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Cognitive Semantics studies can provide the connection between linguistic and
conceptual models of the world. Language is seen as the means of accessing men-
tal processes in speaker’s mind and, more broadly, the worldview and culture of
a language community. However, research methods used in Cognitive Semantics
studies rely on introspection, and linguists call for incorporation of more objective
empirical quantitative methods. These requirements can be met by using corpora.
Corpus-based studies involve looking at frequency and usage patterns to make
generalizations about norms of language use. Taking up this approach, cognitive
linguists would be able to look into non-elicited language data on large scale to
reach conclusions about cognitive patterns of a language community. This paper
describes how corpus-based approach can be used in Cognitive Semantics research.
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A semantica cognitiva pode fornecer o elo de ligacdo entre os modelos linguisti-
cos e concetuais do mundo. A lingua ¢ uma via de acesso aos processos mentais
que se desenrolam na mente do falante e, mais genericamente, a visdo do mundo
e a cultura de uma comunidade linguistica. No entanto, os métodos de investi-
gacdo da semantica cognitiva baseiam-se na introspecdo, embora se reconheca a
necessidade de aplicar métodos quantitativos empiricos mais objetivos. A solucao
podera residir na utilizagdo de corpora. Os estudos baseados em corpora analisam
padrdes de frequéncia e de uso para fazer generalizacdes sobre as normas de uso
da lingua. A adotar esta abordagem, os linguistas cognitivos passariam a dispor
de uma grande quantidade de dados ndo-elicitados, que lhes permitiria identificar
os padrdes cognitivos de uma comunidade linguistica. Este artigo explica de que
forma a metodologia da linguistica de corpus pode ser aplicada a investigacdo em
semantica cognitiva.
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0. Introduction

Cognitive Semantics assumes that the meaning of a language unit is rooted
in the conceptual system that encodes encyclopaedic knowledge of the
world (Langacker, 2001). The reason for the increased interest in Cognitive
Semantics is its ability to provide the connection between linguistic and
conceptual models of the world. Thus, language is increasingly seen as the
means of accessing mental processes in speaker’s mind and, more broadly,
the worldview and culture of a language community.

Even though Cognitive Semantics offers no unified approach to the
explanation of language phenomena, most of the methods used involve
qualitative analysis and introspection. Even though such methods bring
valuable results, they can hardly be suitable for making generalizations
about conceptual structures characteristic of the whole language commu-
nity. Currently more linguists call for incorporation of empirical quan-
titative methods, claiming that such analysis would make the results of
Cognitive Linguistics research more objective (Gries, 2014; Geeraerts,
2006: 21-300). These requirements can be met by using corpora, i.e.
carrying out quantitative analysis in a collection of written texts or tran-
scribed utterances. This approach involves looking at frequency and usage
patterns to make generalizations about norms of language use. Taking
up corpus-based approach, cognitive linguists would be able to look into
non-elicited language data on large scale to reach conclusions about cogni-
tive patterns of a language community.

However, it can be argued that Corpus Linguistics research mostly
relies on the analysis of particular words or word forms, while concepts
and conceptual structures can be expressed by several linguistic items (Ste-
fanowitsch, 2006: 64). This paper describes how corpus-based approach
can be used in Cognitive Semantics research. The objective of the article is
reviewing procedures of Cognitive Semantics analysis in order to establish
Corpus Linguistics techniques that can be used in conceptual research. The
study begins with a brief overview of the ways, in which human experience
and knowledge can be encoded in a conceptual system and subsequently
expressed in a language. The paper proceeds to determine how meaning
is treated in Cognitive Semantics studies. Finally, the study attempts to
outline the corpus-based procedures linguists can use to study Cognitive
Semantics.
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1. Concepts as Units of Cognition

