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RESEARCH TRADITIONS IN COGNITIVE

SOCIOLOGY AND SOCIOLINGUISTICS —

LANGUAGE AND MEANING IN SOCIAL
INTERACTION

Abstract. The specificity of the development of the research traditions of the
cognitive linguistics and sociolinguistics is considered in the article. The prob-
lems of understanding everyday language at the present stage of the science de-
velopment are substantiated. The current state of the development of the eth-
nomethodological approach, the role of non-verbal communications in everyday
communication is analyzed. The author substantiates the nature of the social ac-
tion, peculiarities of functioning and interaction of the social actors through sym-
bols and meanings. The author analyzes the developed models of the communica-
tion interaction by W. Schramm, D. McQuail, J. Grunig, T. Hunt, Y. Habermas,
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N. Luman. The content of one of the key concepts of the sociolinguistics — “lin-
guistic situation”, which is defined as a set of forms of existence of the language
(languages, regional koine, territorial and social dialects) is revealed. The author
notes that special attention is paid in the contemporary sociolinguistics to the
question of the connection and interaction of the language and culture. The fea-
tures of the development of the cognitive linguistics as a linguistic trend, which
considers the functioning of the language as a kind of cognitive, that is, knowing,
activity, and examines the cognitive mechanisms and structures of the human
consciousness through linguistic phenomena. The author confirms the basic hy-
pothesis of the cognitive science that the thinking processes can be interpreted
as processes of processing and transformation of the mental representations. The
author draws on the ideas of the main proponent and representative of the cogni-
tive sociology — American sociologist Aaron Cicourel. Also — substantiates the
content of the works of the French sociologist J. Padioleau and the concepts of
sociolinguistics A. Meiller, F. Boas, E. Sapir, V. Mathesius, B. Gavranek, J. Vachek
and others, who made a significant contribution to the identification of the role of
the social factors in the development of the languages and demonstrated the link
between the language and the social processes and the social role of the literary
language.

Keywords: language, social interaction, cognitive sociology, sociolinguistics,
communication, social actions, symbols, meaning, linguistic situation.

