The work has bezr: conducted at the English Philology Department
ol Akaki Tsereteli State University

Research Supervisor: Maia Chkheidze -
Doctor of Philological Sciences, Professor
(10.02.06)
(10.02.01)
Opponents:
Tinatin Sinjiashvili -
Doctor cf Philological Sciences,
Professor (10.02.04)

Rusudan Gotsiridze -
Doctor of Pedagogics, Professor ( 13.00.02)

The defence cof the dissertation will take place on
————— 2016, at the meeting of dissertation board

ol the Faculty of Arts at Kutaisi Akaki Tsereteli State University.
Address Block 1. room 1114, 59 Tamar Mepe Str., Kutaisi, 4600.

The dissertation vrill be available from the library of the Faculty

ol Arts at Akaki Tsereteli State University (59 Tamar Mepe Str.
Kuaisi, 4600). "

The secretary of the Dissertation Board
Doctor of Philology,

Associate P
. iate Professcr Inga Kikvidze

Any major change in the human being changes the regulati
on

n)f-' human activities - the position of people,
Of perception, activities, ‘
regulators are variable in time and space.

The actuality of the research is connected tot.

*  Special intere:
of cognitive
linguistic concepts. Linguistic conce,
mental structures, which can reflect reality;
Speech - one of the most important cog;
corceptualization of the langua;
linguistic manifestaticn on the mi

.
nitive processes,the
ge and the possibilities of the
i — “.cro lével o studied properly;
e %, ogmn‘.lve-lmglusuc analysis of the verbs
gthe concepr of "speech” are fragmented;

*  Revealing of the link betweenmental structure
lepresentation structure:
increasingly

S (l;nowledge
e s) and language structure is becomin,
significant in modern linguistic studies. There :
I'reblematic isssues in Cognitive Linguistics, which are co'.
lh;‘;clanion between the concept and its linguistic express;:rjc -
mr&:} purpole[ r t,:f:: ,:,w isto réveal the peculiarity of "speech"
4Me represertation in English and Georgian

anauages, 1o identify, eleme and organize elements to construct
2! s tily nts

gani,
he feld.

To achieve the
stagies:

are many

mentioned goal we have to pass the following

5 i .

Searching special  relevant literature
systematization;

.

and making its

Constructing nominative fields of "speech”

; A concey i
mocern English and Leargian languages; =
i

36

ideals, principles
values and spiritual orientation. These

o ‘ he following factors:
st of modern linguistics is focused 0n a variety
processzs that are related to the conceptual structure of

Pts represent one of the types of

General Overview of the Research

In the twentieth century structural-systemic and static paradigms

were changed by anthropocentric, cognitive and c'ynamic paradigms,
which gave the person his dominant status and put him in the center
of the universe.

Different directionshave developed in modern linguistics within

the premises of anthropocentric paradigm. Our interest is focused on
cognitive linguistics.

Cognitive Linguistics analyzes the language as a cognitive

mechanism that is involved in the transformation and coding
process of the language. The aim of cognitive linguistics is the study

of the processes of perception of the universe, categorizationand
classification,in other words, cognitive lirguistics aims a1
understanding the process of knowledge accumulation.

The indispensable condition of human existence is the
rationalization of the world- i.e. think about the threats of the
universe, identify their causes, make mechanisms to tackle threats.
create the principles of communication. It is impossible tc take
meaningful actionwithout rationalization. The structure of the
universe creates a prism, in which people see the world and
themselves. People "fit" the real world with the help of naming
objects, events and determining their places in the real world. I
creates the view of the existence in a particular ethnic group.

The essence of human is understood as the contrast of human
and other creatures, such as animals and robots in different
anthropological concepts. Unlike these creatures, humin needs
special symbolic structures to oriertate in the universe - the
language, mythology, religion, art, science, These structures perform

the function of regulation for human activities.
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e  Semantic analysis of the elements integrated in the field of
"speech” concept and its description in modern English and Georgan
languages;

e  Cognitive interpretation of the discription of linguistic
semantics - to reveal the cognitive signs that 1rznsform the concept
as the mertal unit in modern English and Georgian languages;

e The discription of the contents of conzept with the help of
the identification of the cognitive signs.

Scientific novelty of the research is to study the phenomerion
of speech in modern English and Georgian languages from the
perspectiva of anthropocentric (linguo-cognit.ve), and systernic-
structural paradigms, which provides:

e  Defining the configuration of the frame netin Georgian
and English languages and taking the following elements into
consideration: the density of the nominative fizld of the concept and
the quality of communicative relevance;

e Interpreting the multidimensionil nature of specch
phenomenon in-depth.