In Cognitive studies human experience, feelings, sensations, and knowl-
edge gained about the objective reality are the basis for the formation of
mental categories. Categorization can be listed among general cognitive
abilities along with abstraction and schematization (Langacker, 1999: 25).
It is the process of assigning an object or phenomenon to a category by
similarity; it is based on hyponymy - hyperonymy relations and deals with
objects or phenomena in the real world (Margolis, 1994; Teixeira, 2001:
66). Categories, in their turn, become subject to mental transformation or
cognitive-semantic conversion. This mental process systematizes catego-
ries and organizes them into concepts; the latter can be regarded as mental
structures derived from reality and based on sensations (Teixeira, 2001: 8).
Delineation between real world and mental phenomena is further stressed
in Eastern Europe where Cognitive Studies use different terms to refer to
cognitive representation of abstract notions (term ‘concept’) and the notions
in question. In Cognitive language studies researchers use umbrella term
‘concept’ (Cremanos, 2001: 40-76) or more specific research units, such
as ‘linguocultureme (mental unit combining linguistic and culture-specific
information)’ (Bopkaues, 2007; lembstakoB, 2001), ‘mythologeme (unit of
thinking based on mythological beliefs encoded by language)’ (ba3buies,
2000)), ‘logoepistheme (epistemic mental unit that can be accessed through
language)’ (bypsuxosa, 2001; Bepemarun, 1999: 7). Nevertheless, studies
that adopt the abovementioned terms deal with the analysis of mental rep-
resentation resulting from categorization of objects and phenomena of the
world. The difference in the coined terms stems from scholars’ focus on
cultural relevance of the concept (‘mythologeme’ and ‘linguocultureme’)
or its rational component (‘logoepistheme’). The present study adopts the
broad term ‘concept’.

Views on relationship between human knowledge and its presentation
in a language vary from approaches within the framework of traditional
semantics to purely mental understanding of a concept as a unit that is
not expressed by language (KyOpsikoBa, 1991: 85; Petersen, 2007: 426).
Nowadays linguists use one of the two major approaches to concept analy-
sis: cognitive or linguo-cultural. The first approach treats concepts as units
encoding memories and experiences of a person. In this view concepts
are treated as primary nonverbal units of thinking. However, these mental
units can be expressed by language means. However, language verbalizes
only part of conceptual structure, the elements that are the most signifi-
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cant and relevant for the given language community. Therefore linguists
analyse what components of concept(s) are reflected in the language in
order to access the conceptual structure of the whole language community
(Crepuun, 1998: 24-27).

Linguo-cultural approach treats concepts as multidimensional mental
units that are verbalized in language and reflect specific features of cul-
ture, 1.e. they reflect culturally relevant experiences. In this view, concepts
are not units of person’s memory, but elements of culture and collective
memory of a language community (Bopkaues, 2007; Kapacuk, 2001: 4;
Crenanos, 2001: 41). Therefore, concepts do not only represent real world
phenomena or abstract notions, but also contain information about speak-
ers’ (collective) experience with the phenomenon in question, i.e. what the
phenomenon is associated with, how it is evaluated, whether it is import-
ant for the language community. However, no matter which of the two
approaches linguists favour, they rely on the language means in order to
study concepts.

In cognitive studies concepts are seen as multidimensional structures.
Being mental units, they include not only the knowledge of the real world
phenomena, but also broader cultural relevance of the notions or objects
they represent. Concepts are believed to be linked to primary bodily sensa-
tions and perceptions that become mental structures as a result of abstrac-
tion. Being units of thinking, concepts are organized according to the way
different elements of reality (objects, events) influence human perception.
Thus, through repeated exposure associative relationship between a phe-
nomenon of the world and the impact it has on perceptual or somatic sphere
of an individual is formed. This relationship results in the creation of a
generalized image, mental “footprint™ of the qualities and properties of the
element of the physical world that becomes a concept (Uekynaii, 2006: 16).
Concepts emerge as rational (notional) and perceptive (sensations-based)
components of human experience are combined. Rational (logical) compo-
nent of the concept is the result of the process of conceptualization; it reflects
the structure and characteristics of the relevant phenomena and notions
(Bopkaues, 2001: 56). From the realm of individual’s mental sphere con-
cepts are transferred to the collective realm of culture. There mental units
undergo evaluation and acquire a set of associations. Evaluation of the con-
cept constitutes interpretive field or periphery of a concept. It includes such
elements as figurative component (conceptual metaphor), and axiological
(value) component. Therefore, concepts can be seen as complex units made
of different layers. Some of them are crucial to the formation of a concept
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and are therefore its core; others are results of interpretation or assessment
of the notion. Core of the concept contains the most significant information
about the results of the speakers’ conceptualization. It combines compo-
nents that are formed as a result of human cognitive and sensory percep-
tion of the world, in other words rational (logical) and perceptive layers.
The combination of the rational and perceptual conceptual components is
possible through the mental operation of image schema creation (Johnson,
1987: 29; Turner, 1991). The latter “help to explain how our intrinsically
embodied mind can at the same time be capable of abstract thought. As
patterns of sensory-motor experience, image schemas play a crucial role
in emergence of meaning and in our ability to engage in abstract concep-
tualization and reasoning that is grounded in our bodily engagement with
our environment” (Johnson, 2005: 15). Image schema is an embodiment
of prelinguistic experience. It motivates conceptual mappings and operates
as a dynamic pattern of relating perceptual interactions or motor programs
structuring human experience. Without such integrating procedure human
experience would be chaotic and incomprehensible (Johnson, 1987: xix;
Kovecses, 2006: 207). Image schemas make it possible to rely on the struc-
ture of sensory and motor operations to understand abstract concepts and
draw inferences about them. They are repeated patterns of sensory-motor
experience of the individual (Johnson, 1987: XIV).

