10.25136/2409-8698.2024.2.69810 Litera, 2024 - 2

Litera

Hpasuﬂbnaﬂ CCbLIKA Ha cmameio.

JiaJ. Spatial Concepts within Syntactic Structures: The Topology-Imagery Hypothesis // Litera. 2024. Ne 2. DOI:
10.25136/2409-8698.2024.2.69810 EDN: DSIXLI URL: hitps//nbpublish.convlibrary read_article.php?id=69810

Spatial Concepts within Syntactic Structures: The Topology-
Imagery Hypothesis / NpocTtpaHCTBEHHbIE€ KOHLUENUUN B
CUHTaKCUMUYECKUX CTPYKTypax: 'mnoresa Tononormu-
obpasHocTH

Lizs1 Li3toHLBIHL
acnupaHT, kadeapa Teopumn 1 NPaKTUKN MHOCTPaHHbIX 13bIKOB, POCCUINCKUIA YHUBEPCUTET APYXObl HAPOAOB

117198, Poccusi, MockoBckast obnacts, . Mockea, yn. Muknyxo-Maknas, 6

CraTtbsa 13 pybpuku "IMHrBUCTMKA"

DOI:

10.25136/2409-8698.2024.2.69810

EDN:

DSIXLI

AaTa HanpaBJieHUA CTaTbU B peAaKLUUMIO:

05-02-2024

DaTta ny6avkauyum:

12-02-2024

AHHOTauwma: Llenb paHHOro wuccnefoBaHMa 3akn4vaeTcs B CO34aHUM U NMPUMEHEHUMU
WHHOBALUMOHHOW  TUMOJIOTUM  CUHTAKCUMYECKUX CTPYKTYpP, OCHOBAaHHbIX Ha  KJKYeBbIX
KOFHUTUBHbIX npoueccax. MccneposaHme npeaycMmaTpuBaeT AeTaNbHyl knaccudukauumio wu
aHann3 pa3Hoo6pa3HbIX TUMOB NPEASIOXKEHUN, BKAOYAS UCMONb30BaHNe BU3YyasibHO-06pa3HbIX
M NPOCTPAaHCTBEHHbIX KaTeropuin. Takon noaxoa obecneuut rnybokoe cpaBHEHME U MOMOXKET
BbISBUTb YHMKaNbHble XapaKTepUCTUKM CUHTAKCUUYECKUX KOHCTPYKUMA B aHaIU3UpyeMbIX
a3blkaX. MccnegoBaHne HanpaB/i€eHO Ha BCECTOPOHHEE M3Yy4YeHWEe TOMONOMMYECKUX acneKkToB
CTPYKTYpPbl NPeAIOXEeHUN, aHaNU3npys pacrnosioXXeHne U B3aMMHOe pacnpeaefsieHne A3bIKOBbIX
aneMeHToB. OcCcoboe BHMMaHue yaeneHO aHaauM3ly MpeanoXeHWin B Tpex pa3Hoobpas3HbiX
A3bIKOBbIX  cucTemMax (pycckom, KWTalCKOM 7 @HIrIMICKOM), yto cnocobcTByeT
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MYNbTMACNEKTHOMY aHanu3y W BbIABAEHUIO MEXA3bIKOBbIX MNapannenen M oTanYUi. Takum
obpa3omM, paHHOe wuccnepoBaHuMe He Tosbko cnocobcTByeT npoaBuxeHuto B obnactm
CUHTaKCU4YeCKon Teopuun, HO U oborawaeT NOHMMAHME KOTHUTUBHbBIX MPOLECCOB, CTOALWMX 3a
A3bIKOBbIM B3auMoaencTtsMeM. B paHHOM wuccnenoBaHWUM NPUHSAT MHOTFOrpaHHbIA MOAXOA,
coyeTaloWMn TeopeTMYeCKMA aHanM3 U CpaBHUTENbHOE ucCCrnefoBaHMe. Takas WHTerpauus
MEeTOAOIOrMA NO3BOJISIET TOHKO CPaBHUTb CTPYKTYPbl NMPEeASIOXEHUN U UX CEMAHTUYECKUE POJU
B PYCCKOM, KWUTAaWCKOM M QHIIUACKOM $3blkaX, BblIAENAS JIMHIBUCTUYECKME WU KYIbTypHblE
pasfnuuus  Mexay 3TUMM A3blkaMuM. HoOBM3Ha A[aHHOro wccneaoBaHWMs 3ak/j4yaeTcs B
NPpUMEHEHUU KOFHUTUBHOIO MNOAXO0AA K aHanuly CTPYKTyp MpeasioxXeHun wun paspaboTtke
Knaccudukaumm, OCHOBAHHOMW Ha TpeX KOTHUTMBHbIX Moaenax: (i) OAMHOYHBLIA TJlaBHbIN
KOHTeWHep, (ii) ABONMHbIE rnaBHble KOHTelHepbl 6e3 onpegeneHHow Tpaektopuu, wu (iii)
MHOXeCTBEHHble TrflaBHble KOHTEWHEpPbl C BblpaXeHHbIMW TpaeKkTopusMW. BaxkxHenwum
NPUHUMNOM 3TOW KNacCcu@uKkauum SBNSETCA MUHTerpauus TOMONOrMYECKNX W 06pasHbIX
3/1eMEHTOB, 4YTO noAyepkmBaeT pa3Hoobpasme CUMHTAKCUMYECKUX CTPYKTYp Ha QoHe eauHON
KOFHUTMBHOW 6a3bl, MoAMMUUMPYEMOW  KYNbTYpPHbIMU U  SA3bIKOBbIMM 0COBEHHOCTAMMU.
NccnepoBaHne BbIABNSET, YUTO NPeANOXeEHWS B PYCCKOM, aHMIMACKOM U KUTAWMCKOM S3blKax
AEMOHCTPUPYIOT KaK CXO0XMWe, TaK W YHWKallbHble CUHTaKCuM4Yyeckue 4epTbl, OTpaxatuume
KY1bTYPHO-KOTHUTUBHbIE pasnuyus, B TOM yncne KOHUEenuuto obbveanHeHUs
NMPOTUBOMOJNIOXXHOCTE B KUTAWUCKOW KyNnbType, UAEK pa3fesieHUs Ha coCTaBisaolmMe B pyCCKOM
KynbType, W MO3UUMI0 aHIIMWCKOW KyNbTypbl, HaxoAswWwencs rae-to Mexay 3TUMu
NONSIPHOCTAMU. TakuMe BbIBOAbl 3HAYUTENbHO oborallatoT NOHMMaHUe B3aMMOAENCTBUS MexXAay
A3bIKOBbIMW  CTPYKTYpaMu W  KYJbTYPHbIMW MOAENSAMM MbIWIEHUSA, pacwupss rpaHuubl
JIMHFBUCTUYECKOro AMCKYpCa 3a CYEeT aHasiM3a C/OXHON CBA3M MeXAy A3bIKOM, KOFHUTUBHbIMU
npoueccamMmum n KyabTypoWu.