The theoretical value is determined by the following facts:

e The synthesis of anthropocentric (linguo-cognitive)
and systemic-structural paradigms will cortribute to a further
specification in the modeling of thematic spacas;

e  The combination of the analysis of conceptual and semantic
methods in order to identify the specific features;

e The criteriafor cpmparing and contrasting the net of
“speech” frame in modern English and Georgian languages are valid
for establishing similarities/ differences from the perspective of
Cognitive Linguistics.

The research methodology is cerived fror1 the objectives. The

general methodology, proceeding from the specifics of the research,
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is iuterdismplinary in nature and constitutes a
ard structural appro: ches, Accordingly,
1o the type of analysis made within
linguistics (conceptual analysis,
well as to the methods relevant
analysis, the construction of the

The nature of
its interdisciplinar

synthesis of cognitive
the work is equally relevant
he framework of cognitive
semantic frame net cong; ruction), as
‘o structural linguistics (component
‘matic and lingual fields),

the research methodology is determined by
v nature. The work ijs predominantly based
or the theoretical data of modern communicative linguistics,
Iinguoculturology, cognitive linguistics and cont

rastive linguistics.
The practical valus i determin,

: ed by the research results that are
valid for structural and cognitive linguistics, This work will provide
theoretical material for the course of lexicology.

The material of the: research is taken from "

and phrases in mode 1 English and Georgian. The material is found
in bilingual and explanarory dictionaries, as well as
made of frame net of Berkeley.

Thestructure and volume of the work is determined by

_— y the goals
and objectives of the research. The work consists of the introduction,
three chapters and t} e conclusion.

The introduction 8ves an explanation of (he choice of the
_— S

speech” deroting verbs

data analysis is

 alsothe theoretical and practical value of
the work, the methodological aporoach to the problem and the basic
rescarch principles are presented.

Chapter One - "The peculiarities of the langusge, culture
mdnmomdenux;n'eﬂeaadintbeimnofthelmivme' - discusses

issues related to the relationship between language, thought, culture,
nhational energy and spirit,
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vonsciousness is identified by features.

Thus, the national and ethnic peculiarities
lormulation of opinion. It is obvious th,
‘inconsciously developed, as the awareness
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'con of the universe, which is outl
thought and development,
language, existence of a person and culture are inseparable from

vach other. Language is so integrated into the system of culture

that it is possible to S2parate them only with the help of cognitive
conzideration, I'o anulyse the relationship between language and

culiure we should knoyy the function of language in the cultural-
creative process. When we g

peak about the relationship between
language and culture

: . Wwe mean natural or nationa] languages.
:;i)w diversity of national languages is based on the feature being

herefore, differences of
y thinking anc| spirit.
vital for the formation of
rocess creates some types
different languages from
ection between them. This
s universal consciousness,
by combining the linguistic
ined by the image of human

determine the
at this process is often
is determined by the
nd the icons of universe

mTw-mmﬁnm&mu‘:ﬂ.uﬂuﬁ
science” - is cevoted to the problems of cognitive hngulsnu\.l a5 W
as to the analyse of the relationship between the fragments of the nei
of knowledge representation structures. -
Qmu'l‘lnee-'Speedlmmeptmd frame in modem Englich
and Georgian languages’- segmented datas arc reps esented ?w
various cognitive differential marks.The study reveales si milarivies
and differences according to the repertory of '.-:p(ﬂ_;h Im‘mu. "
izes and generalizes the resear:
The Concliding Chapter summarizes a
esults. . ‘
' The main rasults of the research have been preseried aspapersat the

international scientific conference Modern lnlerdiscrl'llina-n’sm l::;l
Humanitarian Thinking (Akaki Tsereteli State U m.versn A l*t.u‘ml:“',
scientific sessions of Akaki Tsereteli State Unive mf'y and u‘ul “rll-h,.
seminars and colloquiums of the English Philology I )qﬁmlm‘: 1‘1| Al
dissertation was presented and approved by the English Philology
Department staff meeting on May 14, 2015.