Analysis of concepts is a series of procedures to clarify characteristics
of concepts as units of cognition and describe their relations within system.
Currently concept analysis focuses on concept system in terminological
analysis and nursing science (Nuopponen, 2010; Walker, 1994). In concept
analysis the structure of concepts is presented as basic, structural, origina-
tion, development, activity, transmission, causation or dependency models.
Basic model helps to establish concept’s place in generic (logical) concept
system, structural model reveals spatial relations between referents of the
concepts. Origination and developmental models are used to establish rela-
tions between the core concept and phenomena that either are connected
to its origin or reflect stages in its development. Activity and transmission
models connect the core concept (representing activity) and phenomena
involved in this activity. Causation and dependency models establish rela-
tions between cause and effect, patient affected by the core concept, types
of effect. Components from all models can be used at different stages of
research depending on research objectives. They can be integrated in a
single concept map model (Nuopponen, 2010: 10-12). Although existing
models were not elaborated within the context of cognitive semantics, they
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stress that the analysis of a concept is basically the analysis of its lexi-
cal representation and its usage, an examination of how the word(s) that
denote concept is related to other units of language (Walker, 1994: 38-41).

2. Cognitive Semantics and Study of Concepts

Cognitive Semantics assumes that language reflects conceptual system
and can provide access to conceptual structuring of the world. One of the
guiding principles in Cognitive Semantics equates semantic and concep-
tual structures because language deals with mental representations of the
objective reality in speakers’ mind and not directly with the real world phe-
nomena (Evans 2007, p. 6). In the central postulate of Cognitive Seman-
tics meanings are seen as motivated mappings from conceptualization to
expression (Sinha, 1999: 231). However, scholars do not perceive the two
structures (cognitive and semantic) as identical. Even though language
conceptualization is rooted in pre-linguistic or non-linguistic schematiza-
tion, it forms only a subset of the concepts as mental units. In this view
conceptualization is not necessarily supported by language means; even
basic cognitive operations of prototype formation are seen as being “com-
patible with the language”, but not necessarily language-supported (All-
wood, 1999: 4-6). Scholars see meanings as dynamic entities formed in the
discourse practise and not as equivalents of concepts and schemata (Sinha,
1999: 233-237).

Conceptual structure is believed to give access to a vaster repository
of knowledge derived from sensory-motor and proprioception systems
as well as subjective experience. This knowledge is encyclopaedic in its
nature and cannot be fully reflected in language semantics. This approach
has led some scholars, namely V. Evans, to distinguish lexical concepts
from cognitive models (Evans, 2007). In this view, lexical concepts that
encode linguistic knowledge are reflected in semantic structure, while con-
ceptual structure is non-linguistic in its nature and is reflected in concep-
tual system. The latter derives from human experience in the world and its
perceptual nature does not allow it to be encoded in language. However,
conceptual structure can take informational form that can be directly rep-
resented in a language. Therefore lexical concepts can be seen as related to
non-linguistic conceptual structures and are treated as the form the latter
take to be directly encoded in language (Evans, 2009: 30). This approach
to Cognitive Semantics analysis assumes that lexical form can give access
to the inventory of lexical concepts it expresses (Evans, 2010). Therefore,
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two main trends in Cognitive Semantics research can be singled out: 1)
research looking into semantics of a language unit to establish concept(s)
it represents (direction: from language unit(s) to concept(s)); 2) studies
aimed at establishing the language means a concept as a mental unit takes
in language (direction: from concept to language unit(s)).

