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ABSTRACT

This article says that the notion of a concept is in the
consciousness and thinking of a human being, and categories
that unite a general notion and reflect a specific conceptual
area make up its semantic field. Anthropocentrism, in turn,
allows us to see the central position of a human in speech
communication in a general linguistic image and suggests to
him the need to refer to his surroundings in search of new
concepts of linguistic processes. Functional-semantic circles
exhibit large-scale associations of words with distinctive
features that are considered voluminous, multifaceted. A
semantic field is a set of hierarchically structured lexical units
that combine a common concept and reflect a certain
conceptual sphere.
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INTRODUCTION

Linguists conducting research in the cognitive sphproponents
of semantics consider the meaning of lexical urgtgh as the
information structure, which is encoded with théphaf thoughts
in the analysis carried out using the main categordf

conceptual realism.

The transition of research to a new level of analys the
direction of cognitive semantics allows us to solxical
problems of words in a new way; thelexical struetwf a
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language can be systematized with a global conakptu
framework based on the linguistic image of the arse. In the
concept of cognition of the universe, conceptsasfous samples
are created with the help of a language, which belfind the
entire volume of semantic components that mantfesinselves

in the process of communication Kolshanskiy 200%agkdykh
2002).

The development of a cognitive approach to language
personnel has helped to understand it as a sofiioéoomation
in the conceptual and cognitive structures of camsciousness
and psyche. Language shows evidence that variouststes of
knowledge about our world do exist in our braineTdognitive
approach makes it possible to expand the methoed imsthe
study and round up the selected object of reseasinell as to
present the components that have lexical meaninigersystem.
In cognitive linguistics all linguistic processegpgnd on the
conceptualization and categorization of the uneii®m human
cognitive activity to the promotion of olfactory niguage
materials. According to the definition of D. S. hiéchova, a
conceptual circle is the sum of the concepts dréiqular nation.
The richer the nation - its folklore, literaturegience, art,
religion, historical experience, the richer thegarf its concepts
(Rakhilina 2000: 28-37).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

V. V. Krasnykh gives the following definition of Aational
Concept: “A national concept, being the most gdnédrighly
abstracted, but determined by national and cultural
characteristics, is a unit that has undergone ¢onsaognitive
adaptation of the idea of a ‘subject’ in the sumadfvalence
bonds and clearly displaced into a language” (Kakipva
1995: 284).

Coghnitive linguistics proceeds from the active, swaus and
creative activity of a human.

V. Z. Demyankov notes that in cognitive linguistiggomo
logquens), only cognitive structures and processdrent in
humans are considered as such (Kobozeva 2000: 21).
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The image of the universe is of paramount impoeafor
human communication. V. |. Postovalova believes tha image
of the Universe is a means of harmonizing variopisegses of
human activity and their interaction, a pledge wflan cohesion.

Since language is considered a specific attribtite ftuman,
there is no doubt that a human is a central figuithe linguistic
image.

A man is the creator and owner of a language, thém
participant in the universe in which he speaks.

A human who performs physical, mental (intellectuahd
speech actions is embodied in the linguistic image his
personality as an active, dynamic being. He liveshie nature
and in the society. He acts, influences, thinksleustands, feels.
A human understands and sees signs of objects lembmena,
their connections and relationships. A human rigesbstract
thinking by observing concrete things and phenoménding
cause-and-effect relationships.

The whole image of the universe, the whole lifeadiuman
is reflected in a language and becomes the contdnt
communication.

Language is both objective and subjective at theesime; it
is oriented towards the universe and the man. "uagg cannot
create the universe separately from the human ndimde it
represents the human world as a form of reflectibthe self-
conscious world” (Krasnykh 2002: 26).

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

The main point of human theoretical and practiogtivay is
anthropocentrism (human orientation). A human, asubject,
interacts with the surrounding nature and the $oetald, with
another person and with himself (self-realizatioh)man as a
cognizing subject and object of cognition is a paft this
universe.

In a language, it is impossible to talk about thaguage
factor outside of a human, since all the mentalviagtof a
human has found its expression.
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Vezhbitskaya uses a more complete anthropocentric
approach to the semantic analysis of linguistictsuni The
anthropocentricity of language manifests itself moly as a
semantic property of the object itself, but als@asinciple of its
presentation. A. Vezhbitskaya argues that everycept even
those that express some specific thing, refleatsattitude of a
human.

The processes of preserving and processing knowliedine
human brain, attracting knowledge into a speechasdn, as
well as conceptualizing, categorizing and inteiipget the
experience of the same linguist are manifestetiérotganization
of the internal lexicon of a human [The human fadio a
language 1991].

E. V. Rakhilina identifies an object with a humam almost
all languages a human models for himself the doaaif objects
in space, equating the object with a human, forngpla, he
becomes “neighbor” (from the table to the sidepotfin foot"
(under his feet) (Rakhilina 2000: 14).

According to E. S. Kubryakova, anthropocentrismnzarbut
agree with the opinion that for a human as the rpaimciple of
research, his role is to study the object of sa@emud study their
conceptual and semantic function in life, thatesturn a human
upside down (Likhachov 1997: 212).

Anthropocentrism, in turn, allows us to see the tregn
position of a human in speech communication in aeg
linguistic image and suggests to him the need ferr® his
surroundings in search of new concepts of linguistocesses.

These processes organize the results of cognifibkeing in
an indissoluble connection according to certairegaties. If the
process of conceptualization consists in an unaedstble
classification of incoming information, then categation is
aimed at combining even larger categories of spemits that
are characterized as resemblance or similaritias mthanifest
themselves in certain relationships (Kubryakov 8kdlls). They
differ in the end result.
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CONCLUSION

For the need to structure the vocabulary of anguage in the
system tariff, the operation of categorizing it bgneralized
meanings or concepts that characterize all words péarticular
type is a derivative. Concepts are considered to the
generalized meaning of a certain type of wordsyéfieement of
the general semantics of interpretation is maretésin the
semantic category of a higher level of abstractrdmch includes
the particular meaning of a lexical unit. The carigation of a
concept that creates an image-model and formpitgdtype" is
ontologically accepted (Telia 1991: 97). Z. D. Papdelieves
that all the problems of cognitive linguistics atlkee main

categories of  conceptualization, = comprehension, and

categorization or revolve around the image of thigerse.

The systems make up even larger classes - funttanth
semantic. Functional-semantic circles exhibit lasgale
associations of words with distinctive featured tir@ considered
voluminous, multifaceted.

A semantic field is a set of hierarchically struet lexical
units that combine a common concept and reflectedain
conceptual sphere.
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