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Victorian period is emphasized. The books by Edit Nesbith, which are not
well-known to the country’s readers, are shown as a contrast to the samples of
children’s literature of the mentioned previous period. The British authors of
the pre-war period D. M. Barrie, R. Kipling, K. Graham, A. Blighton are
mentioned in the article where their main works are analyzed. Some new types
of fairy-tales are examined (“The Wizard of Oz”, “Peter Pan”, “Just So
Stories” and others) as well as the realistic stories by Jack London with
animals thinking and making decisions like people. Illustrated books for
children are also touched upon where illustrations are inseparable from the
texts (“Winnie the Pooh”, “Peter Rabbit”). The genre of adventures is
mentioned in the article too, though its representatives are not very
outstanding in the given span of time. The biggest attention is given to the
children’s books which appeared in the period after WWII. The works by
C. S. Lewis and J. R. Tolkien occupy the top position in the hierarchy of books
for children for they raised in them the humanistic ideas and moral values as
those of ultimate importance. The ideas of Christianity living in the fairy-tales
by C. S. Lewis and the genre of fantasy coming to perfection in the novels by
J. R. Tolkien complete this research. The article can be regarded as a variant of
systematic structure of English literature in the 20th century for children. It
naturally can be developed in various involving directions and widely
researched with more detail and analysis.
Key words: fiction, genre, fairy-tale, adventure, illustrations, fantasy.
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COGNITIVE METHOD IN LANGUAGE STUDY

“The one great barrier between

the brute and the man is Language Man speaks,

and no brute has ever uttered a word.

Language is our Rubicon, and no brute will dare to cross it”
Max Miiller, 1861

The problem of Language and Thought interaction always attracted a
close attention within language studies and this interest was not only
exclusively linguistic, but also broad philosophic, cultural and historical. The
nature of language and thought is an ancient field of debate and still in ancient
Greek philosophy universal relationships of these phenomena had been
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recognized. It was in Ancient world that foundations had been laid for a view of
man as a language-user which was enough to provide the basis for all
subsequent linguistic studies in Europe taking into account the fact of
communicative acts taking place only by the will of a man. Even if to compare
in language discourse the notion of “objective” as the world reflection in human
mind and the notion of “subjective” as every other individual perception and
evaluation of the outside world, these two procedures are fully pragmatic
because the leading role here belongs to a man [1, p. 60], hence here works the
anthropic principle meaning that the Universe is built in agreement with a
human factor, correlating to the particular perceptions of a man. The mechanism
of interaction of a man and the Universe finds its reflection in Language
organization: at different historic periods the World picture as “objective entity”
took on various interpretations first in individual mind, then in collective mind
of a human community. Not in vain the anthropological principle of language
analysis so frequently was used in language studies, especially in linguistic
semantics. And though the thesis of Language dichotomy appeared to be the
corner stone of all linguistic studies in the XX century and unanimously
accepted by the most part of scholars, there arose a fully justified question, how
1s it possible to call up to study language as free and continuous creative activity
of human imagination (as put by F.de Saussure), without any information
concerning the mechanism that rules that activity.

The general principle of his conception that language is always a dual
object consisting of the two planes, one of which functions by force of existing
another one [2] runs through all his work. Accordingly, every language
phenomenon is to be studied on the principle of dual opposition: in such
correlations ‘sound//meaning’; individuum//society’; ‘language//speech’;
ideal//real’;  ‘association  (paradigmatics)//‘syntagmatics’;  ‘diachrony//
synchrony’; ‘the whole// the part’; virtual//actual’; ‘objective // subjective’.
The similar views that work within the framework of the same ontological
problem had been expressed by other famous scholars ‘dynamics//statics’;
‘competence//performance’; ‘norm/standard//usage’ (de Courteney;
N. Chomsky; L. Hjelmslev). In all cases it makes evident that the first,
paradigmatic, plane presupposes a thought as the act of reflecting and
processing the information and the result of a thought fixed in a language,
while the second, syntagmatic plane — the realized communicative acts. With
such disposition of language roles falls out one, rather significant link, the
predestination of which is to analyze the information of any kind, empirical or
intellectual, and envelop the result into some sound and graphic form and
exactly on this stage all the faculties of a human brain get involved into those
analytical procedures which in the end give ready material for Language as a
system in a shape nominative signs as material representation of human
contacts with multifarious phenomena of objective and subjective nature.
When reflected in mind and analyzed, the information is to be designated and
placed in a language system, first, in agreement with the particular experience
of a man and, second, relying upon all the domain of human knowledge what
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is impossible without Thought as an indispensable constituent part of
Language ontology. When investigating the ways how a man enters into the
contact with the world we simultaneously study the processes with the help of
which the objective reality is reflected in human mind with the following
procedures of its fixation with the nominative signs. As far as any knowledge
is anthropological, all the facts concerning thinking and speech activity make
the essence in analysis of language facts. That is why there came time to
regard Language as a tri-unity: Language as a system of linguistic signs,
Language as a sphere of actualization for the linguistic units in speech activity
and Thought as a conceptual sphere which provides language viability.