JOCJITHUIBKI TPAIUINIT KOTHITUBHOI COI[IOJIOITL
TA COIIIOJIIHTBICTUKU — MOBA TA 3HAYEHHS
V COILIAJIBHIII B3AEMO/III

Anoramis. Posrignyto cnemudiky pO3BUTKY TOCHIJHUIBKUX TPaIu-
[iii KOTrHITUBHOI JIHIBICTUKM Ta COLIOJNIHTBiCTHKU. Busnaueno mpobJie-
MH PO3yMiHHsI OyZeHHOI MOBM Ha Cy4aCHOMY eTalli po3BUTKY Hayku. IIpoa-
HaJII30BaHO CYYaCHUN CTaH PO3BUTKY €THOMETOJIOJIOTIYHOTO Ii/IXOMY, POJi
HeBepOaJIbHUX KOMYHIKaIiil y TOBCSKIEHHOMY crijkyBanHi. OGrpyHTOBaHO
IIPUPOJLY COIIAMBHOI /1ii, 0cOOIMBOCTI PYHKIIOHYBAHHS Ta B3AEMO/II COI[ialbHUX
aKTOPIB 32 JIONOMOTOI0 CUMBOJIIB 1 3HaYeHb. PO3TIsAHYTO MOJIesi KOMYyHIKaIliii-
Hoi B3aemoii Y. [lIpama, /I. Makkyeiina, /Ix. Ipynira, T. Xanra, 10. Tabepmaca,
H. Jlymana. Po3kpuTo 3MicT 0IHOTO 3 KJIOYOBUX MOHATH COI[IOJIHTBICTUKUA —
“MOBHa cuTyalligd’, ssKe BU3HAYAETHCI SIK CYKYIHICTh (POPM iCHYBaHHS MOBU
(MOB, perioHaJIbHUX KOIHE, TeEPUTOPIaJIbHUX i collialbHUX [ianekTiB). OcobauBy
yBary Mpu/IiJIEeHO B CYYacHiN COIIOJIIHTBICTHUIl TTUTAHHIO MTPO 3B’I30K i B3a€EMO-
110 MOBHU 1 Kyabrypu. TaKoK PO3IJISTHYTO 0COOJUBOCTI PO3BUTKY KOIHITHBHOI
JIHTBICTUKM SIK MOBO3HABYOTO HANPAMY 110/10 (DYHKIIIOHYBaHHS MOBU SK Pi3-
HOBHUJIY KOTHITUBHOI, TOOTO Ii3HABAJIBHOI, MiSIZTBHOCTI, @ KOTHITUBHI MeXaHi3Mu
Ta CTPYKTYPH JIOJCHKOI CBIJIOMOCTI — Yepe3 MOBHI siBullla. /loBe/leHO OCHOBHY
TirnoTe3y KOTHITUBHOI HAayKH, IO MUCJIEHHEBI IIPOIECU MOXKHA TPAKTyBaTH K
npoiecu 00poOIeHHST Ta TIEPETBOPEHHS] MEHTAIBHIX PENPe3eHTalliil. 3a3HaueHo
/el OCHOBHOTO MPUXUJIbHUKA Ta MPe/ICTAaBHUKA KOTHITUBHOI COIIi0JIOTIi — ame-
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puKaHcbkoro coriosiora Aapona Cikypesia. Takosk 00rpyHTOBYETHCS 3MICT TIpaiib
(panitysproro coriosiora K. [logbomo Ta kon1enIii cotmiominTBicTuku A. Meiie,
®. Boaca, E. Cemipa, B. Maresuyca, b. [aBpaneka, 1. Baxeka Ta iH., SKi 3pobun
ICTOTHUM BHECOK y BUSIBJIEHHS POJIi COIIAJIbHUX YUHHUKIB Y PO3BUTKY MOBU Ta
MTPOZIEMOHCTPYBAJIM 3B’sI30K MOBH i3 COIIaIbHUMU TIPOTIECAMH, & TAKOXK COTliasTh-
HY POJIb JIITEPATYPHOI MOBH.

Kimouosi cioBa: MoBa, colliajbHa B3aEMO/Iis, KOTHITUBHA COII0JIOTid, CO-
MIOJIIHTBICTUKA, KOMYHIKaIlisl, COIiaJbHi /i1, CHMBOJIU, 3HAYE€HHS, MOBHA CHU-
Tyaris.

UCCJAEIOBATEJIBCKUE TPAUITNN KOTHUTHUBHO
COIINOJIOTUN N COIMMOJMHIBUCTUKU — SI3BIK
¥ 3HAYUEHUE B COIIMAJIbHOM B3AUMOJIEVICTBUU