KniouesBble cnoBa:

CMHTaKCcu4yeckass CTpyKTypa, o6pa3HOCTb, TOMONOIruUs, KynbTypa, KUTaUCKNIA  S3bIK, PYCCKUIA
S13blK, @HIMIMACKUN A3bIK, KOFTHUTUBHAs rpaMMaTuUKa, KOHTENHep, TpaeKTopus

1. Introduction

The relevance of the research: the study of traditional grammar rules has long been a
cornerstone in the field of linguistics. These rules, with their intricate layers and nuances,
serve as the foundation for understanding how language functions across various contexts.
However, the complexity inherent in traditional grammar systems poses significant
challenges, especially when it comes to deciphering their universal functional content and
markers in syntactic structure.

The exploration of functional components and markers in syntax within the realms of
universal grammar is profoundly influenced by traditional grammar categories. These
paradigms provide a framework for understanding grammar at a more universal level. A
critical aspect of traditional grammar is its universal syntactic functional components,
encompassing elements like object relationships, path of motion, time, place, personal

relations and among others 71 This universality highlights the cognitive nature of grammar
principles [31[41[51[81[101[11][12][13][14][15][16] [19] guggesting that they are not merely

arbitrary constructs but are deeply rooted in human cognition and perception of the world.

Cognitive grammar contributes significantly to understanding object relations, particularly in
the domain of subject-object constructions. It posits that grammatical structures are
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inherently linked to the cognitive understanding of object relationships, providing a
framework for analyzing how these relationships are linguistically encoded. Central to
cognitive grammar is the notion of motion trajectories, extensively explored by Langacker
[14][15][16] gpqg Talmy foy Talmy's seminal work 1811191 5 verb- or satellite-framed

encoding of motion events has been pivotal in understanding motion and path (trajectory)
in cognitive grammar. This framework has been expanded by researchers such as Zlatev, et

al. MM, Blomberg HI2] Their research offers a refined classification of motion events
and their linguistic expression, shedding light on the semantic roles of lexical items in
sentence patterns and the construction of syntactic structures around key mapping nodes of

actual events. Talmy's "path of motion" 191 and Lakoff's "actionas motion" 131 in the event
structure metaphor provide crucial theoretical foundations for analyzing general grammar
from a cognitive perspective. This approach allows for the semiotic mapping of real-world
objects onto the mental world, preserving their semantic functions and relations in a
linguistic format. It emphasizes the coherence of reality information and relationships in
grammar construction, simultaneously acknowledging the wunique characteristics of
languages as cross-language markers.