Analysis of concepts focuses on uncovering cognitive mechanisms
that underlie the formation of knowledge about the real world phenom-
ena and abstract notions. In the broad sense, conceptual analysis is the
study of properties and characteristics of concepts and their relations to
other concepts. In Cognitive Semantics conceptual analysis is the method
of identifying and studying the structure of verbalized concepts, i.e. results
of human cognition reflected by language means. Language semantics
is rooted in the system of concepts that encodes human experience and
worldview. Semantics can give a key to understanding individual language
units and mechanisms of human knowledge about the world. However,
study of concepts does not equal analysis of word semantics. The former
tries to establish general concepts, while the latter deals with the meaning
of separate words. Meaning of language units is built of concepts; therefore
semantics can relate words to the world. In this view, words are mapped
onto conceptual structure and polysemous words can verbalize several
concepts (Kurtes, 2006: 1200).

In Cognitive Semantics there is no universal method to the study
concepts; therefore scholars rely on a combination of techniques whose
priority is determined by research objectives. Research procedures used
by linguists can be based on: 1) methods borrowed from philosophy and
anthropocentric linguistics: a) logical approach; b) ethnocentric approach;
2) knowledge processing analysis; 3) eidetic analysis. In order to study
language phenomena linguists utilize logical models, such as frames
and scripts (Fillmore, 1982). Ethnocentric studies use metalanguage to
describe the meanings of language units and establish underlying univer-
sals represented by languages (Wierzbicka, 1985). Analysis in terms of the
knowledge processing method seeks to establish how human experience
is interiorized by cognition. It relies on conceptual metaphor, metonymy,
and image schemas (Clausner, 1999). Eidetic analysis attempts to uncover
natural categories in language; the studies are conducted within the frame-
work of prototype theory (Rosch, 1976). Yet, in these approaches linguists
rely on their own judgement and/or language intuition when they establish
the connection between language units and mental structures.



38 Anastasiia Belyaeva

Cognitive Semantics developed two approaches to the analysis of con-
cepts: 1) cognitive interpretation; 2) concept modeling. Cognitive inter-
pretation approach relies on the analysis of semantics of language units
that name the concept under study. Firstly, it is established what language
means are used to reflect the knowledge of a certain phenomenon. Those
language means are regarded as name(s) of the concept; they are often
retrieved through the dictionary definitions analysis. Then, scholars estab-
lish lexical compatibility of the language phenomena in question. In this
approach definitions of names of the concepts under analysis are used to
establish cognitive properties of the concept. Researchers try to describe
the meaning of language units and then utilize the techniques of cognitive
interpretation of the results to model the structure of a concept. The study
of the semantic structure of the lexical units that verbalize the concept is
seen as the key to the mechanisms of conceptualization (JKaboTunckas,
2005: 53-55; Gladkova, 2008; L.odej 2012). In this view semantic structure
of name(s) of concept is mapped onto mechanisms of knowledge process-
ing. Within the second approach concept is regarded as a multidimensional
unit that reflects human perception of certain elements of reality. Different
dimensions of concept as unit of cognition correspond to different lay-
ers in its structure. Like cognitive interpretation, research starts with cre-
ating inventory of language means that represent the concept. However,
concept modeling focuses not only on semantics of language means, but
also takes into account cultural context those means exist in. Scholars use
the contexts name of the concept is used in to access information about
the language community’s views on the phenomenon that concept repre-
sents. This approach studies meaning of language units in broader context.
Semantic analysis is regarded as a stage in conceptual analysis in the pres-
ent study. Therefore, the study of concepts in Cognitive Semantics requires
interpretation of associations that reflect stereotyped knowledge, beliefs,
assumptions, and evaluations that are associated with the phenomenon
concept represents.