Annotanus. PaccmaTpena cneruduka pa3BuTus UCCae0BaTeIbCKUX TPaln-
M1 KOTHUTUBHOW JINHTBUCTUKHU U CONMUOTMHTBUCTUKY. OGO3HAYEHBI TTPOOTIEMBI
MOHUMaHUsT OOBIIEHHOTO SI3bIKA Ha COBPEMEHHOM 3Talle Pa3BUTHs HAyKu. AHa-
JIN3UPYETCS COBPEMEHHOE COCTOSIHME 3THOMETO/I0JIOTHYECKOTO MOIX0/a, POJIH
HeBepOATbHBIX KOMMYHUKAIHIT B TIOBceAHEBHOM 00meHI. OOOCHOBAHbI TIPH-
po/ia COMMATBHOTO JIEHCTBYSI, 0COOEHHOCTH (DYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUST 1 B3AaUMO/IEH-
CTBUS COIMATBHBIX aKTOPOB € TIOMOIIbIO CUMBOJIOB U 3HaYeHU . ABTOP aHAIN3U-
pyer pazpaboTaHbie MOJIEJT KOMMYHUKAITMOHHOTO B3anmoeiicTBust B. I1Ipama,
JI. Maxkkyeiina, /. Tpynura, T. Xanra, 0. Xabepmaca, H. Jlymana. Packpbito
coJlepsKaHue OJTHOTO U3 KJIIOYEBBIX TOHATUN COIMOJUHIBUCTUKU — “SI3BIKOBAs
cuTyainus”, KOTopoe OIpe/essieTcsl KaK COBOKYITHOCTb (hOPM CyIIeCTBOBAHUS
s3blKa (SI3BIKOB, PETMOHAJIBHBIX KOHHE, TePPUTOPUAJIBHBIX U COIMATIbHBIX [U-
asektoB). Ocoboe BHUMaHUE B COBPEMEHHOW COIMOJMHTBUCTUKE Y/IEIAETCS
BOIIPOCY O CBSA3U U B3aMMOJICHCTBUU SA3bIKA C KYyJbTYypoil. Takike paccMOTpeHbl
0COGEHHOCTH Pa3BUTUSI KOTHUTHUBHOM JMHIBUCTHKHU KaK sI3bIKOBEYECKOTO Ha-
IIpaBJIeHus], KOTOpoe paccMaTrpuBaeT (PyHKIIMOHUPOBaHUE SI3bIKa KaK Pa3HOBU/I-
HOCTb KOTHUTHBHOI'O, TO €CTb [103HABATEJIbHON JesITeJIbHOCTH, a KOTHUTUBHBIE
MEXaHU3MBbI U CTPYKTYpPa YeJI0BEYeCKOTO CO3HAHUS — Yepe3 sI3bIKOBbIE SIBJIEHMUS.
[TonTBepxmaeTcsa ocHOBHAs TMIIOTe3a KOTHUTUBHOM HAYKH, YTO MBICJIUTEIbHBIE
IPOIECCH MOKHO TPAKTOBATh KaK TPOIecchl 00pabOTKU ¥ MPEBPAIEHUsT MeH-
TaJbHBIX perpe3eHTannii. PaccMOTpeHHbI 1ien OCHOBHOTO CTOPOHHUKA U TIPE/I-
CTaBUTEJSI KOTHUTUBHON COIIMOJIOTUU — aMEPUKAaHCKOTro colroJiora AapoHa
Cuxkypena. Takke 060CHOBaHO cojiepskanue paboT (GPaHIy3CKOrO COIHOJIOTA
JK. TTonwosio u kouneniuu cormosimHrBucTrku A. Meiie, D. Boaca, 3. Cenupa,
B. Mare3uyca, b. I'aBpaneka, 1. Baxeka u pyrux, KOTopble BHECJU CyIIECTBEH-
HBIH BKJIa/1 B BBISIBJIEHUE POJIM COIUAIBHBIX (PAaKTOPOB B Pa3BUTHUH A3bIKa, ITPO/Ie-
MOHCTPUPOBAJIH CBS3b A3bIKA C COIUAJIBHBIMU IIPOIIECCAMU U COIUAJIBHYIO POJIb
JINTEPATYPHOTO SI3BbIKA.

KimoueBble cioBa: g3bIK, COIIMATbHOE B3aUMO/IeICTBIE, KOTHUTHBHAS COIU-
0JIOTHS, COITMOJIMHTBUCTHKA, KOMMYHUKAIU, COIIMAIbHbIE 1eICTBUS, CUMBOJIbI,
3HaueHue, I3bIKOBasI CUTYyaIUs.
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Formulation of the problem. This
study analyzes the problem of develop-
ing such important scientific areas of
the language research as:

Formation and development of the
everyday communication practices in
the structure of the contemporary cul-
tural transformations;

Determination of the linguistic sit-
uation and processes of interaction be-
tween the language and culture;

Interpreting the mechanisms of the
cognitive language rethinking through
the sociolinguistic analysis and cogni-
tive sociology.

At the present stage of the scientific
knowledge of language, as an integral
part of people’s cultural development,
the scholars have not yet reached a con-
sensus on the study of the language in
the general theory. All this is expressed
in the pluralism of thoughts, ideas and
determinations of the definitions in the
modern multiparadigmal space of sci-
ence. The features of the cultural diver-
sity, national approaches, and schools
that are linked to the language stud-
ies create the basis for endless analysis
and empirical rethinking of the pheno-
menon. Which in turn complicates the
very process of researching, reflecting
and understanding the socio-cultural
changes that occur in the everyday
communicative practices. For exam-
ple, at this stage in the development
of the cognitive sociology and socio-
linguistics, the emphasis of research
has shifted than at the beginning of
the emergence of these scientific lines
of the language research. After all, the
tremendous changes that have taken
place over 100 years of the social de-
velopment and scientific formation —
form quite different determinants of

the senses and meanings of this object-
subject research.

