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Summary. In the article the problems of linguistics for-
mation as a separate science are looked upon. Modern linguis-
tics is developing in the frames of anthropological epistemic
constants which are dominant in modern scientific knowledge.
The term “concept” appears to be the basic notion of the lin-
guistic conceptology and linguistic culturology. It has got
double interpretation — “cognitively” and “culturally”” marked.
Within the latter interpretation of the concept’s essence in the
veine of “mental-spiritual” approach to its study has arised.
This approach is more spread in modern Ukrainian concept
studies (if compared with “experiental-mental” approach used
by American concept researchers).

Grounding on the analysis of the numorous linguistic
works of the Ukrainian linguists in the field of concept stud-
ies fulfilled on the material of Ukrainain, Russian, French,
English, Chinese, Japanese and other languages the epistemic
approaches characteristic for the modern period in the devel-
opment of Ukrainian linguistic conceptology were general-
ized. Main vectors for the future ways in concepts’ study were
pointed out.

Key words: anthropological paradigm, epistemic con-
stants, concept, concept studies, linguistic conceptology, lin-
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Introduction. Millennium border is usually marked by fron-
tal changes in social, political, literary, scientific and educational
spheres of human life. There appears an urgent need to change the
established views on human being and world in general, to review
the scientific constants which considered to be right and unshak-
able for the long period of time. The borderline of the XX-th —
XXI-th centuries activised these moods in the field of science,
and what is more, scientists which belong to different branches of
knowledge demonstrate the collective wish to get to “places” man
has never gone before and to understand what is a priori not “al-
lowed” ordinary people to understand. In this connection physics,
this queen of sciences, which has been always determining the gen-
eral philosophical model of the world, once again proposed the vec-
tors for the science development.

American physicists Raymond Davis and David Bohm inde-
pendently from one another have found evidence of substance
disappearance. It has been experimentally proved: under certain
conditions substance might disappear, and in other conditions of
virtual waves interaction it might arise from nothing. Epistemolog-
ical value of this discovery is hard to overvalue: the “basic” phil-
osophical question about the primarity of matter/spirit seems to
be solved in favour of the second component of this opposition.
Nevertheless change of the research priorities and approaches in
the linguistics of late XX-th — early XXI century began long before
this epochal discovery: structural (materialistic in the Soviet Union)
linguistics freed the way to anthropocentric linguistics (idealistic

in its essential epistemological constant). In the frames if this new
science about language a Person with his/her consciousness, think-
ing, knowledge, “as medium for penetration into the speech” ap-
peared in the focus of the research interests and became the object
of study for new disciplines: linguistic cognitology and linguistic
culturology. It is currently proved that culturally marked language
entities are unsystematically spread throughout the whole seman-
tic “skeleton” of natural language. They create no systemic groups
(fields). This fact provides a basis for analogy with the behavior
of particles-waves that are studied within modern quantum wave
mechanics. Moving further through generalizations by analogy, one
might reach some “taking breath away” assumptions about the ho-
listic plan of Universe creation. But for us, mere human mortals,
it is opened fragmentally, within different vectors of the scientific
research aiming to discover the Scientific Verity. Change of the sci-
entific paradigms is primarily determined by changes in research
methodology, which is predetermined by certain metascience pre-
sumptions and beliefs about object’s onthology. The correctness of
these or that fundamental presumptions is not questioned until some
new scientific data would provoke crisis in the development of the
scientific trend. Thus, change in scientific presumptions results
in change of scientific paradigms.

Basing on this postulate, it seems logical to admit the existence
of only three paradigms in the history of linguistics: comparative
historical one (methods: comparative historical, of internal and
external renovation, historicism as a principle of understanding of
the object’s nature, diachronic approach as a basic value, purpose:
reconstruction of protolanguage archaic forms and further outlining
of divergent processes in its development (groups’ selection within
the language family); structural (methods: distributive, transforma-
tional, component all of them having a high degree of formaliza-
tion; synchrony, systemic approach and sign character of language
as basic values, purpose.: discovering of language paradigmatic
and syntagmatic oppositions and correlations); anthropological
(methods: conceptual, prototypical, frame / Gestalt analysis —all of
them with elements of internal introspection as a mean of obtaining
knowledge; the basic value (presumption) — antecedence of cog-
nitive structures in relation to lingual, purpose: study of cognitive
structures for knowledge storage and their language reflextions.