Within the context of cognitive semantics concept modeling is singling
out a number of components (modes) in the concept under analysis. The
number of components or layers in verbalized concepts varies depending
from research objectives. Characteristics of concepts as units of cognition
reviewed in the previous section of the paper can be reduced to three major
concept components: notional, perceptive and axiological layers. Notional
component of a concept encompasses its language representation, its name.
This component is established through analysis of semantic structure of



Corpus-based approach in cognitive semantics studies 39

language units that verbalize concept; its characteristics as compared to
other groups of concepts are also established. Perceptive component ver-
balizes visual, auditory, tactile, taste characteristics of objects or events
reflected in human consciousness (Bopkaues, 2001: 49). Cognitive seman-
tics seeks to uncover what scenarios of embodied knowledge acquisition
the name of the concept is involved in. This task is achieved by looking
into collocation patterns of language units under analysis. The task of
conceptual analysis is to present a concept in schematic form as a struc-
ture made of central (core) layers and the periphery. According to R. Lan-
gacker, language usage profiles the most significant parts of the content of
the concept that serve as the speaker’s focus of attention (Langacker, 1987:
145). Verbal explication of the actualized seme is the linguistic operation
similar to profiling (Ctepuun, 2006: 77-78). The study of rational (logical)
component and perceptive modes of concept is identification of the semes
in the names of the concept that are ‘profiled’ in the context. The study of
the structure of rational (logical) layer of the concept provides an inven-
tory of its components that are verbal equivalents of notional components
of concept. Somatic knowledge that is part of conceptualization can be
studied through the analysis of conceptual metaphors which are the result
of cognitive operations of correlation between the structure of the source
domain and the target domain (Ruiz de Mendoza, 2005: 250). Evaluation
of objects and phenomena is verbalized in the axiological mode of a con-
cept (becconona, 2007: 227). This layer is analyzed by establishing the role
and place of the phenomenon in culture because concepts exist as units of
reasoning and perception, and the latter involves evaluation. In cognitive
semantics this layer is modeled through the study of connotation as well
as evaluative meaning that manifests itself in collocations that language
units form.

No matter which of the approaches linguists take, they look at word
usage in real contexts in order to study meaning. However, scholars should
be warned not to make generalizations about underlying cognitive struc-
tures using small language samples. Researchers suggest that very often
“basic cognitive concepts are postulated on the grounds of poor linguistic
data and their cognitive relevance is then “proved” by finding them realized
in the investigated language” (Blank, 2003: 44). By addressing larger lan-
guage samples linguists would be able to formulate more feasible hypoth-
eses about cognitive structures reflected by language(s).
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3. Corpus Linguistics Application for Cognitive Studies

Corpus-based research in linguistics relies on using automated techniques
and quantitative (statistical) methods in order to uncover patterns of lan-
guage usage or determine similarity and difference between language units.
Since corpus queries are largely based on the search for individual word
forms, this approach does not seem immediately relevant for semantics
studies. The limited applicability of corpus techniques can be grounded in
the nature of semantic investigation. As G. Sampson stresses “corpora have
limited relevance (though some relevance) to the study of semantics (...)
because the study of semantics is not an empirical scientific discipline at all,
but something more like a branch of philosophy” (Sampson, 2011: 203).
However, maintaining the right balance between qualitative and quanti-
tative models of analysis, linguists gain new insights into word meaning.
Among major findings of corpus-based semantics is the notion of semantic
prosody (Charteris-Black, 2004; Stubbs, 2001). The evidence of evaluative
meaning that manifests itself in repeated patterns of typical word use, i.e.
semantic prosody, was gained owing to qualitative analysis of word col-
locations retrieved from corpora. Therefore, the study of the collocations
of a word is among the most widely used corpus-based research proce-
dure in semantic analysis. Collocation can be seen as a lexical relation
between words that co-occur in a natural text in a statistically significant
way (Stubbs, 1995; Lewis, 2002). This method is helpful in the studies
of connotative and discursive meaning of language units; it gives insight
into the changing norms of language use and acceptability of collocations;
it can be incorporated into error analysis in language acquisition studies.
However, relevance of corpus-based techniques in Cognitive Semantics
and the study of concepts is yet to be established.