In the realm of traditional grammar, the use of markers 06l sych as prepositions,
adpositions, conjunctions, affixes, articles and among others - varies significantly across
languages. These markers are integral to the construction and conveyance of meaning in
linguistic structures. Their usage and function in different languages provide a rich field for
exploring the diversity of grammatical systems and the cognitive processes underlying
language comprehension and production. The variability in the use of markers across
languages highlights the complexity of understanding traditional grammar in a universal
structure. While some languages may rely heavily on certain types of markers, others may
use them sparingly or employ different strategies for linking elements within a sentence.
This diversity presents both a challenge and an opportunity for linguists to explore how
different linguistic systems handle similar grammatical functions and how these methods
reflect cognitive processes.

This paper addresses a specific aspect of syntax: objects and the topology of objects (the
path of motion and the surrounding of motion in grammatical structures). Understanding
how these elements interact within a syntactic framework is crucial for a deeper
comprehension of language mechanics.

Research Hypothesis:The study's fundamental hypothesis is centered on the cognitive
processes underpinning linguistic representation. It draws from Lakoff’s notion of spatial
relations as an inherent biological capacity and integrates the concept of “mirror neurons”.
These neurons are essential in reflecting the real spatial world within the mental realm,
enabling the construction of 'mental imagery'. This imagery forms the basis of how the
topology of our mental world influences the relationships among lexical items and linguistic
symbols. The hypothesis posits that the universal syntactic structure depends on the
topology-imagery function of metaphorical mapping and the categorization of the physical
world at the cognitive level, thereby seeking to bridge the gap between cognitive processes
and linguistic structure.

Research Tasks: The tasks include (1) translating cognitive processes into linguistic forms,
particularly focusing on cognitive diagrams that establish a connection among mental, real,
and linguistic worlds and (2) categorizing syntactic structures into three types: single main
container, double main containers without nonobvious trajectory, and multiple main
containers with trajectories, aligning these with cognitive processes involved in language
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comprehension and production.

Research Methodology: This study adopts a multifaceted approach, integrating both
theoretical investigation and comparative research. This methodological integration allows
for a nuanced comparison of sentence structures and their semantic roles in Russian,
Chinese, and English, highlighting the Ilinguistic and cultural variances among these
languages.

Theoretical Framework:The theoretical framework is based on cognitive grammar

theories, particularly those related to syntax, cognitive grammar Langackerm, Croft

ﬁl[ﬂ[ﬂ, and Talmy’s theories [18][19] 5 motion and path. The framework integrates Lakoff's

invariance hypothesis and conceptual metaphor theory W, emphasizing
metaphorical concepts like "event as action" and "action as motion", which are influential in
syntactic structure and linguistic analysis.

Practical Significance:The study's findings have implications for how linguists should
incorporate diverse cognitive and cultural perspectives in syntax analysis, emphasizing the
need for a comprehensive understanding of syntactic phenomena, which can be applied in
humanities departments of universities for specialized courses and seminars on theoretical,
practical, and comparative analysis.

The paper is structured to methodically explore and address the research problem. The
first part provides background information and a literature review that delves into cognitive
grammar theories related to syntax, grammar construction and Talmy’s theories on motion
and path. The second and third parts introduce the basic hypothesis and typology of
syntactic structure proposed in this study. The final part summarizes the differences in
syntactic markers influenced by cultural factors in syntactic structure.

2. Results and Discussion
2.1 Basic Hypothesis

This study's fundamental hypothesis centers on the cognitive processes underpinning
linguistic representation. Drawing from Lakoff’s notion of spatial relations as an inherent

biological capacity M, this hypothesis integrates the concept of “mirror neurons” I&].[Ql[&,
which are crucial in reflecting the real spatial world within the mental realm. These neurons
enable the construction of "mental imagery”, forming the foundation of how the topology of
our mental world - a mirror of the real world - influences the relationships among lexical
items and linguistic symbols.

At the core of this hypothesis is the interaction of several cognitive functions:
categorization, metaphorical mapping, topology, and semiotics. Categorization, as a primary

cognitive activity M, along with conceptual mapping, reflects the functionality of mirror
neurons. Linguistic symbols then facilitate the transformation of thought into shared,
communicable, and analyzable information, contributing to the evolving human encyclopedia
of knowledge 1], According to Lakoff's Invariance Hypothesism, the image-schema
structures of motion and event in the mind strongly represent real-world mapping in mental
imagery. The topology constructs abstract relationships after semiotically processing
objects of the real world, signifying a higher level of cognitive development.

The hypothesis posits that the universal syntactic structure depends on the topology-
imagery function of metaphorical mapping and the categorization of the physical world at
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the cognitive level. This entails conceptualizing real-world information through imagery,
transitioning from complex multidimensional topology to simplified spatial relationships.
This simplification enables the representation of the real world in a semiotic format, replete
with functional content and distinct syntactic markers. Ultimately, this hypothesis seeks to
bridge the divide between cognitive processes and linguistic structure. It proposes a
comprehensive framework that captures the biological, cognitive, and linguistic dimensions
of human language understanding and production, suggesting that the roots of universal
syntax lie in cognitive functions related to imagery, categorization, and metaphorical
mapping.