The Main Contens. of the Work
The introduction gives an explanation of the ch‘:)ice of the u‘-slea n-l\'
topic, its significance and scientific innovation. (e-s-earch :m.x jrx:)l:
objectives determined, alsothe theoretical and practical va! \:‘z 5 mlv
work, the methodological approach to the problem and the basic
research principles are presented.

ml-mmd&mowmmw
Energy Reflected in the Icon of the Universe 4 o
Although, some of the categories are universal in cultures, the

i i different even in these
expression of a specific category can be .

fundamental for people - this is the freedom ol'chvo’i(;e. Dl!ﬁlli(i():l il
the language as system of signs is imperfect dff.:[ttjtﬂ)ﬂ of larng:.n:::
Of coarse, language is a system of signs bu.lt it Lti much l::)r:{t ‘:
sign. Language is connected to the perception af the wor .'n e'o gy
and the way of thinking of the people — creato:s of thf~ liln;,lfa‘&tl; ‘

There is no culture without language. The phenominon of cu‘ u;
is inspired by the language. It means that language (Iemrlmmc:sli::es
only the concrete fragment of culture but language 4' (:Itemm’ ‘
everything existing in the language in the form Of. culim u,‘ Lang g
is the form of the exi e of culture. 1 is one of the main
iZemiﬁmmrs of national and cultural mentality. .

The method of conceptualization of the world for the (:1;_ r;;f
language is partly universal and partly unique. ll.meauslt 1The
speakers of different languages see the world differently. y

i ir prism. »
“a:/ls:;:re:'ln] :c::::::‘i)sn't interestedonly in the pﬂrsu{n but it takes into
consederation the person who has national meQ!allly. e

A person has the dialogue with the world, vith h‘IIIlsull an u le
other people. Language is the source to pefle:rule into the n:: ."m_
field. Langnage is considered to be the most important 'ch.naau ::"
of the national identity. Language creates our COI.ISCIOUSII(!S.” N
consciousness is the factor neede for constructing of our «.:flhum »'(.:

Language is the emission of the spirit in a p%*r'.am‘ lhu’v'v(;):j )
concept is is formed by segmenting and symlurilzmg - lhl-, ides
developed in the word. Thus, the people who sp2ak the sal.n.el : ab(;h
have the same ideas. Those who speak different languages have :
the same and different ideas. So we can conclude that l""&“a:“._ TS
determined by the way of thinking. Thinking creates culture. T 1.1‘.‘15
like a circle. Thinking is innfluenced by the culture and vice-versa.

i xists in this circle. It's natural that there
Consciousness of a person e in this circ %




1S4 question - is there language in culture or culture in language?

The answer ig unnambigous - language is in culture and culture is in
language

Language is the foundation of cultural life. It is the icon of
culiural values, Language is the

Power to connect present and past. It
isthe part of natioral

culture, Itis the factor which participates in the
construction of naticnal character. Thus, it is an unbreakable union.
The question is - hag anguage the national character ard distintive
code from other culture? The answer is unambigous - language and

ality. Language and culture
determine and form national individuality and national character.

culture determine and form national ment.

Chapter I - Ciognition, Cogniti Linguisti and Cognitive

Science

Cognitive linguist cs took special place in the paradigm of modern

linguistic conception, Cognitive linguistics studies the language
nism that plays an important role in the
)ding process of information.The research
hotizon of compleg relation between language and thoughtis
evidenced in Cognitive Linguistics. The mentioned researchhorizon
cavers the following issues such as: language and thougnt, human’s
rale in language and the role of language for human.

Cognitive Linguistics belongs to the modern sciences that explore
one common thing vith the help of specific methods

Cognition ag knowledge, perception of reality by the human
cusness and awareness of the data transformation process,
acquired the values of modern science, such as “inner”, "mental”,
“interior”, The inteipretation of term "cognition” js significantly
different from its former interpretation, which was associated with

the values of cognition such as: "cognitive” or "knowledge-related”.
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as the cognitive rnecha
tansformation and ¢

- 2ognition,

There are several levels in frames and they are hierarchicaly
‘onnected to each other. Top-level nodes are general by its nature -
they are always "correct” - typical for certain situation. These nodes
1e always submiited by *mission”. The highest node of frame is filled
wilh the name of situation - the name of the visual image.

The nodes of lower level aren't mostly filled with "mission”, These
Iypes of empty units are called the terminals. They should be filled
with specific data, which represents the possible task that emerged
i frame of particular situation in the process of adapting.

The group of frame may unite as the system of frame. The results

of actions are reflectec in the transformation of the relations between
the frames.

Mrer choosing, the adequate frame for the representation of the
situation, frames are adapted to the particular situation, which
wicludes determining "missions® for the terminals of frame.They
vortespond to the raarkers of terminals. This process is controlled
partly by the information related to frame (which gives &n unusual
situation - “surprises’ in the case of the calculation of the acts),
partially - by the knowledge of the goals.

