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Abstract. The overall cognitive picture deals with the fact that the subject creates a
picture of the world, coordinates individual cognitive acts and expands constantly the sphere
of application of these acts. The article highlights the evolution of scientific paradigms in
modern science, in particular linguistics, analyzes the polyparadigmatic and integrative
nature of modern linguistic studies, which are impossible without a unity of the issues of
consciousness, language system, culture and society. Analyzing various scientific
paradigms, we state the change of the categorical apparatus and research methods, their
evolutionary content-based complication.
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Introduction. The modern linguistics techniques shared by the members of the
is an internally dynamic and quickly community. In fact, this new term
expanding space. It transforms rigid substitutes the original concept of a
boundaries of humanities and social paradigm [8, p.153].
sciences. This expansion led to the Although T. Kuhn was unable to
formation of new linguistic directions and explain the mechanism for the formation of
new paradigms. new theories and the interaction of

Recent research and publications. ordinary and extraordinary science, his
In the book “The structure of scientific concept of changing scientific paradigms
revolutions” (1962) Thomas S. Kuhn, an made a significant contribution to the
American scientist, developed a concept history and philosophy of science.
of the scientific community as a logical Simultaneously with the T. Kuhn’s
subject of scientific activity. The scientific paradigmatic studies in America, Paul-
community by T. Kuhn has a unified Michel Foucault’s epistemological
system of standards — a paradigm- that a direction of is developed in France.
researcher can accept without any According to M. Foucault, the emergence
evidence. and development of various theories and

A paradigm is a scientific achievement hypotheses is determined by the
recognized by all members of the scientific historically changing prisms of vision of
community and a model for a problem natural and social processes. M. Foucault
statement and solution. calls these prisms of visions epistemes. It

T. Kuhn narrows the concept of is not difficult to notice a certain similarity
paradigm to exemplary achievements of between T. Kuhn’s paradigms of
the past and introduces a new concept knowledge and M. Foucault's epistemes.
“disciplinary matrix”, by which he means “Episteme” is a philosophical term
the entire set of beliefs, values and derived from the Ancient Greek word
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EmMOTAPN epistémé, which can refer to
knowledge, science or understanding, and
which comes from the verb €mioTac6al,
meaning “to know, to understand, or to be
acquainted with”.

The purpose of the article is to
overview current approaches to the
concept “scientific paradigms” in the
humanitarian sciences in terms of their
evolutionary and controversial issues.

While writing the paper, general
scientific and linguistic methods have
been used such as analysis, synthesis, a
comparative and historical method.

Results. In the second half of the XX-
th century, in connection with the
development of the history of science,
another general scientific notion was
formulated -a style of thinking,
understanding of the world. This concept
was used along with T. Kuhn’s paradigm
and M. Foucault's episteme [8, p.214].

By style of thinking M. Born, a German
scientist, understands “general tendencies
of thought, which are changed very slowly
and form certain philosophical periods of
specific ideas for them in all areas of
human activity, including science” [1,
p.232].

The processes of changing of
scientific knowledge and the formation of
new theories got their further development
in the concept of the research programs of
|. Lakatos, the English philosopher of
Hungarian origin. He proposed a research
program as a basic unit for the
development of scientific knowledge [9,
p.101].

It happened so that the concept “a
scientific  paradigm” in its original
interpretation became the most popular.

In fact, under the paradigm in
linguistics, we understand a certain
approach, theory or method of linguistic
research that is widely recognized in the
linguistic community. T. Kuhn's ideas had
a great influence on the historiography of
linguistics.

It makes sense to emphasize Noam
Chomsky's groundbreaking contribution to
linguistic theory. His most famous work,
“Syntactic Structures” (1957), had a
tremendous influence on the development
of the science of language. The linguist
Noam Chomsky’'s critical review of
Skinner’s theory of “verbal behaviour” in
1959 showed that it could not properly
account for human language acquisition
[7, p.67]. It was one of several triggers for
a paradigm shift that by the mid-1960s
became the “cognitive revolution,” which
compellingly argued against behaviourism
and led to the development of cognitive
science. A lot of scientists spoke about
“‘Chomsky revolution” in linguistics (a
change in the scientific paradigm in terms
of Kuhn). It introduced the idea of
transformational generative grammar.