2.2 General typology of syntactic structure

The translation of cognitive processes into linguistic forms is epitomized by cognitive
diagrams, establishing a pivotal connection among the mental, real, and linguistic worlds.
This intersection of imagery of categorized events and linguistic symbols is instrumental in
understanding the mechanisms of syntactic structure.

In Lakoff's invariance hypothesislﬁ1 and conceptual metaphor theory [1_0]_[1_2]_[1_31, the
metaphorical concepts of "event as action" and "action as motion" are crucial, influencing
syntactic structure in linguistic analysis: mapping from event in the real world to paths of

motion. Furthermore, Building on Talmy's theorylﬁ]-[ﬁ1 and expanded by others Iﬁl, the
integration of syntax with metaphorical cognition is key in constructing a multidimensional
analytical framework for comprehensive grammar patterns. Hence, typology of the topology
information of syntax is of paramount importance within syntactic structures.

Building upon the foundations of cognitive metaphor theory Im, the typology emphasizes
the concept of "container” as a key cognitive image representing an abstract notion. As
illustrated in Figure 1 and rooted in earlier theoretical advancements, this typology
demonstrates broad applicability. Trajectory, abbreviated as “T” and akin to a “path of
motion,” cognitive image "“line”, plays a pivotal role in our model. It serves as a connective
element linking diverse containers (depicted as lines). This includes the objects of
motion(denoted as the participant container, abbreviated as “"0”) and the “context of
motion” (encompassing the surroundings of objects as a container, abbreviated as “S").

The investigation into the path of motion necessitates a detailed classification of paths
associated with objects and the trajectories of these paths in the real world. This paper
proposes a fundamental typology of syntactic structures (as illustrated in Table 2),
categorizing them into three distinct types: (i) single main container, (ii) double main
containers without nonobvious trajectory, and (iii) multiple main containers with
trajectories. This classification not only enriches our understanding of syntactic structures
but also aligns with the cognitive processes involved in language comprehension and
production.

Container

Object—Surrouding—Trajectory

Fig.1: Layers of syntactic structures
Table 1: Object-Surrounding-Trajectory of Event structure in Syntactics
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Morphology
Noun

Numeral

Pronoun

Adjective
Prepositional Phrase

Adverb
Verb

Adverb of Predicate (Russian)

Short Adjective (Russian)

Table 2: Typology of syntactic structures

Object Subject
Object
Complement
Surrounding Adverbial
Modifier
Trajectory Predicate
i object in surrounding
i object is compared to
another object
il object moves from one

surrounding to another

object in a container

object in a container is compared to

another object in another container
from one container to

object moves

another

1) Type 1: Single Main Container: Object in a container (Fig. 2)

The inaugural category encapsulates syntactic structures that exhibit a trajectory lacking a
discernible endpoint. These configurations are distinguished by their concentration on a
solitary semantic field, devoid of substantial physical movement. Predominantly, this type
manifests in sentences that accentuate a stationary state, condition, or action, wherein

overt displacement
constructions where the emphasis
transitions or movements.

is not a central

element. This approach characterizes syntactic

is more on a static scenario rather than dynamic

Fig. 2: Topology-Imagery of Type 1 (Object in Surrounding - object in a container)

Example 1:
la: English: He is at home.
1b: Russian: OH goma. (He at home)

1c: Chinese: MB# XK., (He at home)

Table 3: Syntactic structure of example 1

T (0] S
EN is he home* (marker:
at)
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KU NULL OH AomMa
ZN NULL o R®* (marker: fE-at)
Example 2:

2a: English: He is studying at home.

2b: Russian: OH yuyutcs goma. (He is studying at home)

2c: Chinese: MIEZRE >/, (He at home is studying)

Table 4: Syntactic structure of example 2

T 0] S
EN is studying he home* (marker:
at)
RU yuunTtcs OH AoMma
ZN ®2] fth (he) ES (home) *
(marker: ¥E-at)

2 ) Type 2: Double Main Containers without Nonobvious Trajectory: a object in a

container is compared to another object in another container (Fig. 3)

Contrasting with the first type, the second category frequently traverses two semantically

distant domains. This

is most evident

in classical

metaphorical

propositions. The key

feature of this type is the absence of an apparent physical trajectory. Although these
structures involve a conceptual leap between two domains, they do not imply a clear
physical path of motion, instead focusing on the metaphorical or abstract relationships

between these domains.

0l

Fig. 3: Topology-Imagery of Type 3 (object is compared to another object - container is

Example 3:

3a: English: Time is money.

3b: Russian: Bpems - 310 aeHbru. (Time - money.)

compared to another container)

3c: WIEgERE . (Time is money.)