Representing the knowledge about the world with the help of
framesisan effective way tounderstand the essence of the mechanism
of natural language.Knowledge of the world is a universal unity

of Yagments, from which the formation of a new frame system is
available,

Chapter[l - Convept and frame of speech in moderr: English
and Georgian languages
The types of language representation are revealed with the help of
lingguo-cognitive approach, which realize the verbalization of concept

0 modern English and Georgian. Verb is particularly interesting to
+“

The aim of cognitive science is to study and discribe the systems of

knowledge representation, information processing, processes, general
principles for organizing cognitive skills of human.

Semantic frame represents the conceptual medel of the structure of
led ion and the of the human memory

The basis of human thinking process is rep 1 by acct
structures in his memory - frames. Frame is considered to be the unit
of knowledge representation, which discribes the relations between
objects and events.

r
© i Laterd

Frame represents the scheme for stereotypical perception of
representation, which gives possibility to express various knuwfed;pe-
about the world. Semantic frames create repertory grid, which ic
considered as a matrix of the knowledge.

There are @ lot of models or languages to repre;ent the kl\()wlefi[:ré
for various subject areas. Most of them can be classified as following.

Scheme 1.Models of representing kncowledge

-
N

CEETE——
e [
R S |

One can imagine a frame as a net, which is composed from nodes
and links between them; Therefore, each node st be filled with
its "mission’, in other words,with the typical characteristics of 3

>

icular situation.
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form the idea, as it is an unit where the event: of outside world are
conceptualized in semantics as objective situation in the world as an
act, condition or process. Verb, compared to other parts of speceh,
can nominate condensed, compressed form of the kr»nwledyﬂv as
complex and represent structures which consist of various cognitive
signs. v

‘The combination, which forms the verbalization of concept. represents
the inative field of the pt. Nominative field is different from
all other types of lexical units. First of all, the nmnimfrivc field (.-l
concept is complex in its nature - it includes both the: lexical-semantic
and semantic fields, lexical-phraseological field and synonymous A.v,vf,

The dynamic nature of the phenomenon of speech is revealed in
procedural and dynamic nature. Speaking is a complex ph¢.~nnnu~r-‘on
that has many sides and aspects: communicaticn (which deals with
the relationship), semiotics (which refers to the use of a svsten .ul
signs), information(information relating to the development, l.l'al wsfer
and sharing), instrumental (which refers to the language skills and
speech mechanisms). )

The network of "Speech” frame is the frame * speech [)If)(llx:l ion”,
It represents the top of the semantic frame and the hfunduhun
of constructing the frames and subframes of verbs which hive
communicative semantics. ‘

Frame " speech production "is realized by the following ¢lements:
"say”, "tell ", "speak”, "talk "- ,,o0déhs", ,,ema3a61 30", These elements
represent the nucleus constructors of "speech’ l.'unn'epi.- A.\"[he.ry are
elements where are shown the concept of speech with its "pure

form." ‘
The subframes of the main frame create the near and distant
periphery. The composition of these subframes. specifies the naiure,

i i ommunication, roles.
modality, the impact force, the content of the co. 45,



atiiudes, relationshios, intellectual and emotional state of the verbs
of “ipeech”;

1o take all these into consideration, the near periphery of the

conceptof "speech” is represented by the following elements: "verbal
crpression” (®bieonmo gs8mbsdmobs) “pronouncing'(fe-
Beacngs), "informing (Mm).

Subframe " varbal expression *

"This frame is represented by the following verbs: word “bodygg-
B 3qothenyjis, ns6bodygyds:verbalize - Bodyag000 pawdegy-
03, woblbogggbe.

Subfiame "proncuncing

‘This frame is represented by the nominative field of markers
ol voicecontent and quantity of speech.The content contains
the following verbs: pronounce - fistdemonds; utter - 390m0]ay;
eoinciate - (oodmoJos;  articulate - 03995000, 336339300 fa6r-
Jerendo; saund - b3ob ps8megds; voice, - 830m0:Jy; stress - dsb-
goemolkosldy; accent - 3J396¢06ds, accentuate - abgogrolys-

H19ds. The verbs in this frame emphasise the physical process
voice and speech organs) and minimize the substantive
aspects of speech.The verbs of articulation are represented by semas,
which reflect the character of pronunciation - (distinct / indistinct),

(fesa / slow pre nunciation) and other. The addressee is not revealed-
it 1 meant.

