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IlonsiTHE KaK TEPMUH KOTHUTHBHOI CeMacHuoJI0Tun
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MEHTaJIbHasl KaTeropuss KOTHUTUBHON ceMacuonoruu. VcciaenoBanue uzyyaeT Teope-
THYECKHE OCHOBBI KOTHUTHBHOTO TMOJIX0/a K 3HAYEHUIO, MPOCIIEeKUBAsI BOSHUKHOBEHNE
1 pa3sBUTHE TEPMHUHA IOHATHE» OT MAaTEMaTH4ECKOH JIOTUKH J0 €ro COBPEMEHHOI'O
cTaryca B KOTHHUTHBHON JUHTBHCTHKE. Oco0oe BHHUMAaHHE YJENSETCS pa3IM4eHHI0
MEXy TMHTBUCTUYECKUM 3HAYCHHEM U MEHTAJIbHBIM MOHSITHEM, a TaK)Ke CEMaHTHYIEC-
KUM IIpoLEeccaM, JIekKAallUM B OCHOBE TEPMHUHOJOTHMYECKON MOJIMCEMUN B Pa3IMYHBIX
npodeccuoHalbHBIX 00NacTsAX. B cTaThe Moka3aHo, YTO MOHATHE, KaK CAMHUIA MEH-
TaJIBHBIX PECypCcOB, 00JaaeT 0ojiee MIMPOKUM COAEP)KAHUEM, YeM JIMHTBUCTHYECKOE
3HAUEHHUE, U CIYKUT OCHOBHBIM CPEACTBOM IPEICTABICHNUS] KOTHUTUBHBIX MPOLECCOB
B S3BIKE.
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Concept as the Term of Cognitive Semasiology

Abstract: The given article dwells on the term “concept” as a fundamental category
of cognitive semasiology. The study explores the theoretical foundations of cognitive
approach to meaning, tracing the emergence and development of the term “concept”
from mathematical logic to its current status in cognitive linguistics. Special attention
is paid to the distinction between linguistic meaning and mental concept, as well as to
the semantic processes underlying terminological polysemy in various professional do-
mains. The article demonstrates that concept, as a unit of mental resources, possesses
broader content than linguistic meaning and serves as the primary means of representing
cognitive processes in language.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the main approaches to the study of meaning is the new cognitive approach.
The study of language from the point of view of how it reflects the surrounding world
is linked with numerous problems concerning the study of history, culture, and litera-
ture of different peoples, their mentality, national character, peculiarities of thinking,
and psychology — all these phenomena are considered to be the object of research of
cognitive semasiology.

The comparative semasiology formed in the middle of the 20" century is repre-
sented by several trends. The latest trend of comparative study of lexical semantics is
cognitive, which concentrates its attention on the reflection of peculiarities of cognitive
processes in languages.

The problems of how the human being accepts the surrounding world, how he per-
ceives it in his mind, and how he represents this cognitive activity and reality in his
language are at the center of linguistic research at the present stage of the development
of language science. As all these tasks are tinged with mental processes and notions, the
term “concept” becomes the basic object of research in cognitive linguistics.

The main purpose of the article is to analyze the theoretical foundations of the term
“concept” within cognitive semasiology, to distinguish between linguistic meaning and
mental concept, and to examine the manifestation of semantic processes — particularly
polysemy — in terminological systems across various professional domains.

The genesis of the article stems from the need to systematize and synthesize the di-
verse interpretations of the term “concept” that have emerged in linguistic scholarship
since the 1990s. The research is motivated by the increasing importance of cognitive
approaches in contemporary linguistics and the necessity to clarify the relationship be-
tween mental representations and their linguistic expressions.

The functions of the article are: (1) to provide a comprehensive overview of the
theoretical foundations of cognitive semasiology; (2) to establish clear conceptual dis-
tinctions between meaning and concept; (3) to analyze the semantic processes affecting
terminological systems; (4) to identify prevailing research trends in lexical semantics
based on a review of scientific publications; and (5) to contribute to the further devel-
opment of cognitive-terminological research methodology.

2. METHODS AND MATERIALS

This study employs a comprehensive set of research methods appropriate for the-
oretical linguistic analysis. The primary method is theoretical analysis and synthesis,
which involves examining and integrating existing scholarly works on cognitive lin-
guistics, semasiology, and terminology. Descriptive method is utilized to characterize
the term “concept” and its various interpretations across different scientific traditions.
Comparative analysis allows for the distinction between linguistic meaning and mental
concept, as well as for the examination of terminological polysemy across different
professional domains. Contextual analysis is applied to examine the usage of terms
within scientific publications. Additionally, lexico-semantic analysis is employed to
investigate the structural and semantic characteristics of terminological units.