The linguistic signs are not dead symbols with some meaning once and
forever fixed what seems quiet natural for artificial semiotic systems. As had
been not once postulated in this work every linguistic sign is a reflection in our
mind of a certain fragment of reality in a state of constant evolution including
not only language synchronic state but all preceding stages of development.
The remark that ‘language is a semiotic flesh of our thinking’ is put rather
neatly by a representative of the soviet linguistics [3]. Here comes to mind one
more metaphoric and not less neat expression by of a word as a face of a
notion’ [4].

All language studies in this direction contain to a less or more degree
similar views on the mechanism of Language functioning. Philosophers,
psychologists, cognitive scientists and artificial intelligence researchers who,
for example, study embodied (interiorized) cognition and the embodied mind
argue that all the aspects of cognition include high level mental constructs
such as concepts and categories and human performance on various cognitive
tasks such as reasoning or judgment[5; 6; 7]. Johnson argues that his and
Lakoff’s recent research [8] on the role of such bodily schemas in cognition
and language shows the ways in which aesthetic aspects of experience
structure every dimension of our experience and understanding, such as in our
ethical reasoning. Lakoff claims that all our abstract conceptualization and
reasoning, all our thought and language — all our symbolic expression and
interaction — are tied intimately to our embodiment and to the pervasive
aesthetic characteristics of all experience.

Just to the point here to remind of ‘inner structure of a language’ as the
mode of language existence in early works of such scholars of Russian and
Soviet linguistics as Potebnya, Courteney, Scherba, Meschaninov, Marr,
Abayev, etc. Embodied cognition generally reflects the idea that the motor
system influences our cognition, just as the mind influences bodily actions.
These are reactions of empirical and intellectual nature — body’s interactions
with the environment followed by the ontological assumptions about the world
that are built into the brain. The very term of the trend technically refers to the
study of so-called “semantic reactions” [9], or reactions of the whole human
organism in its environment to some event — any event, not just perceiving a
human-made symbol in respect of that event’s meaning. It is to remember that
not all reactions — delayed reactions — immediately result in a concrete
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nominative sign, creating some long-term associative memory in human
consciousness that may take the foreground in a shape of a nominative unit
only when there arises some particular situation. The people most commonly
use the name to mean the particular system of semantic reactions as the most
useful for human survival — “signal reactions” (immediate, unthinking ones,
short-term), opposed to delayed ones. If the names for delayed reactions make
the vocabulary system on the principle of classification, the signal reactions
quite often get short-term, occasional names for which the guarantee to enter
the paradigmatic sphere of a language seems not always evident.

In agreement with some common, prototypical, invariant features the
information of the world of things or feelings, real or fantastic events being
reflected, generalized, designated and orderly arranged in a human
consciousness into special groupings are known as paradigmatic systems. The
system of language displays systemic characteristics in the mode of language
organization. The ‘system’ is a synthesizing notion which implies that a
complex object is the whole made up of separate parts. The elements of a
system are the constituents of the multitude. As the members of a given
system they possess an invariant meaning — some potential function, either
semantic or structural or grammatical, common for all these members but
differing in semantic, functional or structural nuances. The elements have no
value apart from a system and can be conceived only through the systemic
relations of other elements in a system known in linguistics as a paradigm. It
makes evident that the very notion presents some associative sphere of
knowledge, received by means of several procedures as the subsequent steps
in a search of the final answer to the puzzle of the world. Accordingly when
we want to discern the mechanism of reflection and fixation the objective
reality in human mind we work in agreement with the principles of a cognitive
method of analysis involving all the spheres of language making — reflection,
generalization and representation in linguistic signs. The relations of language
and world make the essence of a global language function — representation of
thinking in a process of communication. The real functioning of language
presents a ceaseless process of verbal communication among the people, so
language becomes a necessary mechanism for a human society to accumulate
knowledge and experience and pass them to oncoming generations. Language
generalizes and differentiates the properties and relations of the outside world,
keeps social and historical information reflected in meanings and names at the
same time satisfying the needs of the people, expressing all emphatic and
pragmatic peculiarities characteristic of a communicative act. And as we not
once stressed it is a factor of interaction of the three language entities that
makes Language the mighty weapon for a man in his contact with the world.