(sounds,

"Markers of voice, content and quantity of speech " in nominative
field includes the elements describing the action of speech that
convay the peculiarities of sound, specify the volume and the rate
of speech, and so forth. The field also includes the elements, which
describe the plane of content and quantity of speech . "Markers of
voice, content and quantity of speech " in nominative field create

the repertoire of el=ments: articulate - 839000, 390330300 §o6-
46

B90u09b, propose — lm:.go"mb@gh, dictate -

IOBDMBogh (3oe-
Bih), iraply - yuer 0bbiadogl and so on.

Scheme 2 Lexical-semantical field of "speech” concept

Nucieus
Pedk rad tei say

Jominant sema_ spaach
Moducton”

The near penphary

Mannes of speach, form of expsessicn 4 idwa/commar,

Tha distant perighery
Deliberate interion

The peculiatity of
phraseological units,

the "speech” concept is revealed by the
This is quite natural, the phraseology is formed
by 1he interaction of the social, linguistic and cultural factors as a
tesult of a long process, Phraseology is determined by the experience
of nations accumulared by the social and philosophical factors,

The a

nalysis of the contents of phraseology revealed the different
copnitive signs of specch,

13

dmo]ds; croak - Rbagoo ; babble - Botobo, 1‘;"')1 105 Bty
Ho: gabble - Gmdgs; Brytdritho, EHIEERI0. aﬁml‘}mgrm(ﬁ -
.L)M‘xagn. gibber - covymenrmo; natter - duyborio; r.beqr: - bmu.r‘l,.
Go, fiEwfirEo; wheeze - bashabanghom, Bsbanfioao biom ol
- »and so on.
“"l‘:: ni:)gz;i:;::f: of speech is represented by the subframe
This subframe is the basis for the informing verbsThe meaning
of the message is very important and it may be L‘l‘mvaym: |l»y
various degrees of accuracy of the verbsand tlhl‘ cfwfm:u:t of the
pronunciation is moved on the second place: "inform” - dggmdoty-
B3, 0bge@dsgool dofjmwgds, nﬁgmﬁlar‘n‘.rgb.‘n -
There are the following elements in this gronp: notify - d)ger
dobgds, abmdnds, Laygmgegmmm @\&nghmyd!v.y.; ADOWDCE -;-,\-
dmgbagds. babaydol as3gmgds, ﬂgownhl?ylxs; chhn - -(‘\le
obeghs: 36gh6bool Jmba, 3@gdgitbool ;N_»(;ln.\q::)rx._ i
- GBoRgPs, P, OHBORS, b, gk
@3B MED, MbOMby; decree - bﬁd&ﬁ;b‘;’!&mbﬂh ;5:»«:;;,«“ ,-
dedicate - p>dmpbayds (b.\‘i‘anB(mgi; u:t = 4300005
AGA 905 and 5o on.
GO;\?&?:;:W"’WW@) Q;s@;:l;?e‘::erged by the followin;‘;' fields:
"predicting” (fobalfisdcyaeryde), Tying” (¢ 'ﬂm"wibe(j‘r“
39©>302), “slandaring® (goerobiidgds), 'cmtwfmda: (hn:'r.*-:-
®0). The last one contains two groups (oebsb) -*ask” (tgacmby)
"answering" (35L77b0).
@‘?l'he distant piar‘;p‘l‘?ery)of "Speech” concept is expressed by fhe
verbs, where the function of intention is more than the (u.ncuun
of informing. Subframe "intention” is realized by the nominative
fields where the word-identifiers are: attest — de§idmdo b, depose

il s - Bosbotl-
- 36§avbgdogh, warrant - s@oboegdogl, insinuate - dosb »‘”

Scheme 3. Cognitive signs of speech
© S e aw
v A v &
4 A - A
O D @ W

e The qualitstive marker of "emotion”

The common "denominator® of the semantic structure where
the elements are united by the quantity markers of speech is "talk
angrily”, "ralk roughly”: talk tough, tell somcone where 1o get off,
give somedody the rough side of your tonguz, foam at ll.llf m!‘ml,‘
- 3bge 3By s, ghob sgowgds, Bvadol Bobygy, oot
3aebeob y&s, 30606 amEgdol Yes, Jotwsh aeRol wee
Bdemgdob §sdemy®s.

e  The qualitative marker of "chatter”