In our view, the postmodern world
is different from the modern world in
that modernity is the world to which
all the humanity must come, and post-
modernity is the world in which hu-
manity can move to a new milestone
of the social development. Therefore,
for the researchers of the social world
the task is to predict the possibilities
of shaping the modern world for all the
mankind and the features of the deve-
lopment of the postmodern reality.

Based on the principles of the mod-
ern language research, the contempo-
rary postmodern development tenden-
cies are expanded by interpretations of
the senses and meanings. New social
and theoretical constructs are being
constructed, which do not always be-
come part of the scientific revolution
and social reality, and only with the
passage of time do they become insti-
tutionalized in the science and life.

Analysis of the recent research and
publications. The fundamentals of the
sociological research in the USSR were
laid in the 20-30’s and 20t century, the
works of the Soviet scientists L. P. Yaku-
binsky, V.V. Vinohradov, B. A. Larin,
V.M. Zhirmunsky, H. A. Shor, M. V. Ser-
hiyevsky, E. D. Polivanov, who studied
the language as a social phenomenon
on the basis of Marxist understanding
of the language as a social phenomenon
and historical and materialistic prin-
ciples of the analysis of the social rela-
tions. Basic ideas for the contemporary
sociolinguistics were also prepared by
the works of the representatives of the
sociological field in the French linguis-
tics (A. Maye), who made a significant
contribution to the identification of the
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role of the social factors in the language
development; the works of the Ameri-
can ethno-linguists who developed the
ideas of F. Boas and E. Sapir in con-
nection with the linguistic and socio-
cultural systems; the works of the rep-
resentatives of the Prague Linguistic
School — V. Mathesius, B. Gavranek,
I. Vakhek, who demonstrated the con-
nection of the language with the social
processes and the social role of the liter-
ary language; the research by the Ger-
man scholars, especially T. Frings and
the Leipzig school he founded, which
substantiated the socio-historical ap-
proach to language and the need to
include the social dimension in dialec-
tology; the original works in the field
of linguistic situation and culture of
speech of the Japanese school of the
“linguistic existence”.

In the 1960’s and 1970’s the inter-
est in the sociological problems of the
language grew in connection with, on
the one hand, the needs of the modern
society, for which the problems of the
language policy and other practical as-
pects of the sociolinguistics became in-
creasingly relevant, and, on the other,
the critique of the structural linguistics
with the desire to overcome the limited
immanent approach to language and to
penetrate more deeply into the nature
of the language as a social phenomenon.

The sociolinguistic trends devel-
oped by the scientists from different
countries are characterized by differ-
ent methodological orientations. Some
areas of the foreign sociolinguistics (for
example, in the USA) focus on the be-
haviourist model of linguistic behav-
iour, symbolic-interactionist theory of
the social interaction, phenomenologi-
cal sociology. The sociolinguistics de-
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veloped in the USSR and some other
countries relied primarily on the his-
torical materialism and private theo-
ries of the Marxist sociology — the
theory of the social structure of the so-
ciety, the theory of the social systems,
the sociology of the personality, etc.

However, it should be noted that
sociology views the communication
as a socially conditioned type of the
human activity. Psychology examines
the process of establishing and deve-
loping contacts between the people
for the purpose of sharing information.
Linguists present the communication
process as an actualization of the com-
municative function of the language
in particular linguistic situations. The
main element of the language commu-
nication is the mechanism by which the
process of transmission and perception
of the information is translated into a
socially significant result of personal
and mass influence. In the sociolinguis-
tic aspect it is necessary to study first
of all the peculiarities of the language
functioning in the context of the mass
social communication.