Within this problem we state that existence and functioning of
language is possible only with the process of thinking being involved. As the
result of logical operation of abstraction and generalization the objective
reality in all its manifestation takes a shape of a linguistic sign on the level of
human consciousness: all the facts of reality are registered here in a form of
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nominative signs making in the end that ontological phenomenon which we
call as language. Aristotle, for instance, described words as ‘symbols or signs
of affections of the soul’ [cit.in4]. In him these affections were
‘representations, likenesses, images, or copies’ of things. Just as the external
world of things was the same for all mankind, so also was the inner world of
affections’. Every individual experience in the outside world is embodied in
human consciousness in a shape of linguistic symbols — signs. Without
consciousness in action or a living thought no plane of language can exist and
function and to try to prove the opposite is a futile occupation.

So the role of Thought penetrating language and speech lies in the
basis of all the global epistemological processes the essence of which is to
study “how we know what we know of knowledge”. The cognitive method of
linguistic analysis is very complex, because it gives an insight into the inner
working mind that is outside the interest of those who prefer to study only the
production of language which, nevertheless, embodies all the content and
riches of a thought, and a world of a thought for a man was and remains the
reflection of the whole objective world presenting a unique cognitive system
adequately transmitted by any human language. The notion of language is to a
certain degree a notion of meaning which accumulates all the riches of the
World and Man.

Now, when we have shown that the ontological essence of language as
the unity of objective, subjective and virtual makes the main task for all
linguistic science and makes the essence of cognitive approach in language
study we’d like to review a few positions as to usage of the terms as
cognitivism, cognition, cognitive analysis which got rather popular, though in
their interpretation the scholars take some liberties, sometimes justified,
sometimes not. Even if used, it demands special explanation what was meant.
The presence of a term ‘cognitive’ in a composition of multifarious word
combinations does not mean, in fact, that a corresponding work is done in the
framework of a cognitive paradigm and the term is understood in appropriate
way [10].

Many specialists formed the opinion that quite often a term ‘cognitive’
sounds ‘as diffuse and ‘empty’ [11, p. 55]. As an illustration may serve the
very combination ‘cognitive paradigm’, too often used in linguistics and by
tradition in our case too. If once again to admit that ‘paradigm’ is the subset of
entities (here: linguistic signs) united by some common function or feature but
differing in nuances, disposed in a language system, simultaneously reflecting
the facts of human experience in the contact with the objective world, the
attribute ‘cognitive’ seems to be irrelevant and even pleonastic because the
very term ‘paradigm’ presupposes a piece of knowledge, resulting a number of
different analytical procedures. If to regard ‘cognitive linguistics’ here seems
more justified to treat it as a research aimed at the solution the epistemological
problems concerning language nature. Cognitive theory ‘is investigation of
mental information’ [12, p. 35]. Structure of knowledge fixed in Language are,
first of all ‘natural structures’, structures of experience, world realization and
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evaluation shared by all the members of language community and by this
presenting so-called ‘shared knowledge’.‘Cognitive semantics’ being developed
within cognitive linguistics movement abroad, rests on the principles of
conceptualization and, motivation, which do not contradict to the
acknowledgement language as a system of human knowledge reflected,
generalized and designated in human mind.

‘Cognition’ is usually determined as acquisition of knowledge, usage
and mastering a lot of practical habits and skills in the process of adaptation of
a man to the outside world and his survival, in classification of the data
received and disposition of information in a collective memory, etc. [13]. In
other words, ‘cognition’ means the acts of manipulation with knowledge, the
work with information.