The common "denominator” of the semantic stiucture where
the elements are united by the quantity marke s of speech is “much
talk”, "pointless / meaningless talk”, "boring specches,” "thuugh\lus;,
irresponsible talk": talk to hear one’s own voice, bca} the air, bend
somebody’s ear, shoot one’s mouth off, can tal < the hind leg(s) ulF;.n.
can talk the legs off an iron pot, talk someone’s ear off, talk someone’s
head off, talk on, talk one’s head off, talk oreself out, talk someone,
talk until one is blue in the face, have a big wouth, be all n‘mm‘h,
run your mouth, run off at the mouth, flap one’s jaw, wag one’s chin
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09509 15330093, 90510 35036035, b
: 05 0 . 330985, gbol:

fx h G0 e, ghiol Bbaeity v@amba-?s’b &Wmﬁ@a&l
;f.:u 11 g3boba, gbhols 56 0334996980, 500l @B, b ﬁs S0 '
;Puu) Yool wbabe, Bl gdob 333mdds, 3oGol amang.) b::'
n->r:huck":">le‘l-'v. 050 @5/ o330 wsagds Qk-@abﬂia&
132 20356007500 gorsgdol uabeel, Ondgenbsg moogel
e cgonndaliont LPDOGHNMBOL ©3IgarBs) y@ﬂﬁmaag:
105 73560530, Gigerels Byggs, deidenogmo fiobigoeogocn Gsbeybc
teIwsb 306l dovgblitiols, '

here are the phiaseological units defining the speaking process

15 senseless in both languages . In some cases, they include identical

vomponents (talk vniil one is blue in the face - BIX)rxgBS

oy 1.?ﬁ.n 30). sometimes the various components define the .

copuitive differential signs (beat the air-figemoly 6ayas). o
I'he existence of e following unit is confirmed onl : in Georgi

langnage: sderdlenogofiobdgoemegoo O3bybo." ! =
*  The qualitaiive marker of *shrewdness"

’ The common "d inator" of the ic structure where
the elements are united by the quantity markers of speech is" talking
carefully, th«mghlfullv"‘wﬁgh one'’s

B : OWn words, say one’s piece/speak

ODE’s piece - Lodgge) ~ :

*  The qualitative marker of "insincerity”

I'he common “"denominator” of the semantic structure where th
elements are united oy the quantity markers of speech i elev:i;

. v :

direct lpeu]:in" runwith the hare and hunt with the hounds,
say something in a roundabout way, hint at something - 3¢, '
©0 @3tz 36 Bderho, Jowge JGob s 30003 3:1«‘»3116 6?8&
000 s, IO 7050 onfd, bogygol Raggs, lsr:c)gg:')(lj3 @-
Wi 1303, oG ilydoo 0335630, 336%g boggaol 330015, v
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«  The qualitative marker of "sincerity”

unburden one’s heart, talk turkey, lay/put your cards on the tablc,
speak in earnest, speak one’s mind, speak/ say one’s piece, tell the
truth and shame the devil - g0l 2538w, §rjErol gr@sbllic,
3@y byerob @IgLs.

e  The quslitative marker of "vagueness*

The common “denominator” of the semantic structure where the
clements are united by the quantity markers cf speech is “talking
ambiguously”: beat around the bush/beat about the bush, talk in
circles, chop and change - 80gd-8rEgdOm @dENESI0, VMB]-H-
gL Bmads, Bo30dwm dm3odri@o @s3sMy30.

e  The qualitative marker of "significance”

The common "denominator” of the semantic siructure where the
elements are united by the quantity markers of speech is*irportant
information for communication®, “insignificant information for
communication®: get smth off one’s chest; bend your ear - pryerol
5Imy; Yeytgdol fawgds

e  The qualitative marker of "physical signs"

The common "denominator” of the semantic structure where the
elements are united by the quantity markers of speech is , difficult ro
pronounce”; get your tongue around/round something , talk monkey
talk - g6sb v30@gBL, ghol @AM, giob Bm®e bigs, ghol Eadds.

e The qualitative marker of "negative attitude"

The common "denominator” of the semantc structure where the
elements are united by the quantity markers cf speech 15 "scold",
“curse”, "insulting”, "rebuking", "abuse", "rzgrimand”, "public
shame", "discredit”: give someone a (good) talking to, tell someone

off, chew someone out.
These elements are very interesting in Georgian language - jejm-

ol @ayts, fobmob @sagds, gy BHols 45, mdghg wragol
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b, gomty) arbids, bsgggc

o e m‘gﬁom 6bg060L 3953690, dog-
Goo @sbdngs

; 3230580 38336983, 1382060 30-
. Thequdimivemnkaof"podﬁvgnduﬂg'

