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EKolinGviSTinėS foRmoS: naTūRa-
lioSioS iR SocialinėS dominanTėS

Ecolinguistic modes: natural and Social dominants

SUmmaRY

The article proposes the new concept of the ecolinguistic mode for the philosophy of language, which is 
considered from the standpoint of its ontological and epistemological status. Particular attention is paid to 
the ratio of the natural and social dominants of language and speech as forms of ecolinguistic modes. These 
dominants function and develop in the European / world multicultural continuum in a multidimensional 
relationship with the environment (society). They are correlated both with biological (natural) properties, 
which, as a rule, are universal for mankind / homo sapiens, and with specific social dominants acquired 
during historical development, which influence the formation, protection and preservation of linguistic and 
cultural identity and self-identification.

SANTRAUKA

Straipsnyje siūloma nauja kalbos filosofijos ekolingvistinė samprata nagrinėjama ontologiniu ir epistemo-
loginiu požiūriu. dėmesio centre yra natūralių ir socialinių kalbos bei šnekos dominančių proporcija. 
analizuojamos dominantės daugiakultūriniame Europos ir pasaulio tęstinume funkcionuoja kaip daugia-
matį ryšį su aplinka (visuomene) turinčios ekolingvistinės formos. Ši koreliacija siejama ir su dominančių 
biologinėmis (natūraliosiomis) savybėmis, kurios, kalbant apie žmoniją, yra universalios, ir su jų specifinė-
mis socialinėmis savybėmis, kurios įgyjamos istorinės raidos metu ir kurios veikia kalbinės ir kultūrinės 
tapatybės bei savęs identifikavimo formavimąsi ir išsaugojimą. 

inTRodUcTion

The modern globalised world with 
powerful informatisation of all spheres 

of life is driven by the rapid process of 
transformation or integration of national 
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discursive spaces into multicultural ones. 
The problem of ecolinguistics has a phil-
osophical, culturological and sociological 
basis (Ogdonova 2009: 122). It generates 
the development of provisions for the 
following new directions of linguistics: 
ecology of language (as a state language), 
ecology of translation, ecological dis-
course studies, ecological linguo-prag-
matics, ecological cultural linguistics, etc. 
that are associated with the processes 
and mechanisms of functioning of the 
terminological apparatus of ecology in 
the linguistic: language / speech ecosystem, 
eco-consciousness, language / speech ecology 
/ eco-environmental, ecological portrait of 
language, etc. In this perspective, the fol-
lowing representatives of various scien-
tific fields are of an active research inter-
est: biologists and ecologists (L. L. Caval-
li-Sforza), linguists (A. Fill, М. Halliday, 
E. Haugen, P. Mühlhäusler), psycholo-
gists and educators (J. Gibson, R. Kahn), 
sociologists and philosophers (A. Dreng-
son, A. Hawley, G. Theodorson), anthro-
pologists, cultural scientists and social 
communication specialists (M. Swadesh, 
H. Haarmann, D. Likhachev, M. McLu-
han, N. Postman) et al.

The aim of the article is to focus on 
the definition of ecolinguistic modes, in 
particular on the characteristics of their 
natural and social status, which, in the 
context of the further dynamics of glo-
balisation processes and multicultural-
ism, actualise the necessity of identifying, 
systematizing, parametrizing and model-
ling those natural and social dominants 
of language and speech that primarily 
contribute to the development, preserva-
tion and safety of the national language.

The relevance of the topic of the ar-
ticle deals with the formation of the 

ideological synergetic paradigm of mod-
ern humanitarian knowledge, including 
linguistics, as well as it is also associated 
with the introduction of the concept of 
the ecolinguistic mode into scientific cir-
culation that is formed by the natural and 
social dominants of language and speech. 
A suitable angle of research is of great 
theoretical and practical importance, be-
cause it helps the development of a sys-
tem of linguo-ecological security that is 
aimed at multi-vector protection and 
development of the national language, in 
particular its purity, correctness, integ-
rity and consistency in the performance 
of its main functions, as well as its image 
popularization and prestige of use in all 
spheres of social life.