The mental processes described as cognitive may be presented with the
two broad categories: objective — how we know the world), and subjective —
how we understand the world through feelings and emotions. Accordingly this
description presupposes to apply to processes such as memory (short-
term/long-term), associative thinking relying upon the two types of memory,
concept formation, pattern recognition, language attention, perception and
action. In other words, cognitive linguistics studies Language in form and
content on all its levels what goes in agreement with the teaching on Language
ontology as the unity of ‘objective’, ‘subjective’ and ‘virtual’ presented with
human consciousness as a spiritual category and secondary phenomenon in
relation to the material world reflected in a thought. Human consciousness
exists only in its language flesh, which is not a mere fixation of conscious acts
but meant to globally convey all the content of human thinking. In semiotic
reality of language the individual consciousness is to be simultaneously
abstracted and represented as a social phenomenon. The very essence of
communication lies in the fact that the individuals enter into relations through
that means which we call ‘language’, moreover, these relations are purposeful,
teleologically relevant because, with the help of their languages, the peoples
get information, change in results of practical and theoretical cognition of the
world beginning with the most elementary units of information and ending in
the general laws of the Universe. All the facts of knowledge in human society,
including those, actually existing in the act of communication, make nothing
but the objectified moment of cognitive activity of a human fixed in a
language form. Teaching on associative aspect of language organization
predetermined the direct participation of a human thought in a process of
forming the content of a human language and in this connection there
appeared many works in which is used the associative principle of recognition
and subsequent arrangement of a received information in a shape of a field
structure [14], frames(frame semantics) [15], prototypes and invariants [16],
image schemata [5; 6], ideosemantic superstructure [17], semantic paradigm
[18, p. 4—5; 19]. Though in all cases lies the principle of conceptual
organization of a human knowledge of the outside world reflected, generalized
and registered in human memory with the help of the nominative signs.
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Language simultaneously is a weapon of cognition, weapon of accumulation
the information of the world (or so often used in present-day linguistics ‘world
picture’) and a weapon of Language progress within the nominative processes,
the essence of which lies in the fact that a man simultaneously renders the
information about something reflected in his mind and designates this
something. According to W. fon Gumboldt ‘‘Language is a formative organ of
thought. Intellectual activity, entirely mental, entirely internal and to some
extent passing without trace, becomes through sound externalized in speech
and perceptible to the senses. Thought and language are therefore one and
inseparable from each other [20].

Thus, a method of discussion in this article makes a reliable means in
investigation all the linguistic problems irrespective of a linguistic status, stylistic
coloring, style and genre of a unit in question. We can postulate that the cognitive
method within language study presents the row of analytical procedures
determining the nature of a newly acquired experience, either physical, or
intellectual, and its further disposition in a system of human knowledge.
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Xomsk H. B. KorniruBHuii MeToJ Ip¥ BUBYEHHi MOBH

3Ha4yeHHs TEpMIHY ,,KOTHITUBHUM MeTOX aHalizy’  IOBHUHHO
BIIMOBIIATH TIOCTABJICHIA METI Yy MeXaxX JIHTBICTUYHOTO JTOCIIIKEHHS.
Busnauntucs 3 miero npo6iaemoro Oyio BUPILIEHO 32 JI0IOMOTOI0 PETEIHOTO
pO3MIISIIy MOBHOI TPUPOAXM Ta OCOOIMBOCTEH (hYHKIIIOHYBaHHS MOBH.
BuBuenns ocoOiuBocTell (QYHKI[IOHYBaHHA MOBH Yy SKOCTI 3aco0y
HAaKONMYEHHA 1 nepenadi iHopmalii 1po 00’€KTHBHE OTOYEHHS JIIOJIMHU K
BIIOMTKY MIiSUTBHOCTI JIFOJICBKOI CBIJOMOCTI 3aiiMae IEHTpaibHy MO3HINIO 1
yC1X MOBO3HABYMX JOCIIIKEHHSX P13HOI HAIPaBJIEHOCTI.

To6to Te, mO MOBa s JIOACTBA € HEOOXITHUM I1HCTPYMEHTOM
30epexeHHsT OTPUMAHUX 3HAHb JJIA MaOYTHIX TOKOJiHB, 1 € ii
THOCEOJIOTIYHOK (QyHKIi€r0. KOrHITUBHMI MeTOJ aHalli3y MOBHHX SIBUIIL
MICTUTh Hallp HaANOUIPII 1H(GOPMATUBHUX AaHATITHUYHUX MPOLELYp, IO
BU3HAYalOTh NPUPOIY E€MIIIPUYHOrO 1 1HTEIEKTYyaJbHOIO JOCBIAY Y MeKax
MOBHO{ OHTOJIOT1I, 3aJy4al04yM yci piBHI Mi3HAHHS, @ caMe JIOT1YH1 MpoLexypu
aK 3aci0 0oOpoOKM OTPHUMAHOTO Ta BIAOUTOrO Yy CBIIOMOCTI JIOCBiAY,
HOMIHATHUBHI TIporiecu (ikcalii IbOro JOCBIY Ta OCOOJMBOCTI BXKUBAHHS
MOBHUX OJMHHUIb Y MOBJICHHEBIH MiSUIBHOCTI 1 Mojaibllie iX 3aKpilsICHHS Y
CUCTEMI MOBHUX 3ac001B 32 JJOTIOMOTO0 MPOIeyp HOMIHAIII].