‘ ;jut 1:n @ good word, give smb, a pep talk, talk someone
soriething up, speak for someone or something speak yj fOr
JOI7 1 ) ’
sormeone or somethi 18 speak highly of someone or som, t,;‘ =
:et someone’s mind at ease , calm someone down - lmog‘;nb; ﬁfng‘
\;.), ;ﬁqnb 39300003; grmemoly B3360ds; 3@ob 60@3:3.\/5;@373!;
04005 30Bgb avieaol sty
P [ IabGm, s

8@ Bagmydemls deagbigds, mmaama Rl iy

Bob 030985, SRS
®  The qualitative marker of “concent”
aree (with someone) (about someone or something)/ agree (witl

:nme-one-) ((up)on someone or something); consent to somethi i

B0l 3336, By doggds, $odryemly 4mxbs. &
° 'I'hequn!imivemxtuof'ﬁe'

. sl:ckh the deck agzinst (someone), throw (someone) a curvye,
lid the truth, be ¢conomical with t )
g : ruth, take someone f;

ud,-l.. throw dust in somebody’s eyes, pull a stunt (on 80’:60(:1{8);
; )

:hu. ; ltrjc.k' lorlx someone), speak with a forked tongue, pretend/sa
at black s, Jie through one’s, fast-talk someone into somethi '

fast- ralk someone our of something, sweet-talk someone P

1 G 4 e i

! jps:, 63630?:‘ 6@“’(3'1"”* ®335¢m0l 3b3035/mgsanols sbds maqug):

90 35360l doge, 35,:9U%g faBragds, 9600 x360b s -

.‘55"_11)('»71» 230mabmds, B33ty 38BdIL ogoxdnse,

B96L gemgnly ’(‘J;mﬁm,_:;;;goﬁgbb ,
. Thequnliaﬁvamutuof'dudouthenuu'

spill the beans, let |he cat out of the bag,

H0s@gds,
335633000

tell tales out of school,
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tell the (whole) world - o3l 3060 8mblibe, fysero o630 396
Baogds, 9By sM3@3960 WRgEHEILS.

e  The qualitative marker of "ask”

ask for ask for, beg for, pray for - Jo®ol 8335, gemols gs8mfags.

The analysis of "speech" concept in phraseological units reveals:

. Full coincidence of the cognitive sigrs of “speech” in
phraseological units: "Tread water” - ,§ycool 6 425"; "Spenk the same
language" — ,gMmbs ©s 08337 963Bg Emad3scnza'; "Pour cold water
on somebody" — ,3068gbsmgol 3030 fywob as@albds"; "Weigh
one’s own words” - ,boyggdols s§mb-wsfimbya"; "Talk until one is
blue in the face" - "gd3emmMxgdsBy @a3sagzo’

. Parial coincidence of the cognitive signs of "speech” in
phraseological units : "Fight tooth and nail” -, jboedem ©sga";
"your ears" - "gmGdob fomgds”; "Beat the air’ -, fymol Baggs”

. Full mismatching ofthe cognitive signs of "speech" in
phraseological units : "Run with the hare and hunt with the
hounds" — 563 8fgs@0 ©f3s, 393 Bsdgmeic"; "Stack the deck
against (someone)’ — ,mgseo©sb Bgfigol gddagans’; "Hell-bent
on something" — g0l 9agds s Mdgol dgdyg@s'; "Foam at the
mouth” - ,,3000@s6 3M@BdoL y&s"; "Harp on the same string * -
8o fobggomogom Gabetio”;

e There is structural asymmetry of phraseological units n
Georgian lznguage.: "Bend the truth” — ,be8:Hool Bafjoenei-
(og mds"; "Be economical with truth” - ,e15¢30b @adsbobix-
&5";"Kiss the dust” - , demodgbgermds”; "Hammer (something) home”
- W33800F)BOm JE®O ©s 0303] 0R3ogm’; Throw (someone) a
curve” —,8catgennds”; "Spin a yarn" - ,580780b dymbhgs';

e There is structural asymmetry of phraseological units

English language.: ,3060b 8m33s" — "ask for something'; ,dog-
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_@‘-I; gb'ob'aaamba:«' = "talk a lot’; ,g60m XIO0L @s¢,

) tell lies"; »C33693 300 BBobogol gmenols W@° "

deceive somenne”. ’ S
-

While cont rasting the structures of th, Enghsh and Georgian
2
2 e rg)
versions, three types of interrelauons are

partial symmetry and asymmetry. e o

- Conclusions
The results of the research of "speech”

and Georgian language frame in modern English

< can be stated as i
the followi i

The structure of "speech” conc e
consists of the domin,
periphery;