Table 5: Syntactic structure of example 3

T o1 S1 02 S2
EN is time NULL money NULL
RU - Bpems NULL AEHbIN NULL
ZN = (is) FfTE (time) NULL % (money) | NULL

3) Type 3: Multiple Main Containers with Trajectories: object moves from one container

to another (Fig. 4)
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The third category is the most common and involves obvious cross-domain displacement
with a physical trajectory. These structures are integral in sentences that depict movement
or transition from one domain to another, clearly marked by physical paths of motion. They
effectively capture the dynamic aspect of syntactic structures, reflecting the movement and
interaction between different semantic fields.

53
01 02

51 52

Fig. 4: Topology-Imagery of Type 3 (object moves from one surrounding to another — object
moves from one container to another)

Example 4:

3a: English: He gave her an apple.

3b-1: Russian: OH gan en a6so0ky. (He gave her apple.)
3b-2Russian: OH eu gan s6naoky. (¥*He her gave apple.)
3c: Chinese: %5 T#— 1%L, (He gave her an apple.)

Table 6: Syntactic structure of example 4

T o1 S1 02 S2 03 S3
EN gave he NULL her NULL apple NULL
RU nan OH NULL enx* NULL abnoky NULL
(maker:
case)
ZN % ftb (he) NULL B (her) NULL ¥R NULL
(gave) (apple)

This classification provides a comprehensive framework for analyzing syntactic structures in
relation to the path of motion. By categorizing syntactic structures into these three types,
we can better understand the interplay between language and cognition, particularly in how
spatial relationships and movements are conceptualized and linguistically encoded. This
approach not only deepens our comprehension of syntax but also offers insights into the
cognitive mechanisms underlying language use.

Furthermore, it is vital to acknowledge that syntactic variations are a common occurrence
across languages. These differences are mainly due to variations in container combinations
by container markers—crucial elements delineating how languages encode characteristics of
trajectories. These variations underscore the unique attributes of each language and the
vast diversity and richness in the properties of trajectories. Such diversity showcases the
complex interplay of cognitive, cultural, and historical factors in shaping linguistic
structures. In representing cross-linguistic distinctions, the terms “container” and “container
linker (trajectory)” articulate language topology, forming an event structure. "Marker" refers
to language-specific descriptive categories, manifesting as partial overt morphology. This
typology patterns adeptly accommodate variations in sentence markers used to convey
similar information across diverse languages. Grounded in the metaphorical concepts of

“event as action, action as motion”11—31, it posits that all information about real-world
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events can be metaphorically rendered within the imagery-schema of “motion”. In this
framework, “motion” functions as a container linker, connecting the object information
containers of the real world, thus synthesizing a comprehensive imagery-schema for event
information - a pattern fundamental to general grammar structure. Notably, syntactic
differences between languages like Chinese, English, and Russian are highlighted by
variations in spatial and temporal prepositions, which function as "“markers” in this
framework. The same expressive content possesses the same Topology-Imagery in the
same type of syntactic structure, yet with different container commination.

The reflection of philosophical perspectives in language is evident in the structural and
cultural nuances of different languages. Chinese, with its emphasis on surroundings (where
the individual is perceived as a container of possessions) and the dominant of the person,
reveals a linguistic culture deeply influenced by its philosophical heritage. This perspective
emphasizes the interconnectedness of the individual within a broader context. In contrast,
Russian language, shaped by its own unique philosophical and cultural influences, places a
significant emphasis on the logical relationships between the possessor and the
possessions by markers “y”. This focus illustrates a linguistic tradition that values the
analysis and delineation of relationships within its structure.

2.3 Cultural Factors

Syntactic structure, deeply entrenched within the linguistic environment, is profoundly
shaped by the cultural factors of national groups. It represents a historical and enduring
cultural content that encapsulates the differences between cultures, though not as
pronounced as the differences in lexical meaning. The latter is subject to a wide diversity
influenced by collective and individual cultural cognition. This influence encompasses
various factors such as social differentiation—age, gender, and other societal backgrounds.
Moreover, an individual's sensory perception of the world is a crucial component of their
mental representation.

Cultural factors in syntactic structure (as depicted in Figure 5, Table 11) comply with the
interactive framework of culture and language, chiefly mediated through conceptual
transmission. The superficial layer comprises tangible artifacts and creations, including
linguistic expressions. The intermediate layer pertains to conceptual elements within the
cognitive domain, while the deep layer corresponds to the underlying cultural backdrop,
shaping the environment for linguistic expressions. The language environment is composed
of both relatively stable components like geography and religion, as well as dynamic factors
such as the economy and politics. The differentiation in cross-language syntactic structures

is primarily attributed to cultural stable factors 12—11, which are particularly noticeable in
container combinations by container markers.