First of all, the problem of speech 
ecology (ecological compatibility of texts, 
communicative behaviour, etc.) of the 
national discourse space in the context 
of the multicultural European / world 
continuum is of an applied nature. In 
further special studies the solution will 
be observed that allow avoiding the „lin-
guo-ecological disaster“ (Likhachev 1979) 
and to protect against manifestations of 
„speech anticulture“ (Salimovskiy 2012). 

The working hypothesis of the study 
deals with the following thesis: there 
are universal and specific to each eth-
noculture ecolinguistic modes of discur-
sive space that are represented by natu-
ral and social dominants of language 
and speech, which function and devel-
op in the European / world multicul-
tural continuum in a multidimensional 
relationship with the environment (so-
ciety). Their genesis is connected both 
with biological properties, which, as a 
rule, are universal for mankind / homo 
sapiens, and with specific social domi-



LOGOS 106 
2021 SAUSIS • KOVAS

IGOR KOROLYOV

102

nants acquired during historical devel-
opment, which influence the formation 
(Kapranov 2017), protection and pres-

ervation of ethnic identity and linguis-
tic and cultural self-identification of 
each representative.

EcolinGUiSTic modES aS coGniTivE-SEmioTic 
STRUcTURES of lanGUaGE conScioUSnESS

The emergence in the 1970s of such 
an interdisciplinary field as ecolinguis-
tics (see Haugen 1972) gave new impetus 
to the actual applied aspect of the hu-
manities in general and linguistics in 
particular, because it expanded the 
methodological basis of research visions 
by purposefully establishing the transfer 
of knowledge and technology between 
humanities and natural sciences (ecolo-
gy, biology, mathematics, etc.). The defi-
nition of linguistic ecology proposed by 
Einar Haugen became decisive for the 
further development of ecolinguistic / 
linguo-ecological studios as a separate 
scientific direction:

„Language ecology may be defined as the 
study of interactions between any given 
language and its environment. The defini-
tion of environment might lead one’s 
thoughts first of all to the referential 
world to which language provides an in-
dex. However, this is the environment not 
of the language but of its lexicon and 
grammar. The true environment of a lan-
guage is the society that uses it as one of 
its codes. Language exists only in the 
minds of its users, and it only functions 
in relating these users to one another and 
to nature, i.e. their social and natural en-
vironment. Part of its ecology is therefore 
psychological: its interaction with other 
languages in the minds of bi- and multi-
lingual speakers. Another part of its ecol-
ogy is sociological: its interaction with the 
society in which it functions as a medium 
of communication. The ecology of a lan-

guage is determined primarily by the 
people who learn it, use it, and transmit 
it to others“ (Haugen 1972: 57).

Given the appropriate localization of 
research thought on a combination of 
biological (physiological) and social 
components, we propose the definition 
of ecolinguistic modes, which are con-
sidered to be formed under the influence 
of environment cognitive-semiotic struc-
tures of linguistic / communicative eco-
consciousness of representatives of a 
certain linguaculture, who are deter-
mined by the natural and social domi-
nants of language and speech and func-
tion in a specific discursive space.

The corresponding definition gener-
ally correlates with O. Skovorodnikov’s 
view on ecolinguistics / linguistic ecol-
ogy (the scholar does not differentiate 
these scientific directions) as an interdis-
ciplinary field:

„The subject of study is the state of lan-
guage as a complex semiotic system due 
to the quality of its environment and func-
tioning (including social and other extra-
linguistic factors that negatively or posi-
tively affect the linguistic consciousness 
of society and, consequently, language 
and its speech realization), and, accord-
ingly, the ways and means of protecting 
language and speech from negative influ-
ences, on the one hand, and ways of their 
enrichment and development – on the 
other“ (Skovorodnikov 2013: 207).
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The epistemic status of ecolinguistics, 
which provides its own terminological 
apparatus and tools, is still in its infancy. 
If the basic specific terms such as language 
/ speech ecosystem, eco-consciousness, lan-
guage / speech eco-environment, ecological 
portrait of language, etc. filled the gap of 
episteme, then in methodological terms 
the set of proposed methods and tech-
niques of analysis was borrowed from 
such linguistic disciplines or developed 
in parallel with ecolinguistics (sociolin-
guistics, psycholinguistics, language cul-
ture, media linguistics, terminology, etc.). 
The introduction of the concept of ecolin-
guistic modes into scientific discourse al-
lows to expand the epistemic resource of 
ecolinguistics as a separate humanities 
and sciences, in which some scholars pro-
pose to analyse “man in language” rather 
than “language in man” (Darginavičienė 
2018; Maturana 1978; Jennings & Thomp-
son 2012), because “language as a phe-
nomenon is rooted in human biology, and 
we, as humans, exist in language” 
(Kravchenko 2014: 91).

The concept of ecolinguistic mode 
with its natural and social dominants 
corresponds to the functional approach 
to the phenomena of language, speech 
and discourse of M. Halliday, „in which 
language and speech are studied as liv-
ing systems that are closely intercon-
nected with other living systems, includ-
ing society, environment and man him-
self as a biological species of homo sapi-
ens“ (Belozerova, Labunets 2012: 46-47).

In contrast to immanent linguistics 
and other multidisciplinary branches of 
linguistic knowledge, language is con-
sidered as a system-structural formation, 
it has a symbolic status and it serves as 
a code for the communicative process, 

but speech is analysed mainly in terms 
of its organization and efficiency, in eco-
linguistics’ basic. According to M. Gar-
ner, there are such principles of ecologi-
cal philosophy as holistic, interactive, 
dynamic and situational conditionality 
(Garner 2004: 36), the complex of which 
presupposes harmonious symbiosis and 
variation of natural and social dominants 
of ecolinguistic modes.

The traditional emphasis of this hu-
manities and natural sciences discipline 
is focused on „conditions and factors of 
(un)favourable existence and develop-
ment of language as a complex multi-
functional system“ (Skovorodnikov 2013: 
208), on multi-vector analysis of language 
/ speech / discursive units, nature and 
types of relations between them. Given 
the tendencies of the modern world to 
the ecology of life in general (eco-hous-
ing, eco-products, eco-drinks, eco-trans-
port, eco-recreation, etc.), recently re-
search attention is increasingly focused 
on the natural dominants of language 
and speech as elements of ecolinguistic 
modes, with a trajectory towards „bio-
logically oriented cognitive science of the 
third generation ..., and language interac-
tions that define and support the cogni-
tive niche of human society as a living 
system are the most important environ-
mental factor“ (Kravchenko 2014: 91).

Thus, for the concept of ecolinguistic 
modes as cognitive-semiotic structures 
of language / communicative eco-con-
sciousness, the ratio and commonality 
of the functional potential of language 
and speech dominants are important, 
which are actually responsible for pre-
serving and ensuring the ecology of dis-
cursive space / environment and nation-
al language security.
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The ecologisation of scientific knowl-
edge is a natural process in the forma-
tion of ecological thinking, the essence 
of which is the conscious „adjustment“ 
of human actions to the laws of the bio-
sphere (Polukhin 2009). In this context, 
the epistemic perspective of the study 
of natural and social ecolinguistic modes 
is represented by multi-vector issues 
related primarily to the current issues 
of language policy and language situa-
tion in the country as a whole and in its 
individual regions in diachronic and 
synchronic vectors (S. May), territorial 
and social stratification of language, bi-
lingualism, interlingual interference 
(N. Horn berger). It should be noted that 
the modern research space is dominated 
by the social ecolinguistic mode, which 
analyses the features of terminography 
and onomasticon, verbalization of social 
values and national values (S. Barbour, 
H. Haarmann); specific aspects of rheto-
ric, stylistics and culture of language and 
speech, in particular in teaching methods 
(А. Derni); media ecology in the context 
of the influence of media platforms on 
the mass consciousness (G. Marshall 
McLuhan); linguistic-ecological character 
of different types of discourse (A. Black-
ledge), as well as “hate speech” in the 
communicative spaces of different lin-
guacultures (S. Zhabotinskaya), etc.