Here in the foreground, for our
study, comes the concept of “linguistic
situation”, which we interpret as a set
of forms of existence of the language
(languages, regional koine, territorial
and social dialects). Which, in turn,
defines different methodological ap-
proaches to the study of the language
and values in the social interaction.
With the changing of the linguistic sit-
uation — the culture changes, which in
turn changes the language and meaning
itself. With globalization new condi-
tions for the language development are
being created. There is an increasing
amount of borrowing along the lines




of the cultural information dissemina-
tion, the so-called sharing mechanisms,
and feedback, which is important in to-
day’s cultural and informational space.
Cultural diffusion is increasingly oc-
curring — the spatial spread of the cul-
tural achievements of one society into
another. With the development of the
cultural dynamics — there is a deve-
lopment of the modern world, and the
intensity of these dynamics in the mo-
dern world is striking in scale. The ex-
plosion of the information — the rapid
increase in the number of publications
or the volume of data and the resulting
effect — has become the driving force
behind the culture of the intellectuals
of the modern world. For the five pre-
vious years the humanity has produced
more information than ever before. In
our opinion, it significantly compli-
cates the possibilities of the critical
study of the language and values in
the social interaction — at the present
stage of the scientific development.
The modern field of study of the
language and communication is based
on different approaches, F. V. Sharkov
identifies several approaches [1]. The
first methodological approach is based
on the classical positivist methodol-
ogy of the subject-object dispositions.
It is represented by the concepts of
the structural functionalism, systemic
approach, informational society, tech-
nological determinism, computer fu-
turology, etc. The ontology of the so-
cial communications in this approach
is based on systemic connections and
functions. The communication techno-
logies have the task of constructing the
desired image of the subject and certain
social connections in the system. This
approach is comparable to the principle

of the classical cybernetics, which im-
plies tight control over the behaviour of
the system, which eliminates all the un-
necessary interconnections [1].

Obviously, various communication
models are constructed by function,
content, form, goals and objectives.
The following models of communica-
tion find practical application in the
integrative systems today:

1. The authoritarian model, de-
scribed by W. Schramm and D. Mc-
Quail, is based on the maximum restric-
tion on freedom of the information and
tight administrative and managerial
control over media activity [2, P. 148].

2. The bilateral asymmetric model
is one of the four models proposed by
J. Grunig and T. Hunt that emerged
in the 1920s of the 20" century, incor-
porating feedback that preserves the
power of the communicator over the
communication, which creates a cer-
tain asymmetry [3].

3. The bilateral symmetric model —
originated in the 60-70s of the 20t
century, described by J. Grunig and
T. Hunt [3], it states that the sym-
metry is achieved by a balanced rela-
tionship between the recipient and the
sender of the message.

4. The mnon-classical methodo-
logy — based on a cognitive model of
the subject-object relations about an
object. The author of this methodol-
ogy, the German philosopher Y. Haber-
mas, prefers the positive science in the
study of the social subjects. As a tool
for realizing people’s practical inter-
ests, he views interpersonal “interac-
tions” (communication) as a way of
emancipation, liberation from all kinds
of influence (politics, economics, etc.)
and coercion. Y. Habermas distinguish-
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es “true” communications from “false”
communications, trying to justify the
“technical rationality” of transferring
the technical means and methods to
the interpersonal communications [4,
p. 115].

The post-non-classical approach —
based on the works of N. Luman, it
reduces the nature of the social to the
subject-subject relations, excluding
objectivity. The society is regarded
as a network of communications, and
communications have the opportu-
nity to self-describe the society and
its self-reproduction (principles of
self-referentiality and autopoiesis of
N. Luman). The communication in
this case appears as an active self-or-
ganized environment, where the sim-
plest social-communication systems
are formed through mutual coordina-
tion of the actions and experiences of
the participants of the communication.
The society covers all the actions that
can be compared to each other in the
communication. Action is understood
as a true element of the social system,
which is produced and perceived in it
in relation (communication) with ot-
her actions-events [5].

