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This article focuses on the comparative analysis of the features pertaining to
the semantic and functional architectonics within the cognitive and syner-
getic approaches to the theoretical and linguistic understanding of communi-
cation verbal aspects, in an attempt to validate the potential for a compre-
hensive cognitive and synergetic description of linguistic phenomena. Spe-
cial emphasis here is put on the isomorphism of the approaches under con-
sideration, which is viewed as a coherency-shaping mechanism ensuring
their combinatorics.
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CraTbs TMOCBAIICHA COINOCTABUTCIBHOMY aHAJIU3y 0COOEHHOCTEH CEeMaHTH-

KO-()yHKIMOHAJIILHON apXUTEKTOHHKH KOTHUTHBHOTO M CHHEPIeTHYECKOIO

MMOAXO0A0B K TECOPETUKO-JIMHIBUCTUUCCKOMY OCMBICIIEHUIO Bep6aHBHbIX ac-

NEKTOB KOMMYHUKATUBHOI'O Z[eﬁcTBPI;[ C TCM, 4TO0OBI 00OCHOBATHL BO3MOXK-

HOCTb KOMIIJICKCHOTO KOHUTHUBHO-CUHCPIECTUYCCKOI'0 OMNHCAHUSA A3BIKOBBIX

sBiaeHui. [Ipu 3TOM OCOOBIH aKkueHT cienaH Ha W30MopdU3Me paccMarpu-

BaCMBIX ITOAXOO0B KakK KorepeHT006pa3y10meM MCXaHU3MC, obecreunBaro-

IIEM BO3MOXXHOCTb UX KOM6I/IHaT0pI/IKI/I.

Kniouesvie cnosa: KOrHUTHBHAS JIMHI'BUCTHKA; JIMHTBOCUHCPTE€THKA; 30HTHYHAA
METO0JIOTHUS; €CTCCTBECHHOHAYUYHBIC ACIEKThI JIMHIBUCTUKU; JIMHIBUCTHYECKAs OIIN-
crema.

The famous Russian linguist R.G. Piotrovsky was right stating that
“modern linguistics is a mosaic of facts, separate experiments, clichés and
assumptions. For the past two centuries, several generations of theoretical
linguists and scholars representing both related and non-related sciences have
been trying to turn this mosaic into a single model picture of the immanent
nature of language and speech. Their effort has not been in vain” [11, p. 58].
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Therefore, the well-known principle of epistemological complementarity can
be considered the driving force for modern language theory progress.

The purpose of this article is to carry out a comparative analysis of the
specificity within the cognitive and synergetic approaches for analyzing ver-
bal communication, as well as to identify their common points and mutual
complementarity. Also, we find it important to point out that the analysis we
are offering here is not aimed at evaluating the relevance or the heuristic
value of the cognitive and synergetic ways in terms of studying verbal phe-
nomena. On the contrary, the analysis is intended to offer a description for
the ontology of the modern state of linguistic episteme where “knowledge
taken with no criteria for its rational value or for the objectivity of its forms,
claims to be positive and thus reveals a history, which is not the history of its
increasing improvement yet the history of its ontology” [17, p. 400].

Therefore, both the cognitive science and synergy that emerged about the
same time, were fast to go beyond the limits of donor-disciplines, and pre-
sented their claims to get the status of panmethodologies. In this regard, the
statements by certain experts representing the respective paradigms would be
worth citing:

= E.S. Kubryakova: “We have already got disciplines like cognitive an-
thropology, cognitive sociology, and even cognitive literary studies, i.e. al-
most every branch of the humanities has a special area associated with the
application of the cognitive approach and cognitive analysis to the respective
objects within this science” [5, c. 10-11];

* V.G. Budanov: “Today, in the times of anthropological turn, the syner-
getics of human-like systems is creating a special meta-level of culture, a
reflexive tool for analyzing its progress — synergetic methodology, the meth-
odology for interdisciplinary communication and for modeling the reality” [1,
c. 73];