W hile deeply ingrained in Confucian and Taoist philosophies, China's language and culture,
especially within modern Mandarin, prominently showcase the philosophy of harmonizing
opposites into a cohesive whole. This philosophical foundation uniquely differentiates
Chinese language and cultural expressions from those of Japan and Korea. Despite these
countries' cultural indebtedness to China, their linguistic structures have been more
significantly shaped by the syntactic influences of Western languages, such as English,
where the principle of unifying opposites is less pronounced. Chinese linguistic patterns
often forgo explicit logical connectors, mirroring a cultural and linguistic predilection for
holistic unity over discrete logical relationships.

Contrastingly, Russian intellectual tradition, profoundly shaped by Western philosophical
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thought and Eastern Orthodoxy, emphasizes the analytical division of wholes into
constituent parts. This philosophical stance is manifested in the frequent articulation of
uncertainty and subtlety, epitomizing the Russian cultural spirit. The Russian language
boasts an array of categorical markers that facilitate the precise articulation of relationships
between entities, integral to constructing sentences that reflect a culture valuing logical
structure and interrelation. This linguistic preference illuminates a deeply ingrained cultural
inclination towards methodical analysis and organization of thought, setting Russian
cultural and linguistic conventions distinctly apart from the holistic integration seen in
Chinese discourse. Furthermore, English situates itself between these polarities,
highlighting categorization and logical relationships, yet it sometimes blurs these
distinctions. Overall, markers indicating logical relationships are more conspicuous in
English compared to Chinese.

e
/;}{pressu i

Coneept \

Cultural Background

Fig. 5: Relations between cultural factors and expressions

Table 11: Description of the relations

Level Subtype Lexicon/phrase Sentence

Expression Unties lexical item/phrase sentence
Structure Lexical Semantic Syntactic Structure

Structure

Concept Topology- Spatial images Container
Imagery Combinations

Cultural Factors Politics, Philosophy, Religion, Geography

Background

Existential sentences represent a quintessential category of sentences that underscore
cultural distinctions. Alongside these, sentences that convey emotions and other types also
demonstrate a pronounced -cultural specificity. This analysis will focus on existential
sentences as a paradigm to explore the structural variances and the cultural nuances they
illuminate.

For instance:

8a: There are many trees in the park.

8b-1: B napke MHoro gepesbeB (*In the park there are many trees.)
8b-2: MHoro gepeBbeB B napke. (There are many trees in the park.)
8c: # AE#HREW (*#Park# many trees.)
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Table 12: Topology-imagery pattern of three languages

o
5
Trajectory (0] S
EN are many trees there
park* (marker: in)
RU NULL MHOro AepeBbeB napk* (marker: B -
in)
ZN -] (X2 N

In this instance, the Chinese sentence employs a structure that eschews the locative
preposition, a characteristic feature of the language. This omission aligns with the syntactic
propensity in Chinese to rely on context—illustrated by the use of the term for "park"—to
suggest spatial relationships without the need for explicit grammatical indicators. This
approach stands in stark contrast to English and Russian, where prepositions ("in" in English
and "B" in Russian) are indispensable for articulating the spatial relation clearly. This
reflects the holistic philosophical notion of integrating dualities into a unified whole, a
cultural trait previously mentioned in the context of Chinese culture.

For instance:
9a: We are going to rest during the summer vacation.

9b: Mbl cobupaemcss oTAbIxaTb HA NeTHUX KaHukynax. (We are going to rest during the
summer holidays.)

9c: #EBR#BIITEHKR, (*#The summer vacation# we are go to Beijing.)

Table 13: Topology-imagery pattern of three languages

0
S
Trajectory (6] S
EN are going to rest many trees summer vacation *
(marker: during)
RU cobupaemcs MHOIO AepeBben NeTHUX  KaHukynax*
oTAbIXaTb (marker: Ha - on)
ZN -] (EE2%] N

In this case, the Chinese sentence conveys the timeframe and the action without the use of
a preposition to indicate the temporal context, which is instead infused in the noun phrase
“2{R” (summer vacation). This linguistic economy is reflective of a broader trend in Chinese
syntax that allows temporal contexts to be understood without explicit grammatical
markers, contrasting with English and Russian, where prepositions (“during” in English and
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“Ha” in Russian) are used to specify the temporal relationship.

In examples, the Chinese expression omits the marker indicating the setting container, a
common occurrence in Chinese syntax. Syntactic variations are influenced by religious and
philosophical factors, evident in the selection of container combinations and markers. In
terms of syntactic construction, spatial markers in Chinese are utilized less frequently in
comparison to English and Russian, and contextual markers in Chinese may be omitted even
in similar expressions.

3. Conclusion

T his investigation into syntactic structures has culminated in two key findings, directly
addressing our research objectives. Firstly, we have established a definitive connection
between cognitive processes and linguistic forms. This connection is particularly evident in
the transformation of cognitive diagrams into syntactic structures, revealing a harmonious
interplay between mental, real, and linguistic worlds. Our analysis underscores the central
role of objects and their topologies, not only as elements of syntactic functionality but also
as reflections of real-world events and cognitive patterns, particularly influenced by the
workings of mirror neurons.