In modern linguistics concept appears to be one of the most
“loved” cognitive entity, that’s why one can notice the steady
growth of the number of conceptual studies devoted to the wide
range of different concepts. This kind of epistemic situation
alarms some linguists and even provokes pessimistic discussions
about “avalanche-like” increase of the number of the scientific
works devoted to the study of concepts in Ukrainian and Russian
linguistics, “fashion” (O. Vorobjova), “conceptmania” (A. Prik-
hod’ko), ect. Moreover, according to O. Vorobjova, this Eastern
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linguistic tendency appears to be in sharp contrast with the West-
ern one within which “concept as a general notion appears from
time to time only in the context of the theory of prototypes while
the most attention is given to the phenomenon of categorization”
[8, c. 11]. This author warns about serious threat which modern
linguistic conceptology faces: loss of its heuristic power on the
background of extensive tendencies in its development. Let’s look
deeper into this problem.

Dialectic character of correlation between “cognitive” and
“cultural” definition of language concept as a reflection of its
nature and essence. Language concept as a key notion of lin-
guistic conceptology

As it is widely known, in modern linguistics the content of the
term “concept” emerged at the crossroads of its two understand-
ings: “cognitive” and “cultural” ones.

The first is rooted to ideas of S.Askoldov-Alexejev, who un-
derstood the concept as a certain kind of entity that replaces in the
process of human thinking some unspecified but similar objects, ac-
tions, functions (concept of plant, justice, mathematical concepts)
[1,¢.267].

This approach was developed in the works of O. Kubryakova:
“concept is an operational unit of memory, mental lexicon, concep-
tual system and language brain <...> quantum of knowledge. Key
concepts have language presentation” [16, c. 91]; V. Karasyk: “<..>
mental entities, which represent significant generalized fragments
of experience in the memory of man” [13, c. 59], O. Zalewska
understands concept in terms of “simultaneous multidimensional
structure”, as perceptual-cognitive-affective entity of dynamic na-
ture, which objectively exists in human’s mind in contradistinction
to the notions and meanings—constructs of epistemological descrip-
tion [12, c. 358].

The same approach is characteristic for V. Krasnykh, who de-
scribes the concept as “a kind of minimized deepest meaning of the
subject”, “the most abstract <..> cognitively processed idea of the
subject taken as a sum of all its possible valences including cultur-
ally marked ones” [15, c. 268-269]. This kind of understanding of
the essence of the concept we believe to be “cognitively centered”,
which emphasizes the role of the concept in the processes of human
cognitive activity.

The other approach to crystallization of the concept’s na-
ture arises on the ways of its “culturally affiliated” understanding
launched by academician D. Likhachev: as “algebraic expression
of the meaning” that implies the interaction between the concept’s
content <...> and personal / people's ethnic experiences (in which
connection the richer conceptual sphere of this or that language
community is, the richer the concept’s content becomes) [Ibi-
dem, c. 5]. “Culturally centered” definition of the concept found its
development in a number of works of such authors as Ju. Stepanov:
“a kind of matrix of culture in the human’s mind; “coagulate of
culture in human consciousness” [23, c. 40]; A. Wierzbicka : “Ob-
ject from the “ideal world” that has a name and reflects certain cul-
turally determined ideas of a human being about the “real world”
[29, c. 90]. Understanding of the concept as culturally marked
phenomenon found its reflection in wide use of such terms-no-
tions as “lingual cultureme” (Ukr. minrokynsrypema), which
represents a complex multilevel language unit that appears to be a
carrier of ethnically marked knowledge [7, c. 44], “logoepisteme”
(Ukr. noroemicrema) which implies “knowledge embodied in the
word and conveyed by its internal form, individual history, cer-
tain ties with the culture” [4, c. 7].