As we can see here, both the cognitive and the synergetic components in
the modern research are of umbrella nature, which is largely due to the fact
that these approaches specify the traditional object of linguistic description,
rather than construct it. These are some kind of epistemological modifiers in
the modern language theory. They were the focus of the following idea ex-
pressed by V.A. Pischalnikova and A.G. Sonin: “Many modern linguistic
disciplines differ only in terms of the perspective (the view offered on this or
that particular aspect, a specific feature of the object), and not in terms of
offering a new object as it is” [13, p. 426]. Other researchers discuss the un-
certainty of the term “cognitive”, pointing, in particular, to the fact that there
is no cognitive linguistics, the simplest reason behind this being the fact that
there is no non-cognitive linguistics [4, p. 14-21]. A similar description to the
epistemological character analysis of synergetics was offered by
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L.S. Pikhtovnikov: “Unlike physics, chemistry, psychology, etc., synergetics
has no separate subject of study. Synergetics takes on research in any area
that features complex systems prone to evolution” [12, p. 51]. We believe
that its conclusions — which are definitely correct — can be applied to the lin-
guo-cognitive science as well.

Another factor contributing to considering cognitive linguistics and lin-
guosynergetics as research disciplines with a similar epistemological status is
their focus on the natural-science model of scientific knowledge structure.
Further on, when describing the constitutive features of this model, we will
rely on Yu.V. Rozhdestvensky’s vision of it, which has already become a
classical one [16, p. 220-221], and which has gained relevance due to being
applied G.G. Moskalchuk’s monographic work “Text Structure as a Syner-
getic Process” [7, p. 15] in order to describe the natural-science foundations
of linguistic synergetics. Now, following Rozhdestvensky, natural sciences
can be represented in general terms as a set of the following statements:

— The world is uniform.

— The meaningful part is a spatial and temporal localization of cultural
facts.

— Analysis in practice can be reversed into synthesis; the fact of nature is
not unique, actually.

— Relations involving energy are significant.

— Things are characterized by their physical essence; cultural and social
significance is not essential [16, p. 221].

The first principle of the scientific orientation of cognition is to be seen
in the frame of linguosynergetic concepts, and above all — in presenting lan-
guage as a world of “instabilities and fluctuations, which ultimately are re-
sponsible for the striking diversity and richness of forms and structures” [10,
p- 7]. Within the cognitive paradigm, the emphasis is put on the holistic na-
ture of the world and language as a derivative of the human mind: “Language
is a natural object, a component of the human mind, which is physically pre-
sent in the brain and is part of the biological heritage of the species” [18,
p- 12]. J.R. Searle wrote the same: “Cognitive science focuses on the brain
cognitive functioning and its relation to the rest of the body as well as to the
rest of the world” [19, p. 106].

Speaking of the relevance pertaining to the space-and-time attributes of
the objects within the disciplines in question we shall note that the linguosyn-
ergetic concepts stressed the priority of analyzing the material form of the
language, which can be calculated in pre-set modeling parameters that can be
systematized. During the analysis, the major restriction on the variety of the
form and the content of the text is imposed by “the irreversibility of the text
in time and space, which acts as a unidirectional orientation of the physical
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(material) aspect of the text” [7, p. 7]. For cognitive linguistics, the space-
and-time arrangement of the speech chronotope — even though less conceptu-
ally significant — is still of some interest, especially in studying scenarios,
i.e., stereotypical episodes in their dynamics. Researchers involved in cogni-
tive studies emphasize that “actually, these are frames unfolding in time and
space as a sequence of individual episodes, stages, items” [14, p. 119]. All
this suggests that both the material-ideal synergetic phenomenon and the
cognitive model are not unique, in principle, and can be studied as objects of
nature.