Chomsky’s theory is biolinguistic. It
deals with language acquisition in the
structures of the brain. He talks of those

theoretical structures, responsible for
reproducing accurate syntax, as a
metaphorical ‘language acquisition

device” (LAD), a hardwired faculty that
separates the human brain from that of a
dog or cat [6].

Chomsky’s theory has little to do with
the content of language, but rather with its
structure, which he says is universally
encoded in our neural architecture.

Chomsky’s theory was revolutionary in
large part because it was testable. It's a
compelling research that just might
anticipate the discovery of a physical
Language Acquisition Device, or its
neurobiological equivalent, in every
human brain [6].

According to other linguists, the first
truly scientific paradigm (comparative-
historical) appeared in linguistics at the
beginning of the XIX-th century. However,
this concept came into being only a
century later. As for the number of
paradigms in linguistics, this issue remains
open. Three scientific paradigms are
traditionally distinguished: comparative-
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historical, systemic-structural and
anthropocentric.

The comparative-historical paradigm
was the first paradigm in linguistics. In the
systemic-structural paradigm, attention
was focused on the object, thing, name,
therefore the word was in the center of
attention. F. Saussure considered the
language “in itself and for itself” [5, p.143].

The crisis of isolationist notions has
led linguistics to the need to learn a
language in the whole diversity of its
external relations, with a person, culture
and society. Anthropocentrism has
become a feature of modern linguistic
researches.

Yu. N. Karaulov (1987) writes about
historical, psychological, systemic-
structural and social scientific linguistic
paradigms. Within the framework of the
social (communicative) paradigm, a
number of areas are singled out:
anthropocentric, sociolinguistic, cognitive,
psycholinguistic, linguistic and cultural,
that are somehow connected with the text
and speech activity [5, p.144].

The famous American scholar in the
field of discursive analysis D. Shifrin
distinguishes only two paradigms of
linguistic knowledge: formal (structural)
and functional (interactive) [10, p.68].

Thus, speaking of a paradigm in
linguistics, it should be said that most
linguists understand it as a method,
approach or model of problem statement
and solution, that is, as T. Kuhn
understood the disciplinary matrix.

Some scientists tend to speak about
coexistence of paradigms (a condition of
paradigmatic pluralism). The general
scientific principle of a complementarity
implies coexistence of several
interpretation of any multidimensional
phenomenon. Besides, in a linguistic
historiography there are pendulum-like
processes, when some kind of “self-return”
of this or that paradigm is often noted.
Therefore, a need to establish the most
general regularities of science about a

language throughout a long period was
obvious. It is also required to define a
place of each scientific paradigm in the
general development of science about a
language, to characterize specifics of
linguistic schools, their contribution to the
development of science in general. The
theory of a scientific paradigm possesses
of the greatest explanatory force.

A. Zelen’ko in his study, unlike his
predecessors, relates the evolution of
linguistic paradigms to the evolution of
psychological paradigms. They are
reflexive, associative, gestalt psychology,
behaviorism and J. Piaget's genetic
epistemology [2, p.18].

American linguists, being consistent
pragmatists, solve linguistic problems not
only on the basis of the psychological
achievements, but in the harmonious unity
of linguistics with psychology and
physiology.

While analyzing different linguistic
paradigms, we state the change of the
categorical apparatus and research
methods, their evolution through a
systematic content complexity. Meaning is
considered to be a core category for
analysis of the content of a language of
sounds, in particular, vocabulary.

That is why the analysis of linguistic
paradigms, on the basis of their integration
with psychological paradigms contributes
to a deeper interpretation of the meaning
of lexemes of all language levels.
Moreover, there is a tendency to study the
structure of lexeme meanings of all types
through the prism of mental, concrete-
imaginative and emotive components.

Solution of the problems of some
language origin and its meaning is realized
on the macro-structural and micro-
structural levels and is based on the
general laws of formation of language
systems. This multidisciplinary approach
can’t be imagined without the involvement
of philosophy, history, psychology,
demography and archeology. We assume
that three components of consciousness
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(mental, emotive and volitional) are
reproduced in a meaning as a category of
information. Indeed, the evolution of
linguistic paradigms demonstrates this
postulate.