However, this kind of epistemic and metalanguage ap-
proach only confuses the consumer of linguistic information,
simply emphasizing this or that research approach determined
by certain scholar’s goal. In the same time concept’s essence
and specifics of its functioning on the axis “culture -human con-
sciousness -natural language” remain without any concrete ex-
planation.

Understanding of this state of affairs is reflected in the works
written by S. Vorkachov, which, on the one hand, defines the con-
cept as “an operating unit of thought” [6, c. 43], and further on—as a
“unit of collective knowledge <...> which is verbalized and marked
by cultural ethnic specifics” [Ibidem, . 51-52]. Even more, if men-
tal unit has no ethno-cultural particularity, according to above men-
tioned scholar, it has to be eliminated from the number of concepts.

Given the fact that “In natural languages meaning <...> is sub-
jective, anthropocentric, in many veines culturally determined and
reflects both culturally conditioned types of social interaction and
the objective features of the real world itself” [29, c. 16-17], one
might make a conclusion about concept’s nature and essence as a
notion of “<..> mental, lingual, social, cultural, axiological char-
acter” [20, c. 30]. To the same conclusion results the application
of cognitive notion of conceptualization of the reality in the format
of concepts and conceptual structures (diagrams, pictures, frames,
scripts, Gestalts), that form the conceptual system located in hu-
man’s mind for which language forms serve as a tool of their man-
ifestation.

Each type of conceptualizing reality by this or that ethnic con-
sciousness and ethnic language (sensory-receptive, logical-con-
ceptual, emotional-evaluative, moral-value) demonstrates bright
national-specific characteristics researched in the monograph
by I. Golubovs’ka “Ethnic Peculiarities of National Language
Models” [9]. One of the main assertions of the modern anthropo-
logical linguistics might be formulated in such a way: the substan-
tial-ideal language continuum, being single and sustained, simulates
specific features of national mentality at all levels of the language
system with the help of pre-sign, sign and supra-sign lingual ele-
ments, i.e. the convey of cultural and national peculiarity is car-
ried out at every single level of the language system. In this regard
it would be superfluous to recall that the distinguished American
anthropologist and linguist E. Sapir who denied even the slightest
communication between language, on the one hand, and national
temperament, on the other, considering the search for correspon-
dances between the structure of language and temperamental var-
iation worthless [21, c. 242]. In this context observation, descrip-
tion and explanation of the nature of lingual embodiments of ethnic
mentality might be considered to be a great achievement of modern
contrastive language conceptology.

Thus, concept as an ideal quantum of knowledge, which is be-
lieved to be an operational unit of human cognitive processes, has
a culturally determined character, whereby it is not only rational-
ly comprehended, but also emotionally “experienced”. Otherwise,
when cultural component is absentl, we deal with notion which
belongs to international encyclopaedic knowledge and represents
logical, culturally neutral forms of thought, actually those which
were described by M. Zhynkin in terms of “universal objective
code” (UOC). Thereby, not every notion is a concept. Possibility of
transaction from notion to concept is given only to such notions that
appear to be of great importance and significance for certain eth-
nic group within certain ethnic culture, to those of them which are
charged with concentrated cultural memory of this or that peoples.
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Positively, there are no insurmountable walls between notions and
concepts; under certain conditions (especially in the art and poet-
ic discourse) notion’s transition to the sphere of concepts is quite
possible.