The energy-related component is considered as the object’s key parame-
ter in the synergetic theory and methodology, including the cases where lin-
guistic phenomena are analyzed. In this regard, mention is to be made of the
etymology of the term “synergetics” that is derived from the word “syner-
geia” (“joint action”, Greek) and that is used to mean “fusion of energies”.
N.L. Myshkina, in particular, mentions the linguo-energy-dynamic approach
to the text with a focus on the description of textual units’ self-movement,
which allows to “identify the conditions giving rise to the text’s specific en-
ergy properties (e.g., the dynamic systematicity-asystematicity, singularity,
force, potential)” [8, p. 11]. However, there have been no clear criteria devel-
oped yet regarding the text’s capacity for self-organization as well as con-
cerning the nature of this specific energy of language units self-movement,
all this being a fair explanation for the criticism that can be found in the lin-
guistic literature of N.L. Myshkina’s approach [6, p. 131]. We believe, even
despite such objections, that an energy-oriented view on language and text is
one of the promising areas in the modern linguistic thought. Research pro-
jects focusing on cognitive linguistics, do not regard energy relations as
something significant, which, in our opinion, will never diminish their natural
scientific status based on other (as described above) parameters.

The statement that we cited the latest of those describing the point of the
natural scientific vision of the world according to Rozhdestvensky, proclaims
the priority of the thing’s physical essence over its cultural and social signifi-
cance. This can be fully applied onto both issues belonging to the linguo-
cognitive science and onto the area of linguosynergetic concepts. Experts in
the cognitive science “claim the method of serial or, if you like, “industrial”
solution for the problems related to the human thought” [3, p.18], which will
often cause criticism due to the asocial nature of its conclusions concerning
the informative aspects of human cognition: “A system that processes infor-
mation does not care whether it is another of Shakespeare’s sonnets or a nu-
merical matrix. The only part that does matter is that the message must be
informative, i.e. offering some contrast against the background of an alterna-
tive choice of symbols, getting settled within a pre-set code” [2, p. 20].
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Modern literature considers the rejection of such a perspective on cogni-
tive structures, and leaning towards linguistic determinism of socio-cultural
processes, to be the Russian trend in cognitive linguistics [9, p. 280]. Besides,
there is always a strong emphasis on “the need to review the provisions of the
exaggerated anthropocentrism, which is too much represented in certain
works belonging to the field of (pseudo) cognitive linguistics” [15, p. 111].
Linguistic studies “should be preferably moved to a new paradigm of knowl-
edge — the global paradigm of the dialogue between the human being and
nature” [15, p. 111].

Summing up our thoughts on the implementation conditions for the prin-
ciple of complementarity in doing research within linguosynergetics and
cognitive linguistics, we should point at the fundamental possibility of syn-
thesizing theoretical and methodological programs under consideration,
which can be verified both through analyzing the objective natural-science
bases of these sciences, and through referring to the metatheoretical reasons
proposed by experts in these respective areas of linguistic thought.
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PaccmarpuBaroTcs MyTH M METOIBI NPOHUKHOBEHHUS TEPMHHOJIOIMYECKOIl
JIEKCHKH B CIIOBApHBII COCTaB OOIIEIUTEPaTypHOTO AHIJIMHCKOTO SI3BIKA, a
Takoke (aKTOPHI, CIOCOOCTBYIONIME 3TOMY Iporneccy. Jlemaercst BHIBOX O
TOM, YTO JIaHHOE SIBJICHHE PACIIMPSIeT CHHOHUMHYECKHE PSABI 00IIeyIIoTpe-
OGUTENBHBIX JIEKCUIECKHX CPEICTB, TEM CAMBIM JIOTIONIHSS CIIOBApHBIHA COCTaB
00IEYOTPEOUTENBHOTO S3bIKAa HOBBIMH JIEKCHUECKUMH cpeacTBaMu. Jlaer-
Csl ONHUCAaHHE MEXaHW3MOB BXOXKIEHHS OOMXOJHO-PAa3rOBOPHOI JEKCHKU B
CTaTyC TEPMHUHOJIOTMUYECKOMN.
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