Knouosi cnosa: KOrHITUBHUM METOI, JTIHIBICTHUKA, MOBA, ACIICKT, TISUTbHICTD.

Xomsk H. B. KorHUTHBHBIH MeTO/ IPH H3YyYeHUH A3bIKA

Cmpicn  TepMHHA ,,KOTHUTHBHBI  METOA  aHanu3a”  JOJDKCH
COOTBETCTBOBATh IIOCTAaBJIEHHOM 3aJadye B pPaMKax JMHIBUCTUYECKOIO
uccinenoBanus. Pemienune gaHHOM mpoOneMbl Mbl PEHIMIM HMCKaTh IyTeM
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paccMOTpEHMs] TPUPOJIbI SI3bIKA U OCOOEHHOCTEH €ro (PyHKIMOHUPOBAHUA.
W3yuenne ocoOeHHOCTeH (YHKIMOHMPOBAHUS S3bIKA KAk CpPEICTBa
HAKOIUIEHUS U Iepesadynd nHpopMauu o0 oKpyKaroleil JeiCTBUTENbHOCTU B
pe3ysibTaTeé  OTPaKaTeNbHOW  JEATEIBHOCTH  YEJIOBEYECKOIO  CO3HAHUSA
3aHMMAET LEHTPAIbHYIO T[O3ULMI0O B JIMHIBUCTHUYECKHUX MCCIIEI0BAHUAX
pa3nuyHOM HampaBieHHOCTU. [lo3ToMy Kaxaas M3 YIOMSHYTBIX Mpobiem
SIBJIIETCS JIUIIb OTJEJIbHBIM, HO HEOTHEMJIEMBIM aCIEKTOM €IMHOTO O0BEeKTa
U3y4YeHHs, a UMEHHO, SI3bIKa CO BCEMHM OCOOEHHOCTSIMH €r0 OpPraHHU3aLUU U
(GYHKIIMOHUPOBAHHSL.

[Ipexxne Bcero s3bIK sBISETCA Ui YEJIOBEYECTBA HEOOXOAUMBIM
MHCTPYMEHTOM HAaKOIUIEHUS M COXpPAHEHHs 3HaHWM C IIeJIbl0 Mepelayd UxX
OyAyIIUM IMOKOJEHUSM, U B 3TOM COCTOUT €ro rHoceosoruyeckast (yHKIHA.
Ha 3ToM ocHOBaHMM MBI 3asBJsieM, YTO KOIHUTHBHBIA METOJ IpPEACTaBISAET
pSA AaHATUTUYECKUX MTPOLENYP, ONPEAEIAIONINX IPUPOAY BHOBb IIOJIy4EHHOTO
OMbITa (PU3UYECKOrO0 WM HHTEIJIEKTYaJbHOTO IJIJaHAa B pamMKax OHTOJOTUH
A3bIKAa — PEUEBON JIEATEIIBHOCTU C YY€TOM OOBEKTUBHOCTU U CYOBEKTUBHOCTH
MOJIyYeHHON HH(OpMalMK, W JaJbHEHIIUM 3aKperjieHUEM B CHUCTEME
A3BIKOBBIX CPEACTB MTOCPEIACTBOM IIPOLEAYP HOMUHALIUY.

Kniouegvie cnosa: KOTHUTUBHBIA METOJ], TUHTBUCTUKA, S3bIK, ACIIEKT,
NESTENBHOCTD.

Khomyak N. V. Cognitive method in language study

The meaning of the term “cognitive method of analysis” should
correspond to the definite task within linguistic research. We decided to look
for the solution of this problem through the consideration of the language
nature and the features of its functioning. Studying the peculiarities of
language functioning as a means of accumulation and transmission of
information about the reality as a result of the reflection of the human
consciousness occupies the central position in linguistic studies of different
orientation. Therefore, each of these problems is separate, but an integral
aspect of a single object of studying, namely, the language with all the features
of its organization and functioning.

First of all, the language is a necessary tool for humanity accumulation
and preservation of knowledge with the aim of their transmission to future
generations, and this is its epistemological function. On this basis, we declare
that the cognitive method presents a number of analytical procedures, defining
the nature of newly acquired experience of physical or intellectual plan within
the ontology of the language — speech activity based on objectivity and
subjectivity of the information received, and further strengthen in the system
of linguistic resources through nomination procedures.

Key words: cognitive method, linguistic, language, aspect, activity.
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