Considering all said above, concept as a mental phenomenon
which is realized (verbalized, gets verbal forms, manifested) in par-
ticular linguoculture in modern Ukrainian linguistics is investigated
on the crossroads of the two newest areas of linguistic knowledge:
linguistic conceptology and linguistic culturology. The first trend
might be named in terms of O. Vorobjova “expierence-cognitive”,
the other — “spiritual-cognitive™: “The first of these schools is
based on the philosophy of experiential realism, which serves as
the basis for American cognitive tradition initiated by J. Lakoff and
M. Johnson in their turn inspired by ideas of their predecessors —
L.Wittgenstein, E. Sapir, B. Whorf, Ch. Fillmore and many others
<..> tradition <...> objectively determined by the priorities of the
Anglo-Saxon mentality. The second school in conceptology <... >
is the development of ideas of A. Wierzbicka <...> which were em-
bodied and found their further development in numerous works of the
Russian school of logical analysis, led by N. Arutiunova” [8, ¢. 2-3].

Interestingly, in Ukrainian linguistics just “spiritual-cogni-
tive” methodological approach to comprehension of the concept’s
essence as a complex multidimensional phenomenon is accentuat-
eded. On the assumption of the constants of Ukrainian ethnic con-
sciousness it would be probable to expect something else.

Mono-, bi- and polilingual researches of concepts in Ukraine
(dissertations defended in Ukraine in 2005-2015).

Given that a data for the research might be chosen in the format
of one, two or three/ more languages (it makes affiliation to the ap-
propriate speciality approved by Ministry of Education and Science
of Ukraine), let us make an attempt to identify some taxa (classifi-
cation units) based on the given above criteria:

10.02.01 — Ukrainian language: V. Ivashchenko (Kyiv, 2007),
T. Wilczynska (Kyiv, 2009); Y. Sobolieva (Kyiv, 2014);

10.02.02 - Russian language: Fu Jing (Kyiv, 2011), N. Gudkova
(Kyiv, 2012);

10.02.04 — Germanic Languages: O. Gorodets’ka (Kyiv,
2003), O. Borysov (Donets’k, 2005), G .Ogarkova (Kyiv, 2005),
L. Zmijeva (Kharkiv, 2006), T. Luniova (Kyiv, 2006), I. Onischuk
(Odessa,2006) Yu. Abramova (Kharkiv,2007),1. Gorobec’ (Donets’k,
2007), O. Chornovol-Tkachenko (Kharkiv, 2007), O. Blagodarna
(Kharkiv, 2009), L. Gaiduchenko (Kyiv, 2009), O.Putij (Kharkiv,
2010), A. Semenchuk (Kherson, 2011), T. Boyko (Kyiv, 2011),
0. Zhulavs’ka (Kharkiv, 2011), N.Gach (Kyiv, 2014); I. Nabokova
(Kharkiv, 2015);

10.02.05 — Romance languages: M. Yushchenko (Kyiv, 2007),
M. Suslova (Kyiv, 2013), N. Lityns’ca (Kyiv, 2015);

10.02.13 — Languages of the Peoples of Asia, Affica, Latin
America and the Aborigines of Australia: N. Sav'yak (Kyiv, 2012),
N.V. Kolomiyets (Kyiv, 2014); M. Andriyets (Kyiv, 2014).

10.02.14 - Classical languages. Some Indo-European
languages: G. Malunova (Kyiv, 2015).

10.02.15 — General Linguistics: O. Palchevs’ka (Donets’k,
2006), Yu. Pysmenna (Kyiv, 2008), V. Boguts’ky (Kyiv, 2010),
0. Surmach (Kyiv, 2011), . Myhovych (Donets’k, 2011), G. Vani-
na (Kyiv, 2011), O. Taranenko (Donets’k, 2011), A. Biliajeva
(Donets’k, 2012), Yu. Yaskevich (Donets’k, 2013), O. Sakhnyuk
(Kyiv, 2014), O. Dziubenko (Kyiv, 2014), Yu. Safiyan (Odessa,
2015);

10.02.16 — Translation: S. Zapols’kykh (Kyiv, 2005);
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10.02.17 — Comparative-historical and typological linguis-
tics: O. Bondarenko (Donets’k, 2005), O. Blyzniuk (Kyiv, 2006),
T. Semyhyn (Kyiv, 2011), V. Kalinichenko (Donets’k, 2013).