. )

The analysis reveales that the sem,

structural segments (dominant / non-do
a "variable value’;

¢ The sema "y
research conce

. ept is heterogemous
DIt
int segments - the nucleus, the near a ISta
Bm 3 nd distant

. a of 'speech” in various
minant) is characterized by

2ec ction” i ici
: Jp v;h production” is static in the nucleus of the
b Pt - i all the semantic structures the sema "
~auction” is represented by the dominant status: e
¢ The elements >
inierprete "spe
c_ ;‘p d only as "speech production.” This type of el
onditionally called "monocontextual® elements; e
*  The repertoire of the near and disl,ant
cre
hn ated by the elements of the semantic structur
i , e wl
: a3 different interpretations.In this type of elem
speech’ i i i -
[t;is : :;;;ol differentiated by the type of speech (verba / wri
o ./ writte,
. Aermuated by the type of action (verbal / non-verbal)l;)'
iy nuc structure the elements aquire meaning with th ”
he vhick gi
2 context whick gives the element: diffe ial si i
: s differential signs, such as

of the semantic structure of the ‘--PEEC]'I are

periphery is
here "speech”
s Lthe sema of

the oral / written speech and verba! / non-verbal action. Elements,
where the sema of "speech” has different interpretations, are called
"policontextual”. This classification is the analogue of the theory
of an anthropologist Edward Hall, who propesed classification of
*broad" and "narrow" context of the communication;

e  Edward Hall’s "narrow" and "broad” context element markess
are in full compliance with "mono" and "po! icontextual” elements’
markers, therefore, it is appropriate to consider "monocontextual”
elements as "narrow” element of the context of communication,
while "pocontextual” elements are considered to be "broad” context
communication elements. We think that this analogy represents
the union of the manifestation of perspectives of linguisties ard
anthropology;

e The frame of "speech’ is characierized by similar
configuration, which is determined by the identizy of the identificd
cognitive classified signs and cognitive differential signs;Many
elements are joined in the group of "intention". lzss elements are in
the group o "expressing the form of the idea" and "attitude”, the least

elements are in the group of the "manner of speech;”

The analysis of the ojective representators ofphraseology in the
concept of 'speech” can be stated as the follaw 1z conclusions.

The compatibility of the submission for the consciousness in
English and Georgian language is manifested in two ways:

a. The ex stence of the identical cognitive differencial signs and the
same components in phraseological units is confirmed in Georgian
and Englisk languages;

b. The existence of the identical cognitive differencizl sigas
but different components in phraseological urits is confirmed in
Georgian and English languages;

i
by



*  The telationsh:p between the motivation of Phraseological
meaning and the abstraction of phraseology is the following: the
higker is the degree of motivation of the phraseological unit, the
lower is the degree of abstraction of the phraseological unit;

*  In Georgian language "speech” concepts are distinguished

of the lexical componienat as nonautonomous;

¢ In English ke majority of Phrazeological objectives of the
conceptofspeech” ischaracterized by the high level of motivation,the
isow orphism of form 11d meaning, the analitics of meaning and the
autcnomy of the meaning of the lexical components;

*  The differene in English and Georgian language awareness
abour the phenomenon of speech perception can be explained by
the influence of nation | consciousness on the formation of language;

* It turned out 1o be two types of objectives, which are
conventionally called '1he universal consciousness" and "the national
COnsciousness”;

*  The repertoire of modern English and Georgian languages in
"the objectives of universal consciousness® is identical;

*  The difference between the frames of "speech” is revealed
oaly by the level of ":he objectives of national conscioysness” in
modern English and Georgian;

The analysis of the cbjectives of the concept of "speech” revealed
co-existence of universal and national consciousness jn English and
Geo-gian languages.Cc-existence of the representation of English
and Georgian linguistic consciousness can be explained by the
universality of the event in the world of civilization, The history
or' the objectives of the conceptual field of "speech” is impressed by

common beliefs of European nations, cultural codes.Similarity of
56

the thinking traits of different le is defined by the universalit
ng U peop. :d by the y‘
of human consciousness: the system of human thinking the way
of life, the attitude to the outside world, asp rations and goals are
e t 18 , asp 1S £
characterized by ccmnmon features in spi e of theur different thinkin,
haract d b on f \{ 2

and nationality.
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