The materials for this study consist of two main categories. The first category in-
cludes foundational theoretical works on cognitive linguistics and semasiology by lead-
ing scholars such as E.S. Kubryakova [7; 8], .V. Arnold [4], G.B. Antrushina [3], and
E.V. Rakhilina [10]. These works provide the theoretical framework for understanding
concept as a cognitive category and for analyzing semantic structure.
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The second category comprises scientific publications from the period 2000-2010,
including articles from journals and collections such as “Theory and Practice,” “Aspects
of Language,” “English for Special Purposes,” “Discovering the World,” and “Focus
on Language.” These materials include analyses of lexico-semantic groups of terms in
various professional domains: military affairs, banking, economics, medicine, and tax-
ation. Specific attention is given to works examining translation problems of English
terminology, including O.S. Ahmedova’s study of economic terms and S. Starodub’s
analysis of frequently confused words.

The reference base also includes contemporary studies in comparative linguistics by
M.N. Azimova [1; 2] and B.P. Ashrapov [12; 13; 14; 15], which provide insights into
cross-linguistic semantic analysis and terminological equivalence.

3. MAIN RESULTS

The term, having appeared as a notion of mathematical logic, was admitted into psy-
chology, philosophy, and cultural studies, and thus became basic in cognitive linguis-
tics since the 1990s. In spite of its wide usage, the term “concept” has not yet acquired
a unique interpretation and therefore varies in the concepts of different scientific trends.
The founder of the semantico-cognitive trend, E.S. Kubryakova, considers that a con-
cept is a unit of mental and psychological resources of our mind and of that informative
structure which reflects the knowledge and experience of a human being [7; 8].

The essential difference between meaning and concept is linked with their inner
volume and content. Meaning is the unit of semantic space of the language, i.e., the el-
ement of the system of meanings of a concrete language. As for the concept, it is a phe-
nomenon of mental (thinking) character, which is the main way of expressing thinking
processes. The content of the concept is wider than that of meaning because “concepts
keep their structure, never losing the features within the history of the people” [7: 45].

Analysis of periodical publications of scientific character published since 2000 till
2010 illustrates that the articles are dedicated to polysemy and homonymy, the prob-
lems of change of meaning and its typology, and the articles containing the notions
“concept” and “language picture of the world.” Most of the articles investigate terms.
The linguist E. Belyavskaya notes that the reason for the study of terms within recent
years is linked with the spread of scientific-technical terms beyond the spheres they
were previously peculiar to and the appearance therefore of new meanings which lead
to polysemy.

The semantic way of term formation remains actual and very productive. Termino-
logical polysemy is caused by the appearance of two denotations — objects and notions.

The journal “Theory and Practice” from 2006 to 2010 analyzes lexico-semantic
groups of terms which refer to the following branches: military and banking affairs,
economy, medicine, and others. Besides, the articles regard the problems which occur
while translating English terms, taking into consideration that the English language has
the potential for polysemy due to its unlimited correlating possibilities of words in the
language, particularly nouns. For example, in O.S. Ahmedova’s article “Lexico-seman-
tic Problems while Translating Economic Terms from the English Language,” the se-
mantic way of translating English tax and customs terms into other languages is exam-
ined, as there is often common non-terminological meaning beside the terminological.
The author points out that in different branches of economy, in case of polysemy, the
term can be used in different lexico-semantic meanings. For example: bill — 1) nanor;
cuet; 2) 0aHK; BEKCeNb; 3) IOpHI.: 3aKOHONPOEKT. Tax bill — cyeT Ha ymuaTy HamoroB.
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Terminological meaning is distinguished on the basis of its special function, as for tax
and customs terminology while dividing the common and functional semantics in the
process of polysemy.

The articles which may attract our attention are published mainly in such columns
as “Aspects of Language,” “English for Special Purposes,” “Discovering the World,”
and “Focus on Language.” The articles are devoted to problems of synonymy, polyse-
my, homonymy, and antonymy. The author of the article “The Words Which Are Often
Confused,” S. Starodub, points out that the words are identical in written form, but the
meaning is different. For example, quite and quiet, suit and suite. They are identical in
pronunciation, close in spelling, but quite different in meaning. Some words are quite
different, but they can be mixed easily, as they are close in meaning: baby, infant; or
job — work. There are articles published in the column “English for Special Purposes”
which deserve particular attention for presenting the summary of the most essential
problems of lexicology and semasiology.

Thus, in the article “Translation and Style,” the question of change of meaning of the
word is touched upon: metaphor as one of the types of change of meaning is described
as a semantic process of associating two referents, one of which in some way resembles
the author. Metonymy is a shift of names between things that are known to be in some
way or other connected in reality.

For example: paper — Oymara; paper — TOKyMEHT, Ta3eTa, Hay4Hasi padora.

It is often met in political vocabulary, when the place of some establishment is used
not only for the establishment itself or its staff but also for its policy, for example: the
White House, the Pentagon.