As the analysis of the each of the above mentioned researches
seems to be not possible in the frames of this article, let us focus
our attention on the common features which bring together all these
works.

1. Common methodological approach. Following N. Arutiuno-
va, A. Wierzbicka, O. Kubriakova, Yu. Stepanov, . Sternin all re-
searchers recognize the statement about “probability of existence”
in the human’s mind of some “quants” of culturally marked infor-
mation which is objectified in language forms.

2. After S.Vorkachov, V. Karasyk, G. Slyshkin the structure of
the concept is seen as being represented by nuclear (conceptual/
logical), associative/ figurative (metaphorical) and evaluative com-
ponents.

3. Such conceptual structure as frame is considered to be a de-
vice of concept’s content deployment.

4. The methods of field modeling in the spirit of Z. Popova and
[. Sternin and methods of cognitive-discoursive interpretation are
being applied (A. Prykhod’ko, A. Martyniuk).

5. In metalinguistic description such term as “linguocultural
concept” (V. Karasyk) is widely used. In the same time terms like
“linguocultureme” (V. Vorobjov) and “logoepisteme” (J. Veresh-
chagin, V. Kostomarov) are rarely used in linguistic texts.

6. Methods of concepts’ analysis might be qualified as a sort of
combination of the methods inherent for the structural paradigm of
linguistic knowledge (methods of component, contextual analysis,
method of distributive analysis, quantitative method); for traditional
linguistics (descriptive, comparative method, etymological analysis
of the nuclear lexemes-identificators); and those that emerged with-
in the anthropological paradigm (cognitive interpretative method,
of conceptual analysis, of frame modeling, prototype analysis, meth-
od of conceptual metaphor by J. Lakoff and M. Johnson, method
of internal introspection, of cognitive-discoursive interpretation).
For the verification of the obtained data some experimental meth-
ods are used: psycholinguistic experiments (free, directed, estimat-
ed scaling) and others.

Offered by A. Wierzbicka method of semantic primitives and
method of profiling by J. Bartminski remain practically unused
alongside with method of vertical syntactic fields proposed by
S. Prokhorova and method of prototypical scenario by R. Schenk
and R. Abelson.

7. The priority in analysis is given to the so called teleo-
nomic (GOOD, EVIL, TRUTH, FREEDOM, WILL, WISDOM,
KNOWLEDGE, HARMONY, LIFE, DEATH), emotional teleo-
nomic (LOVE, FEAR), gender (MAN, WOMAN), socially cen-
tric (SUCCESS, EXCLUSIVITY, PR, POWER, CRIMINAL,
TERRORISM, TRAINING, EDUCATION, WEALTH), individu-
ally centric (VAMPIRE, WAY, INTIMACY, PAIN), sacred (GOD,
OUR LADY, THE DEVIL, SECRET) concepts.

The presentation of the current state of Ukrainian concept stud-
ies on the material of different language cultures seems to be not
full without dealing with the content of at least the most interesting
works devoted to the concepts.

We’ll choose among them the doctorate dissertation of
T. Vilchyns’ka “Development of Sacral Conceptual Sphere in the
Ukrainian Poetic Language of the XVII-th —XX-th Centuries” [5];
Ph.D Thesis of Y. Sobolieva “SECRET Concept and its Verbaliza-
tion in Ukrainian linguoculture” [22]; Ph.D Thesis of N. Gudkova
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“The Formation of Concept “EXCLUSIVITY” in Russian Printed
Advertising Text of XIX-th -XXI-th centuries” [10].