However, as we have already not-
ed, in the sociological discourse of the
language analysis and communication
interaction there is a tradition of a plu-
ral infinite world of models: starting
with the Aristotle’s model (“Speaker-
Speech-Audience”) and ending with
the M. McLuhan’s theory of commu-
nication. All these models can be rela-
tively reduced to macro and micro level
analysis. Macro-level communication
models (theories) are much lesser than
micro-level analysis. Which speaks to
the complexity of the fundamental re-
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flection of communication in the social
systems on a global scale — in their tra-
ditional sense.

Formulation of the purposes
(goal) of the article. Therefore, based
on a meaningful analysis of the above
theoretical principles, the goal of this
article is to substantively systematize
the problems that exist in the struc-
ture of understanding of the cognitive
sociology and sociolinguistics. And the
analysis of the reflection in the scientif-
ic discourse of the traditional contra-
dictions of the language research and
the meaning in the social interaction.

To meet this goal, we set out to
analyze the ideas of the cognitive so-
ciology of the American sociologist
A. Cicourel, J. Padioleau, and the tra-
ditional approaches of the sociolinguis-
tic direction of research. Based on the
analysis of the works of A. Cicourel —
we found:

1. There are three stages to the con-
struction of the social reality by the
people (subjects). The first stage is the
subjective organization and classifica-
tion of “empiricism” (experience) in
the simple (elementary) acts of “speak-
ing”, the second stage is the manifesta-
tion of the “theoretical concepts”, the
third stage is related to the subjective
analysis of the conversation or text.

2. The main concepts for the cogni-
tive sociology are:

* methods of interpretation, “aim-
ing to connect the ideas of phenom-
enology and ethnomethodology and to
relate them to works relating to the use
of language, memory and attention, or
in general to everything related to the
field of information processing;

* interactional competence, “which
helps to clarify the relationship be-




tween the cognitive processes, the
emergence of contexts, and accounting
dictionaries”.

3. A. Cicourel as a whole remained
far from overcoming the interactionist
approach and establishing new forms
of communication with the macroso-
cial aspects of the reality. Reflecting on
a common tradition — the one we gave
you earlier.

4. The sociological analysis also
extends to the field of the non-verbal
communication (through the study of
the language of the deaf), which is not
reducible to the model of the verbal
communication. A. Cicourel reveals
the fact that the actors and researchers
in their cognitive activity are forced to
rely on the common methods of inter-
pretation. A researcher “can make his
observations objective only if he ex-
plains the peculiarities of the methods
of interpretation and its dependence
on them, that is, if his research activi-
ties are complete”. Thus, the pursuit of
the scientific objectivity in the social
sciences implies a need for sociological
reflexivity. Finally, the question arises
about the connection with macrosocial
aspects, since it is about “explicating
the role of the knowledge and context
in the study of the social structure”.
In particular, through the procedures
of “acquiring a social structure” in the
course of socialization [6, p. 36-38].

5. According to A. Cicourel, “the
representatives of microsociology can
not be limited to the study of the social
interaction as a local and self-sufficient
product, just as the theorists of macro-
sociology can not ignore the micropro-
cesses” [7].

In the mid-80s in France one could
observe an increased interest in the

cognitive dimension of the social ac-
tion. In this connection, among others,
one can call the works of Jean Padiole-
au or Bernard Conen, which, however,
raise issues more characteristic of the
cognitive sciences (including, in par-
ticular, the biological, psychological,
linguistic sciences, as well as the sci-
ence of the artificial intelligence). But
given the nature of the dialogue that
Jean Padioleau and Bernard Conen
engage in with the cognitive sciences,
one might ask whether we are at risk
when, for example, trying to establish
points of contact with ethology, to fall
into naturalism that tries to build the
social sciences in the image of natural
sciences? This question remains open
for further study.

The French sociologist J. Padioleau
tried to solve one of the most difficult
social problems, the problem of the so-
cial order, using a cognitive approach.
In his view, the nature of the social ac-
tion is cognitive, and the social actor is
a “sociological, cognitive” person who
creates his or her social representations
through symbols and meanings. Under
a symbol he means that “represents an-
other thing: the symbol takes the place
of another object, replaces it or evokes
a memory of it” [8].

