Mariam Koberidze

Tinarin MIIBIJOBA/I3E

Topiiicekuit nep>KaBHUIA YHIBEPCUTET

Byn. YasuaBan3e, 53, lopi, 1400, ['py3is

Enexrponna nomra: tinikomshvidobadze@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3721-9252

Mapiam KOBEPIJI3E

Topiiicbknil iep)kaBHUN YHIBEPCHTET

Byn. YaBuaBanze, 53, Topi, 1400, I'py3is
Enexrponna momra: maikoberidze@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6604-1628

KOTHITUBHI TA CEMAHTUYHI ACIIEKTH CYYACHOI JITHI' BICTH-
KN

Meroto 11i€i cTaTTi € y3arajabHEeHHS JIIHTBICTUYHOTO MaTepially, siKe J03BOJISIE BUSIBUTH
TMIeBHI 3aKOHOMIPHOCTI PO3TalTyBaHHS MOBHUX OJJMHUIIb Y TEKCTI. BU3HaueHO ceMaHTHYHI
Ta pedepeHmiiiHi 0coOIMBOCTI TAKCOHOMIYHUX Ha3B y TEKCTI, 10 3yMOBMJIO aKTyaJIbHICTh
HayKOBOT PO3BiJIKH.

MeTonoNOTiYHIMIA OCHOBAMH IIi€i TIparli € JOCHIIPKEHHS Ta BHBYCHHS ACIICKTIiB
1 OCHOB KOTHITHBHOI JIIHTBICTHKH, 1IEHTHU(IKAIS EKCTPATIHTBICTHYHUX 00 €KTIB 3a
TaKCOHOMIYHMMH IMEHHHUKOBHMH CJIOBOCIIOJIYYEHHSIMU Ta pO3pOOKa peKOMEHIallil 11010
MOKpAIICHHS Pe3yJIbTaTiB.

Buznadgeni y crarrti mpoOnemMH JOCHIKYIOTbCS 32 JIOIIOMOTOIO  OIHCOBOTO,
MOPIBHSUIBHOTO ~ TA  AHAJIITHYHOTO  METOAIB.  30Kpema, OOroBOPIOIOTHCS — Ta
TIEPEOCMHUCITIOIOTECS Pi3HI Teopii Ta HayKOBa JTEpaTypa, IMOB’s3aHi 3 MpoOIeMaMH Ta
eTaraMi Cy4acHOi KOTHITUBHOI JTIHTBICTHKH.

Pesynprati  jmociiukeHHS MICTATh  pekoMeHparii. 3arajgoMm, cy0’€KTHBHICTb
TaKCOHOMIYHMX Ha3B BU3Ha4ae IXHI ieHTH(]IKAIIHI Ta TEKCTOBI 03HAKH.

KinrouoBi ciioBa: KOrHITHBHA JIHIBICTHKA, TAKCOHOMIYHI Ha3BH, JIEKCHYHA
onuHUI, peepeHIlis, OIIC, OHTOJIOTIYHI KIIaCH.
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