The doctorate dissertation of T. Vilchyns’ka is of great inter-
est in the area of methodological and methodical approaches to the
study of the concepts that belong to the sacred sphere (GOD, OUR
LADY, THE DEVIL). The author has proposed a method of se-
mantic-axiological field, which basically being a kind of generali-
zation of the previous instrumental achievements in concepts’ prac-
tical processing (separation of kernel zone, near-kernel zone and
periphery, etymological analysis of the name of concept, outlining
of semantic-axiological characteristics, tracking the contextual and
metaphorical realization of the concept), differs from the previous
researches of that type by pioneering powerful approach: it gave the
needed grounds for outworking an algorithm of analysis of corre-
lation between authors’ individual models of the world and overna-
tional language models of the world. The proposed method allows
to correlate the parameters of evaluative-cognitive categorization of
the world by collective consciousness of a certain (not only Ukrain-
ian) ethnic group, on the one hand, and individual consciousness of
this or that writer, on the other, at any chosen chronological period
in the development of certain linguoculture.

Candidate thesis of Y. Sobolieva attracts the attention thanks
to extremely clear modus of integrative use of various methods
of concepts’ research prevailing in today’s linguistic culturology
(Vilchyns’ka’s approaches are implemented, achievements of Vo-
ronezh Linguistic School of concepts’ study (I. Sternin, Z. Popova),
methods of concepts’ profiling: word-formative, paradigmatic, syn-
tagmatic, associative, idiomatic (Lublin School of Ethnolinguistics:
J. Bartminski, S. Niebrzegowska), though the term “profiling” is
unfortunately not used at all. Attention is also drawn to rather rich
and representative language empirical basis which gives all neces-
sary evidence for recognition of seemingly universal concept SE-
CRET as nationally specific, which arose in the result of “stress
conditions” characteristic for the development of Ukrainian mental
culture with its accentuated introvert vector [22, c. 6].

Dissertation of N. Gudkova “The Formation of Concept
“EXCLUSIVITY” in Russian Printed Advertising Text of the
XIX-th XXI-th centuries” is characterized by appeal to diachronic
aspects of concepts’ content formation, by attempt “<...> to open
“the veil of secrecy” over the first steps of concept’s life” [10, c. 1].
The author stresses the need to renew “the before-concept phase”
of concept’s formation (Ibidem: 3) given the fact that “<...>
modern interpretation of concepts made from the standpoint of
modern knowledge, modern traditions, modern culture to some ex-
tent <..> distorts the true language status of the realities belonging
to the past” (Ibidem: 1). Basing on the study of texts of Russian
print advertising of various time periods (before the October rev-
olution until 1917), of the Soviet period (from 1917 to 1991) and
post-Soviet (from 1991 to the present time) the author managed to
deep dive into socio-historical conditions of the rise of the concept
EXCLUSIVITY in the frames of advertising discourse, so that rel-
evant conclusions about the degree of stability, variability, reduce
or increase of the semantic and axiological potential of this concept
were processed in the context of its formation and evolution begin-
ning from the “pre-concept” stage until our days.

Thus, as the analysis of a number of works made in Ukraine
in the field of language conceptology shows, concepts’ research in
modern Ukrainian linguistics is characterized, unfortunately, by ex-
tensive mode (not in depth, but in breadth) basing on approaches,
metalanguage and research techniques developed both in Russian

and western linguistics. Sadly, intense, heuristic vector of lan-
guage concept’s investigation which would be aimed at searching
new formats, processing new techniques and perspectives of
concepts’ exploration vertually does not exist (just a few exceptions
might be made).

Conclusion. How should we interpret this situation, this “case
of concept” (paraphrasing Charles Fillmore)? Does this linguistic
trend has already exhausted its epistemological potential, or we are
just moving in the wrong direction?