The collective interdependence of
the actions of the people, according to
Padioleau, is conditioned by mutual ex-
pectations. Collective actions involve
the consent of the partners regarding
the rules of the decision making. Ho-
wever, from a cognitive perspective,
the consensus does not come down to
a simple agreement between the indi-
viduals. It arises in the coordination of
the mutual perception by the social ac-
tors in relation to a particular subject.
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Cognitive  sociology, therefore,
helps to define the interesting tradition
of theoretically constructing a combi-
nation of the macro and micro world-
views of the language, symbols and
meanings. Although this area of science
has not acquired universal institution-
alization, and is not particularly popu-
lar in the scientific world (rather than
cognitive psychology), it is important
in interpreting the traditional views of
the language and meaning in the social
interaction. In our view, cognitive so-
ciology needs more in-depth reflection
and thorough analysis in order to de-
velop the social sciences in a postmod-
ern outlook. After all, based on our re-
search, we confirm the basic hypothesis
of the cognitive science that thinking
processes can be interpreted as pro-
cesses of processing and transformation
of the mental representations, which is
a kind of tradition of the analysis.

Another important area of the
language analysis is sociolinguistics,
which studies the impact of the social
phenomena and processes on the emer-
gence, development, social and func-
tional differentiation and functioning
of the languages, as well as the reverse
effect of the language on the society.

The object of the sociolinguistics is
the language in the aspect of social dif-
ferentiation, and the subject is the func-
tioning of the language “in the social
context”, that is, the functioning of the
language(s) in the structure of the social
relations and functions of the society.

Sociolinguistics originated in the
field of linguistics, sociology, social
psychology and ethnography in the
second half of the 20" century.

Unlike the non-linguistic branch of
the sociology of language, which aims
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to explain the social and political phe-
nomena based on linguistic facts, the
sociology elucidates the functional
nature of the language in the society.
The need for isolation of the socio-
linguistics in the system of linguistic
disciplines was caused not only by the
internal factors of generalization and
systematization of the aspects of com-
munication between the language and
society, but also by external factors —
above all, by the process of decoloni-
zation and the creation of numerous
independent states, which needed to
resolve its urgent issues and relations
with other languages within the inde-
pendent states.

The term “sociolinguistics” was in-
troduced in 1952 by the American so-
ciologist H. Curry. The official date of
origin of this industry is 1963, in which
the Committee on Sociolinguistics was
formed in the United States. In the
70’s courses in sociolinguistics were of-
ficially included in the programs of the
American universities.

The forerunner of the sociolinguis-
tics was the sociological trend in lin-
guistics. In it, the language was con-
sidered primarily as a means of the
communication and human activity in
the society, taking into account social
status and the role of the individual;
it eclectically combined the method-
ologically diverse ideas of the Enlight-
enment philosophy, the psychological
direction of the linguistics, Marxist
philosophy, the philosophy of positi-
vism, but its task was clearly aimed at
the social nature of the language, its
communicative function, the relation-
ship of the language and the society,
the language and the socially engaged
individual.




Representatives of the sociologi-
cal direction of linguistics (France —
A.Maye, F. Bruno; Switzerland — S. Bal-
ly, A. Seche; United Kingdom — J. Fors,
USA — U. Wittney, E. Sepir, B. Worf;
Czech Republic — V. Mathezius,
USSR — L. Shcherba, L. Yakubinsky,
E. Polivanov, V. Zhirmundsky, B. Larin,
M. Marr, G. Vinokur) investigated the
place and role of the language in the so-
ciety, functional stratification of the lan-
guage, communication of the languages
and cultures, the functioning of the
language in different social situations,
the connection between the language,
society and personality; explained the
causes of the language changes and the
evolution of the languages by the social
factors, in particular, the differentiation
of the languages — the displacement of
the peoples, the unification — the wars,
the evolution of the language — the
complication of the social relations, the
sound changes — the pragmatic needs
of the society as a convenience of pro-
nunciation.