Secondly, our research has led to the innovative categorization of syntactic structures into
three distinct types: single main container, double main containers without a nonobvious
trajectory, and multiple main containers with trajectories. This categorization aligns
syntactic forms with the cognitive processes involved in language comprehension and
production, shedding light on the intrinsic connection between conceptual categorization
and its syntactic representation. Furthermore, our findings indicate that container
combinations, vital for container combination in languages, vary considerably, reflecting not
just linguistic nuances but also broader cognitive and cultural factors.

Finally, theanalysis reveals that the configurations of containers, fundamental to the
syntactic architecture of languages, display considerable diversity. This diversity reflects not
merely linguistic intricacies but also encompasses broader cognitive and cultural paradigms.
Our typological scrutiny of sentence structures has exposed distinct cultural underpinnings
within these constructions: Chinese emphasizes holistic integration, as seen in the
concepts of merging opposites and the unity of humanity with nature; Russian prioritizes
dichotomy, evidenced by the idea of segmenting wholes into components; and English
shows a tendency towards dichotomy as well, though it does not completely converge with
the Russian perspective on cultural thought.

Looking towards the future, these findings lay the groundwork for a new viewpoint in
linguistic research. The intricate relationship between cognitive conceptualization and
syntactic structure presents vast opportunities for further exploration. As linguistics
continues to evolve, incorporating diverse cognitive and cultural perspectives in the analysis
of syntax becomes increasingly imperative. We advocate for a continued exploration into
the cognitive dimensions of syntax, aiming to unravel the deeper connections between
language, thought, and culture.
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Pe3ynbTaTbl Npoueaypbl peLueH3npoBaHUA CTaTby

B cBS3u C MNOAUTUKON [ABONHOrO C/IEMNOro pPEeLEH3NPOBAHUS JIMYHOCTb PELEH3EHTa HE
packpbiBaeTcs.
Co cnuckom peLeH3eHTOB U34aTe/1bCTBa MOXHO O3HaKOMUTHLCS 34€ECh.

MpeactaBneHHas Ha paccMoTpeHune cTaTbs «[MpoCcTpaHCTBEHHbIE KOHUEeNuUun B
CUHTAaKCUYECKNX  CTPYKTypax: M'mnotesa  Tononormm-o6pasHoOCTU», npeanaraemas K
nybnnkaumm B XypHane «Litera», HeCOMHeHHO, sIBNseTCs akKTyaJibHOW, BBMAY obpalweHuns
aBTopa K TeOpeTU4YeCcKMM BOMPOCaM, @ MMEHHO U3YYEHUID rPpaMMaTUYECKOM CTPYKTYypbl A3bIKa,
€ro CMHTaKcnyecknx ocobeHHocTel, BblA€NeHU0 A3bIKOBbIX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEN.

CtaTba npeacTtaB/ieHa Ha AaHIIMNCKOM si3blKe.

B aTOoM cTaThbe paccMaTpuBaeTCsa KOHKPETHbI acnekT CUMHTakcuca: o06beKkTbl M TOMNOSOrns
06beKTOB.

dyHaaMeHTanbHas runoTesa MUCCNefoBaHWA cocCpefoToYeHa Ha KOMHUTMBHbBIX npoueccax,
nexawmnx B OCHOBE S13bIKOBOW pernpe3eHTaunmu.

B paHHOM wccnepoBaHUM  UCMNONb3yeTCS MHOrorpaHHbll noaxon, ob6beaunHSAWWMIA  Kak
TeopeTnyeckme nccnepoBaHus, Tak n CpaBHUTENbHbIE nccnenoBaHus. Takas
MeToAo/iorMyeckass wWHTerpauma no3BonseT TMNpoBeCcTM JeTasibHOe CpaBHeHWe CTPYKTyp
NPeasioXeHUn U NX CeMAaHTUYECKUX POJIEM B PYCCKOM, KUTAaMCKOM WM a@HIIMACKOM SA3blKax,
NnoAYEPKUBASA IMHIBUCTUYECKNE U KYSIbTYPHbIE PAa3NNYnNg MeXAY 3TUMU A3bIKaMu.