Most likely the second suggestion is true. After all, in the
Ukrainian linguistic conceptology (in contradistinction with
Russian), very little attention is paid to lexicographical representa-
tion, which aims to put in order, categorize and lexicographically
represent already studied concepts, create their thesaurus-based reg-
istry®. Meanwhile, lexicographical codification of the accumulated
in this area data would be of great help not only in summarizing of
the already done, but also in priorizing ways for the further studies
of the verbalized culturally marked knowledge about the world, in
the solution of the problems of ethnic and national identity in the
context of those civilization changes that are currently “on agen-
da” for modern Ukraine. Taking into consideration the current so-
cio-political context the study of such Ukrainian concepts-onims
like THE CARPATHIANS (KAPIIATU), DNIPRO (JIHIITPO);
ORANTA (OPAHTA); ZAPORIZHS’KA SICH (3ATIOPI3bKA
CIU), TARAS SHEVCHENKO (TAPAC LIEBYEHKO),
BOGDAN KHMELNITS’KY (BOI’JAH XMEHBHHHBKHPI);
PECHERS’KA LAVRA (IIEYEPCBHKA JIABPA), KHRESH-
CHATYK (XPELLIATHK), MEZHYGIRYA (Mexurip’s), NA-
TALKA POLTAVKA (HATAJIKA TIOJITABKA) etc. seems to be
actual and expedient.

Taking into consideration negative processes of anomie, depre-
ciation of the traditional ethical values in the contemporary world,
it seems logic to refer to the diachronic study of teleonom concepts
under the angle view of the dynamics of their axiological semantics
changes, acquiring by them other, not inherent for them earlier se-
mantic nuances of cognitive content, emergence of new concepts,
that might be observed on the material of Ukrainian postmodern
texts’ processing (content of the blogosphere and forums in the in-
ternet space could be used).

Summarizing approaches, reflections, object and subject of the
research, metalanguage of the scientific description, tools of mod-
ern cognitive and culturally affiliated linguistic areas (linguistic
cognitology, linguistic conceptology, linguistic culturology, etc.),
we get all grounds to state that episteme of priority and determi-
native power of human consciouness in relation to the essence of
language phenomena (ontologically) and approaches to their study
(epistemologically) is currently dominant in the theory and practice
of the modern linguistic science, though the measure of this facts’
comprehension in the scientific community seems to be rather low.
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Toay6oBebka I. O. OMoBJIeHMIT KOHLENT: enmicTeMivHi
NiAX0AH y cy4acHiii ykpaiHcbKiil JiHrBicTHLI

AHoTanig. Y crarTi po3nIAaloThCs MPOOIEMH CTaHOB-
JICHHSI JIIHTBICTUKH SIK HAyKH, sSiKa HUHI repeOyBae y HapuHi
€ICTEeMOJIOTIYHUX HACTaHOB aHTPOMOJIOTIYHOT MapaJurMu
MOBO3HABUYOTO 3HaHHA. LIEHTpaNbHUM TEPMIHOMOHSITTSIM aH-
TPOTOJIOTIYHOT MapaJuTMH [OCTaB KOHLENT, SIKMH HalyB, 3
OJTHOTO OOKY, «KOTHITOJIOTIYHOTO», @ 3 IHIIOTO OOKY — «KYJIb-
TYPOJIOTIYHOTO» PO3yMiHH. OCTaHHE BH3HAYCHHS TSDKIE JIO
«IIyXOBHO-MEHTAJICTCHKOTO» IMiAXOAY B AOCIHIIKEHHSX KOH-
LIENTIB 1 € OLIBII XapaKTepHUM (TIOPIBHSHO 3 «EKCIEpieHITiii-
HO-MEHTaJICTCHKAMY) JUIsl Cy4acHOI YKpaiHCHKOT JIIHTBOKOH-
LETITOJIOT .

VY3arajabHIOIOTHCS CMICTEMIUHI MiAXO0IH, XapakKTepHi s
Ccy4acHO! YKpaiHChKOi JIIHFBOKOHIICTITOJIOTI] Ha OCHOBI aHa-
I3y BEJIMKOI KiJIbKOCTI JIHTBICTHYHMX Mpallb 3 yKpaiHiCTH-
KH{, PyCUCTUKH, TepPMaHICTHKH, POMaHICTHKH, CXOI03HABCTBA,
MepeKIIal03HaBCTBA, 3aralbHOr0 MOBO3HABCTBA, KIACHIHOT
¢inonorii. OKpecIrOThCS BEKTOPH MOAAIBIION0 MOXKIIHBOTO
PO3BHTKY JIHTBICTHYHOT KOHIICNITOJIOTIT B YKpaiHi.