Comparative-historical linguistics has
become an extensive continuation of the
methodology for analyzing the descriptive
paradigm. Researchers were focused on
indivisible units of the language system,
mainly on the means of expression.

Comparative linguistics deals with
synchrony and diachrony in the sphere of
language functioning. It researches
microstructural, intrastructural, extra-
linguistic aspects of language identifying
the inner form (etymological meaning) of
the word and a language model of the
world, which are based on the
reconstruction of the family tree of the
Indo-European language family.

In modern linguistic studies E. S.
Kubryakova emphasizes the following four
fundamental principles for all schools:

1) expansionism, which is manifested
in the emergence of linguistics in
connection with other sciences, as well as
in the integration of several related
sciences and the consolidation of a
separate major science;

2) anthropocentrism, according to
which scientific objects are studied from
the standpoint of their role for a person;

3) functionalism (or neofunctionalism),
in which the study of the functions of the
object becomes the central problem of
science;

4) The principle of explanation
ensures the adequacy of knowledge of
both sides of the language (external and
internal) [3, p.234].

Explanation is interpreted as a
tendency of modern linguistics to find a
definite explanation for the internal
aspects of the language. This principle is
realized through the interaction of

expansionism and anthropocentrism. This
principle indicates the transition from
‘linguistics” to “why-linguistics” and
assumes the adequacy of knowledge of
both the formal and the content sides of
the language. Whereas linguistic
expansionism is closely related to an effort
to find every linguistic phenomenon a
reasonable explanation through
anthropocentrism and functionalism.

By E. Kubryakova’'s opinion this
strategy helps to explain the role of the
human factor in the language and the
fulfilment of certain functions by the
language [3, p. 227].

Conclusions and research
prospects. Thus, a paradigm is a
scientific achievement and a model for a
problem statement and solution. Linguistic
paradigms in the XIX-th century helped to
extend the object of study horizontally and
then scholars started using paradigms to
do researches in depth (vertically).

Under the paradigm in linguistics, we
understand a certain approach, theory or
method of linguistic research that is widely
recognized in the linguistic community.

In the linguistic community, due to the
complexity of the object of study,
linguistics  itself by  definition is
polyparadigmatic and integrative.

From the standpoint of mentioned
above statements, language must be
studied addressing simultaneously to
consciousness, language system, culture
and society.

Psychological paradigms are tightly
connected with the evolution of linguistic
paradigms and prove two main features of
modern science —polyparadigmality and
integrativity.

Perspectives in further development
we see in implementation, first of all,
genetic epistemology.
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MNMPOBNEMATUKA HUAYKOBI/IX NAPAOUTM
Y CYYACHIU NIHIBICTULI
O. B. bBabeHko

AHOmMauia. 3azanbHa KapmuHa ri3HaHHS rosifeae 8 momy, wo cyb'ekm akmueHo
KOHCMPYIE KapmuHy ceimy, KOOpOUHYe MK COBOK OKpeMi rnidHasasibHi akmu ma rnocmitiHo
PO3WUPIOE cghepy 3acmocy8aHHs Uux akmis. Y cmammi po32/isiHymo e8osIHoyil0 HayKosux
napaduam y cy4acHilu Hayui, 30Kpema niHaeicmuuj, npoaHarsizogaHo rnosinapadiemarnsHul
ma iHmeapamueHuli xapakmep Cy4acHUX fliHa8iCmu4YHUX OOCHIOXEHb, SKi HEMOXIuUgi 6e3
€0Hocmi po3arnady numaHb C€8i0OMOCMI, MOBHOI cucmemu, Kyrbmypu ma cycrifbcmeaa.
AHanizyro4u pisHi Haykoei napaduamu, KOHCmamyemMo 3MIiHYy KameaopiarbHOo20 arapamy
ma MemoOuK OOCITIOXEHHS, iX e8oIroUitiHe 3MICMOBHE yCKI1aOHEHHS.

Knroyoei cnoea: Haykosi napaduamu, ridxoou, kKnacugbikayis, MogHa cucmema,
eesornouis, noninapaduamarnbsHicme, UHMeapamueHicmbe
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