Researchers  distinguish  three
trends in the modern sociolinguistics:

1) the first is focused on sociology
(examines the norms of the language
use, the goal of choosing the language
options, diglossia, bilingualism, the
theory of gyrus codes from various so-
cial determinants),

2) the second focuses on linguistics
and examines the heterogeneity of the
language system in terms of social set-
tings, as well as the relationship of the
language changes to social conditions;

3) the third has ethnographic and
methodological orientation [9].

The main vectors of the sociolin-
guistic research are the problems of
the linguistic situation, the language

collective, the social functions of the
language, its forms of existence in the
society, the social differentiation of the
languages depending on the diversity
of the social strata (stratification) and
social situations (situational), bilin-
gualism, pollinguism, linguistic mix-
ing, linguistic policy, norms, linguistic
construction.

There are the following sociolin-
guistic directions:

1) macro-sociolinguistics, which
studies the linguistic situations in the
states, regions, groups, analyzes the lan-
guage contacts and their consequences,
observes the language conflicts and
language changes depending on the
social changes, explores the social dif-
ferentiation of the national languages,
bilingualism, normalization and codifi-
cation of the language, language policy
and construction;

2) micro-sociolinguistics, which fo-
cuses on individual speech or speech of
the micro-groups, the rules and norms
of its implementation, on the acquisi-
tion of communicative competence and
its effective use, in relation of the indi-
viduals to the language [10].

Therefore, in the context of the de-
velopment of the sociolinguistics, we
can again see the tradition of separating
the macro and micro-levels of research,
without mentioning the so-called me-
so-level. Which emphasizes the form of
the general scientific theorizing in the
contemporary sociological discourse.
In most cases, such binaries are caused
by the nature of the scientific knowl-
edge, the cognitive methods of inquiry
that follow from the tradition of ob-
jectivist and subjectivist socio-philo-
sophical directions. Nominalism and
realism build a tradition of learning the
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language and meaning as a form of rep-
resentation of micro (individual devel-
opment) and macro (collective devel-
opment). In our view, only a synthesis
of these two worldviews and traditions
can lead to a profound change in the
traditional analysis in the postmodern
scientific discourse.

Conclusions and prospects for fur-
ther research. 1. Cognitive sociology
and sociolinguistics are elements of
the traditional scientific analysis of the
language and meanings, senses that are
built on the knowledge of macro and
micro-levels of the social reality. 2. The
modern sociological interpretations of
the language in the models and theories
of the communication interaction are
based on the ideologies of the classical
and non-classical research methodol-
ogy. The basis is the positivist direction
of the study, which speaks about the
complexity of the fundamental reflec-
tion of the communication in the so-
cial systems at the global postmodern
level — in their traditional sense. 3. The
language as a social phenomenon has
traditionally been associated with a
multi-paradigmatic scientific system
of explanations for its meanings, which
are interpreted through such connec-
tions in the social reality as: language
and society; language and personality;
language and culture; language and
ethnicity; language — territorial and
social dialects; language and wars; and
other. Which reflects a certain “linguis-
tic situation” — the tradition of the sci-
entific study of its forms and meanings.
The study of the traditional views on
language and meaning allows us to es-
tablish what is particularly important
in understanding these phenomena —
a sociological reflection that allows us
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to distinguish the synergistic models
of the plural interpretations. Which in
turn substantiates the general tenden-
cies and traditions of further study of
the language and meanings.

The prospect of further research is
determined at the root of the traditions
of the socio-philosophical theorizing,
which deliberately creates all the condi-
tions for the diversity of the models of
studies of the macro and micro-levels
of the social reality. Allows you to find
endless forms of interpretation and re-
flection on the object and subject under
the study. Important for the develop-
ment of the scientific methodology are
the study of language and meanings
in the information society in the face
of the rapid changes and the spread of
various forms of mass communication
produced by the information and com-
munication technologies. The modern
tradition should be guided by the futur-
ological basis of the study of linguistic
cultural codes both in the information
space of communication between the
individuals and in the measurement of
the social interactions caused by the de-
velopment of globalization. In our view,
the researchers need to come to a con-
sensus (as noted by Y. Habermas in his
theory of communicative action) of the
use of the cognitive sociology and so-
ciolinguistics, and to bring it to life by
forming new postmodern traditions and
models of the social reality research.
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