Besides metaphor, the author describes metonymy and models of transfer based on
related notions: spatial, temporal, logical, quantitative. The columns “Discovering the
World” and “Focus on Language” are the columns where you can find articles dedicated
to the etymology of this or that word or word combination. The author of the article
“Crazy English” published in this column recommends using some facts of history.

Thus we may conclude that as the basis of the selection of the material for this the-
matic column, the principle “knowing the peculiarities of the language” or “its nature”
is vital.

4. DISCUSSION

The analysis presented in this study reveals several important theoretical and meth-
odological issues concerning the status of “concept” in cognitive semasiology and its
relationship to linguistic meaning.

4.1. THE CONCEPT-MEANING DISTINCTION: THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

The findings confirm that the distinction between concept and meaning, as articu-
lated by Kubryakova [7; 8], is fundamental for understanding the cognitive turn in
semantics. Concept, as a unit of mental resources, encompasses not only linguistic
knowledge but also encyclopedic, cultural, and experiential knowledge accumulated
throughout the history of a people. This broader scope explains why concepts cannot
be reduced to mere linguistic meanings — they represent the intersection of language,
thought, and culture. The implication for linguistic theory is significant: if concepts are
the primary units of thought, then language study must engage with cognitive process-
es, not merely with formal semantic structures.
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However, this distinction also raises methodological challenges. How can research-
ers access mental concepts if they are not directly observable? The analysis of linguistic
expressions — particularly terminological systems — provides one pathway, as language
offers the most systematic externalization of conceptual structures. Yet, as Korlyakova
[6] notes, experimental methods may be necessary to fully capture the cognitive dimen-
sions of meaning.

4.2. TERMINOLOGICAL POLYSEMY AND COGNITIVE PROCESSES

The analysis of terminological polysemy across various professional domains re-
veals that semantic change in terminology is not arbitrary but reflects underlying cog-
nitive processes. The examples of bill in economics and paper in general usage demon-
strate that polysemy arises from the human capacity to perceive relationships between
different referents — whether based on similarity (metaphor) or contiguity (metonymy).
These cognitive mechanisms, as described in the “Translation and Style” article, are
universal, but their linguistic manifestations vary across languages, creating challenges
for translation and cross-linguistic terminology management.

The persistence of the semantic method of term formation, noted in the analysis of
publications from 2000-2010, indicates that languages continue to rely on metaphor-
ical and metonymic extension to create new terminology. This finding supports the
cognitive linguistic view that language is not an autonomous system but is grounded in
general cognitive processes.

4.3. THE ROLE OF CONTEXT IN DETERMINING MEANING

The analysis of words frequently confused (quite / quiet, suit / suite, baby / infant)
underscores the importance of context in disambiguating meaning. While these words
may share formal features (spelling, pronunciation, or semantic proximity), their actual
meanings are determined by their usage in specific linguistic and situational contexts.
This observation aligns with the findings of Falileev [11] regarding the connotative
aspects of phraseological units and with the work of Azimova [2] on equivalence and
non-equivalence in phraseology. The implication for lexicography and language teach-
ing is that presenting words in isolation is insufficient; learners must encounter them in
authentic contexts to grasp their full semantic potential.

4.4. CROSS-LINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVES AND TRANSLATION CHALLENGES

The translation problems identified in O.S. Ahmedova’s analysis of economic termi-
nology highlight the practical significance of cognitive-semantic research. When a term
like bill corresponds to multiple equivalents in another language, the translator must ac-
cess not only the linguistic meaning but also the underlying conceptual structure and the
specific professional context. This challenge is compounded when terms migrate across
professional domains, acquiring new meanings while retaining old ones. The compar-
ative studies by Ashrapov [12; 13; 14; 15] on Tajik, Chinese, and English demonstrate
that such translation challenges are universal and require systematic cross-linguistic
analysis.

4.5. RESEARCH TRENDS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
The review of publications from 2000-2010 reveals that while interest in concept
and cognitive approaches has grown, much research remains focused on traditional

semantic problems (polysemy, homonymy, synonymy) within terminological systems.
This suggests that cognitive semasiology has not yet fully integrated with terminology
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studies, despite their obvious relevance to each other. Future research should pursue
deeper integration, examining how terminological systems reflect the conceptual struc-
tures of professional communities and how these structures evolve over time.

5. CONCLUSION

This study has examined the term “concept” as a fundamental category of cognitive
semasiology, tracing its theoretical foundations and analyzing its manifestation in lin-
guistic research and terminological systems.

The research has established that concept, as a unit of mental resources, possesses
broader content than linguistic meaning, encompassing the full range of knowledge and
experience accumulated by a people throughout their history. This distinction between
meaning and concept is essential for understanding the cognitive turn in contemporary
linguistics and for developing adequate methodologies for semantic analysis.

Thus, the cognitive approach to semasiology, with concept as its central category,
offers a rich framework for understanding the relationship between language, thought,
and reality. While challenges remain in defining and operationalizing the concept, its
heuristic value for linguistic research is undeniable.
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