Corpus-based approach can be of benefit for Cognitive Semantics stud-
ies if it develops methodology appropriate for both qualitative (creating the
inventory of language means that reflect concepts) and quantitative (tech-
niques to extract language units, their collocates, calculate their frequency)
analysis. The study of the word collocations can give insight into the differ-
ence between language units that verbalize concepts, since even though “two
words can be conceptually similar in their basic and even extended meanings,
but the collocational patterns are usually highly language specific” (Verdau-
guer, 2003: 634-635). What is more, linguists assume that ““(...) from habit-
ual, 1.e. typical and frequent, expressions of a language we can infer a speech
community’s habitual ways of conceptualization” (Schonefeld, 2007: 298).
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The starting point for establishing connection between conceptual
and semantic relations can be found in J. Saeed’s views on the nature of
conceptual knowledge: “words are in a network of semantic links with
other words and it is reasonable to assume that conceptual structures are
similarly linked” (Saeed, 1997: 38). Therefore, linguists conducting cor-
pus-based research into Cognitive Semantics turn to lexical reference sys-
tems like WordNet (www.wordnet.princeton.edu) (Ahrens, 2011; Davies,
2007; Fellbaum, 1998). In this resource lexical units (nouns, verbs, adjec-
tives, adverbs) representing underlying concepts are organized into syno-
nym sets. Having retrieved the set of lexical units that represent concept(s)
under analysis, linguists can proceed to look for the collocations these
words enter using corpus queries. As K. Krawczak states: “it is possible
to reveal the conceptual structure behind language by analysing its contex-
tualized recurrent use, both qualitatively and quantitatively” (2014: 446).

Nowadays, two major approaches to corpus-based studies in semantics
are Latent Semantics Analysis (relying of statistical analysis of colloca-
tions) and Multifactorial Usage-Feature analysis (relying on multivariate
statistics of array of language features) (Glynn, 2009). In the first approach
quantitative analysis helps to determine the degree of typicality of col-
location and find out what characteristics of the concept under study are
important for the language community. Nowadays, Latent Semantics Anal-
ysis is used in studies of cognitive metaphors and words belonging to a
specific conceptual domain. Semantic corpus-based analysis can rely on
frames, key lexemes that form cognitive metaphor models, image sche-
mas and lexical units that represent them, units of Natural Sematic Meta-
language. In cognitive-semantic studies of metaphors linguists determine
what should be searched for in a corpus using lexical units associated either
with: 1) a specific conceptual model, for example K. Ahrens (2011) used
WordNet to identify key lexemes representing metaphoric models in US
presidential speeches; 2) a specific target domain, for example emotions in
research conducted by A. Stefanowitsch (2006) or physical environment
and plants in the corpus-based study of metaphor in political discourse by
J. Charteris-Black (2002; 2004). Image schemas as basic pre-conceptual
representations of human sensory-motor experience determine the choice
of verb collocations, namely posture verbs, in cognitive comparative cor-
pus-based study of posture scenarios by D. Schonefeld (2007). Universal
primary meanings encoded in Natural Sematic Metalanguage (developed
by A. Wierzbicka and C. Goddard) determined the choice of lexical units
in corpus-based contrastive study aimed at reconstruction of concept TOL-
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ERANCE in the investigation conducted by A. Gladkova (2008). Affilia-
tion with conceptual domain CLERGY motivated the selection of language
units in diachronic corpus-based research conducted by S. Lodej (2012).
In case of idioms, cognitive metaphors or concepts that are represented by
several language units linguists can start by looking at a corpora sample to
qualitatively analyze linguistic expressions and narrow the scope of items
to be further searched for and quantitatively assessed. In this type of anal-
ysis scholars can rely on frequency of a certain language unit or word in
a corpus in order to make conclusions about speakers’ cognitive patterns.
Once the array of language units is established, it can be analyzed using
concordance and statistical corpus-research tools. Quantitative data is used
to determine what collocations, and subsequently underlying mental pat-
terns, are more typical of or acceptable in the given language community.
In Multifactorial Usage-Feature analysis a sample of data extracted
from the corpora is qualitatively analyzed and manually annotated using
a combination of usage and meaning criteria. Then the linguists use the
sample corpus to determine the significance and behavior probability of
a certain language unit, i.e. they apply quantitative techniques to the sam-
ple set of data to make predictions about language behavior (Krawczak,
2014). For example, D. Glynn used semantic frames in the research on
polysemous words using corpora downloaded from the web (Glynn, 2009:
83-84). However, this technique has some limitations that make it difficult
to apply to Cognitive Semantics research. Firstly, the analysis is carried
out on a relatively small set of data, because Multifactorial Usage-Feature
annotation is done manually, which would not completely meet the objec-
tivity criteria. Secondly, categories for manual annotation are established
prior to corpus analysis and not necessarily through analysis of language
units. In current studies Multifactorial Usage-Feature annotation includes
a combination of formal, semantic, and sociolinguistic features (Krawczak,
2104). Therefore, it is not suitable for research aimed at establishing an
array of concepts that underlie language units. It favors only the studies
that start with concept(s) and then proceed to language means used to
express them.
As the concept has a complex structure, its analysis has to combine
a number of methodologies. The structure of concept in cognitive seman-
tics can be established following two major stages of analysis. During the
first stage lexical units that verbalize the concept are established, cognitive
properties of the concept are then defined. Concept analysis calls for the
creation of “semantic inventory” of the means that language under study
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uses to express certain concept. This stage relies on the study of semantic
structure of words representing a concept in a language to reveal the princi-
ples according to which information is organized in mind. At this stage cor-
pus-based model of Latent Semantics Analysis, namely quantitative study
of keywords would help narrow the scope of language units that verbalize
the concept. In order to give a key to understanding the mechanisms of
conceptualization, this stage should involve analysis of rational (logical)
component of the concept structure as well as its perceptive component.
This stage also looks into figurative components of concepts represented
by cognitive metaphors. Corpus-based collocation analysis would provide
the foundation for the study of actualized semes in context looking into the
frequent and/or typical words that the name(s) of the concept is combined
with. Next procedure involves looking into axiological (value) component
of concept. Corpus-based technique that would allow looking into this layer
of concept structure is the analysis of collocations to study semantic pros-
ody (see Charteris-Black, 2004; Stubbs, 2001). The outcome of the first
stage 1s modeling a concept structure. Next step in concept system analysis
is establishing the place of concept in a generic concept system and attempt
to reveal its relations (coordination, subordination, and superordination) to
other concepts. At this stage concept analysis needs to establish concept
hierarchy. Even though a study may focus on a single concept, concepts
never exist in 1solation. Concept relation types are based on structures and
categorizations of the world and conceptual hierarchies can be based on
hierarchies of semantic relations (Nuopponen, 2010: 10). There are sema-
siological and onomasiological components in this stage. Cognitive sema-
siological analysis takes into account different parts of speech that denote
a concept. Frames are used to represent different relations between lexical
units that verbalize the concept (Kyctoa, 2004). Cognitive onomasiolog-
ical analysis is an attempt to locate concepts depending on the level of
their abstraction (CenuBanoBa, 2000). Second stage in the analysis relies
on Multifactorial Usage-Feature model. Once the scope of the language
units that verbalize the concept under analysis is narrowed down through
quantitative and qualitative collocation analysis, the most frequent and/or
typical ones can be manually annotated for usage and meaning criteria in
order to access broader cultural significance of the concept.
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4. Conclusions