CTaTbs sBNSieTCS HOBATOPCKOW, OAHOM M3 MepPBbIX B POCCUMNCKON (PMNONOrMKN, NMOCBSLLEHHON
nccnenosaHMio noaobHom TemaTmkm B 21 Beke. B cTaTbe npeacTtaBneHa MeToaoNnorus
nccneposaHus, BbIbOp KOTOpOK BMOAHE ajekBaTeH uUensaM UM 3agadyam paboTel. ABTOp
obpawaeTcqa, B TOM 4uC/fe, K pasMYHbIM MeToAaM AN MNOATBEPXAEHUS BbIABUHYTOM
runoTtesbl. B cTaTbe ncnonb3yoTcsa Kak obweHay4yHble MeToabl HabnaeHUs U oNUcaHnsa, Tak 1
obWeNMHIrBUCTUYECKNE MeTOAbl, @ TakXe MeToAbl AUCKYPCUBHOINO M KOFHUTMBHOrO aHanusa,
ceMumoTMyeckass MeToauka. Bce TeopeTuueckume U3MbIWIEHMS aBTopa NOAKPenJeHbl
NMPakTUYEeCKMM $A3bIKOBbIM MaTepuanoMm. [laHHas paboTa BbINOJIHEHaA NpodecCUoHaNbHO, C
cobntogeHneM OCHOBHbIX KAaHOHOB Hay4yHOro uccnepoBaHusa. MccnepoBaHwe BbIMOIHEHO B
pyc/sle COBPEMEHHbIX Hay4HblIX noaxonosB, paboTa COCTOMT M3 BBEAEHWUs, coaepXXalero
MOCTaHOBKY npob6neMbl, OCHOBHOM 4acTW, TpPaAMUMOHHO HauduHawwywca ¢ ob63opa
TeopeTn4yecKkmx MCTOYHUKOB n Hay4HbIX HanpaB/ieHWH, nccnenoBaTesbCKYyO n
3aK/AUYMTENBbHYO, B KOTOPOW MpeacCTaB/iEHbl BbIBOAbI, NONYy4YE€HHble aBTOpOM. OTMETUM, 4YTO B
BBOAHOM 4acTM CAWWKOM CKyAHO npeacTtasBsieH o630p paspaboTtaHHOCTM npobnemaTukm B
Hayke. OTMeTUMM, 4TO 3akw4yeHue TpebyeT ycuneHus, OHO He OTpaxaeT B MNOJHOW Mepe
3ajayum, NocTaB/€HHble aBTOPOM WU He COAEPXWUT NepcneKkTuBbl AasibHENLWero ncciegoBaHms B
pycne 3asBneHHoON npobnematnkn. bubnuorpadua ctatbm HacyuTbiBaeT 24 UCTOYHMKA, Cpeaun
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KOTOpPbIX TeopeTudeckue paboTbl nMpeacTtaBfieHbl UCKIOYMTENBHO Ha PYCCKOM $SI3blke, B TOM
yucne nepesogHble. CumMtaem, 4yto obpaweHne kK paboTtaM MHOCTPaAHHbIX UCCNefOoBaTeNEN Ha
S13blke OpUrnMHana, HeCOMHeHHO, oboraTnno 6bl paboTy. K coxaneHuto, B cTaTbe OTCYTCTBYIOT
CCbIJIKM KaHAMAATCKNE N AOKTOPCKME anccepTauuu.

B obwem u uenom, cneayet OTMETUTb, 4YTO CTaTbs HamnucaHa MPOCTbIM, MOHSATHbIM ANS
yntatenss A3bikoM. OnedaTkn, opdorpaduyeckmne m cCMHTaKCuyeckme owMbBKM, HETOYHOCTU B
TekcTe paboTbl He 06HapyxeHbl. BbiICKazaHHblE 3aMeUYaHNsa HE ABNSAKTCA CYLWEeCTBEHHbIMU N HE
BAMAT Ha obwee nNoNoXutenbHoe BMNevyaTneHuMe OT peueHsupyemon pabotel. PaboTta
SABNSeTCH HOBATOPCKON, MpeacCTaBnAOWeElN aBTOPCKOE BUAEHWE pelleHUs paccMaTpMBaeMoro
BOMpocCa W MOXeT WMeTb JIoOrM4Yeckoe MpoAO/DKEHWE B AajibHEWWUX uUccnefoBaHUAX.
MpakTMyeckas 3HAYUMMOCTb ONpeAeNnseTcs BO3MOXHOCTbO WCMOAb30BaTb MNpeAcCTaBJ/IEHHbIE
HapaboTKMm B JalbHEWWMUX TeMaTU4yeCcKux wuccrneposaHusax. Pesynbtatel paboTel MOryTt 6bIThb
MCNoNb30BaHbl B Xo0Ae nMnpenojgaBaHMs Ha cneunanmiampoBaHHbIXx dakynbteTtax. CTaTbhd,
HeCOMHeHHO, byaeT nose3Ha WUPOKOMY Kpyry nuu, gpunonoram, MmarmctpaHtamMm uU acnmpaHTam
npodunbHbIX By30B. CTaThs «[1poCTpaHCTBEHHbIE KOHLUEMUMU B CUHTAKCUYECKUX CTPYKTypax:
M'Mnotesa Tononorunm-obpasHocT» MoXeT 6bITb pekoMeHAOBaHa K nybavkauMm B HaydHOM
XypHane.
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