KirouoBi ciioBa: aHTpOMNoJOriyHa Mapagurma, ermicre-
MiYHI HACTAHOBM, KOHIIEIT, KOHIIECIITOJOTIUHI JOCIIIKEHHS,
JITHTBOKOHIICNITOJIOTIS, JIIHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTisl, TIEPCIIECKTHBH
PO3BHUTKY KOHIIEIITOJIOTTYHHUX JIOCIIKCHb.

TonyooBekasi U. A. OcJioB/IeHHBIH KOHLENT: 3MHCTe-
MHYecKHe NMOAX0Abl B COBPeMeHHOH YKPAUHCKOI JIMHIBU-
CTHKe

AHHoOTauusi. B crarbe paccMarpuBaroTCs IPOOIEMBI
CTaHOBJICHUsI JIMHTBUCTUKU KaK HAayKH, KOTOpas ceifyac pas-
BHBAETCA B PyCII€ AMUCTEMOJIOTHUECKUX YCTAHOBOK aHTPOIIO-
JIOTHYECKON MapagurmMbl Hay4HO-JTMHI'BUCTUYECKOTO 3HAHUS.
LleHTpasibHBIM TEPMUHONOHATHEM JIMHIBOKOTHUTOJIOTUU H
JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTUM SIBUJICS KOHIIENT, KOTOPBIA MOJIy4mMII
JIBE€ MHTEPIPETALUN — «KOTHUTOIOTMYECKYIO» U «KYJIBTYPO-
JIOTHUYECKYIO». B paMkax nociaegHero moHMMaHUs CYLUIHOCTH
KOHIIENTa C(HOPMHUPOBAJICS «TyXOBHO-MEHTAIHUCTCKUI» MMOA-
XOZ B MCCIICJOBAaHUH KOHILIETITOB, BBICTYHAIOLWINI Oojee pac-
MIPOCTPAaHEHHBIM (TI0 CPABHEHUIO C «IKCTIEPUEHIHATbHO-MEH-
TaINCTCKUM») B COBPEMEHHBIX JHMHI'BOKOHLETITOJIOTMYECKUX
HCCIIEIOBAHUSAX B YKpanHe.

Ha ocHoBe ananm3a OOJBLIOrO KOJIMYECTBA JIMHIBHUCTHU-
4ecKnuX paboT B 00JAaCTH YKPaWHHUCTHKU, PYCUCTHKHU, repMa-
HUCTHKH, POMAHHMCTHKH, BOCTOKOBEICHHS, IIEPEBOIOBEIC-
HUSI, OOLIETO S3bIKO3HAHUS, KIIACCUYECKOM (DUIIONOrHu ObLIH
0000IIEHBl JMUCTEMUYECKHE ITOAXOMABI, XapaKTepHbIE Ul
COBPEMEHHOI0 3Tara B Pa3BUTHH YKPAUHCKOH JTMHTBOKOHIIEH-
Tosoruy. O003HauUCHbI BEKTOPBI JAbHEHINNX ITyTeH pa3BUTHUS
JIMHTBUCTUYECKON KOHIENTOJIOTUU B YKpauHe.

KiroueBble cJji0oBa: aHTPOIOJOTHYEcKas MHapajnurma,
SMHUCTEMUYECKHE KOHCTAHTBI, KOHIIENT, KOHLENTOJOIHYe-
CKHE HCCIEIOBAHUS, JIMHIBOKOHLENTOJIOIHS, JUHIBOKYIIb-
TypOJIOTUs, MEPCHEKTUBBl PA3BUTHS KOHIEHNTOJIOTHYECKUX
HCCIIEJ0BaHUI.