The conclusions drawn from the research suggest that the complex nature
of human language allows it to be both a tool of world understand-
ing and a means of storing and transferring the knowledge gained. The
results of categorization of real world objects and phenomena constitute
conceptual representation of the world. Since learning about objects and
phenomena people use both their senses and cognitive abilities, concepts
can be regarded as units combining rational and perceptual components.
As parts of culture concepts also include associations and evaluation. In
this view concepts can be regarded as multidimensional structures made
of several layers. Concepts may be expressed by language means. Cog-
nitive Semantics analysis of linguistic units that name concepts can give
access to conceptual model of the world. This paper suggests that empir-
ical methods characteristic of corpus-based approach can be suitable for
Cognitive Semantics studies because they would provide a more feasible
foundation for generalizations about worldview of a language community.
Even though corpus-based approach is often used in semantics research,
there is no unified view on the procedures applicable for Cognitive Seman-
tics. Complex nature of concepts as mental units that can be represented
in language only partially makes it necessary to combine quantitative cor-
pus-based methods with well-established Cognitive Semantics procedures
of language analysis. Delimitation of language units that verbalize a con-
cept would be a starting point for further corpus- based research. In case
linguists favor a different approach to concept analysis, i.e. they consider
that one language unit expresses several concepts, an array of concepts that
a language unit expresses is established prior to corpus queries. This stage
can benefit from quantitative analysis techniques aimed at establishing
keywords in corpus. Looking into collocational patterns linguists would
gain insight into the place concept occupies in conceptual system of the
community, understand what other notions or phenomena it is typically
associated or considered alongside with. Once the quantitative analysis of
collocations is interpreted, its results could be used in more sophisticated
Multifactorial Usage-Feature analysis. The paper advocates the combina-
tion of the two corpus-based approaches to semantics analysis where Latent
Semantics Analysis provides a more objective (quantitatively-tested) and
language-based foundation for Multifactorial Usage-Feature annotation.
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