The natural ecolinguistic mode, the 
focus of which involves the consider-
ation of „man in language“ (Kravchenko 
2014) actually “dissolved” in the empha-
sis on the social significance of language 
and speech constants. It can be explained 
by long-term dominance in linguistics 

(both immanent “internal “and “external 
“) principles of structuralism, anthropo-
centrism, functionalism, discourse-cen-
trism, explanatory and expansionism. 
Instead, a separate special issue is di-
rectly or indirectly related to the bio-
logical dominants of the language and 
speech of the natural ecolinguistic mode. 
In this context, it is necessary to mention, 
first of all, the studies of linguistic-eco-
logical nature, the subject of which is the 
factor and functions of language in solv-
ing problems of ecology, environment, 
ecological discourse, etc. (Fill 2006; Hal-
liday 2001). The peculiarities of tradi-
tional intangible culture in the language-
ecology-environment triad (Fill, Mühl-
häusler 2001), as well as the problems of 
identification of cognitive-semiotic con-
stants of language / communicative con-
sciousness of representatives of different 
language cultures (Dijk van 1990, Vasko 
2019; Korolyov, Domylivska 2020; Hal-
liday 2001) form a discursive space of 
certain ethnolinguistic continuums, be-
ing realised in natural and social domi-
nants of language and speech as compo-
nents of ecolinguistic modes.

Modern science also offers interpreta-
tions of the natural mode of language 
ecology that differ from E. Haugen’s bio-
morphic and instrumental approaches. 
The latter are based primarily on the 
provisions of the linguosemiotic concept 
of the relationship between language and 
the natural and social environment. Thus, 
based on the biology of cognition as a 
theory of living systems (Maturana 1970), 
А. Kravchenko considers the ecology of 
language (natural mode of ecology of 

NATURAL VS Social dominanTS 
of lanGUaGE and SPEEcH EcoloGY
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language – I. K.) within the following 
ontological and functional perspectives:

„biocognitive function of supporting so-
ciety as a living system in the unity of its 
cognitive (indicative language) interac-
tions. This approach allows a deeper un-
derstanding of the impact of public lan-
guage practice on the nature and features 
of the onto- and phylogeny of homo sa-
piens, given the formation of a system of 
values and existential trajectories in the 
level of the individual and society. It 
seems that this should be the subject area 
of ecolinguistics as a scientific discipline, 
which focuses on the nature and function 
of language as a means of organising a 
living system (society) and its role in the 
development of brain, thinking and con-
sciousness“ (Kravchenko 2014: 96).

The emphasis on the natural ecolin-
guistic mode causes the expansion of the 
epistemic plane of this special field of 
knowledge. It can affect the epistemo-
logical aspect of the ecology of language 
and speech in terms of conceptual appa-
ratus and tools, up to shifts in ontological 
status, if a language is considered within 
the biomorphic metaphor A. Schleicher’s 
„a living organism“. As a result of the 
dominance of the biological component 
of the natural ecolinguistic mode, re-
search visions emerge, which encourage 
the formation of new interdisciplinary 
(natural-humanitarian) scientific direc-
tions. Here it is worth mentioning biolin-
guistics, which V. Nechiporenko defines 
as the science of relationships, the rela-
tionship of material and spiritual (men-
tal) origins in the human body, the pur-
pose of which is to know the biological 
and social foundations of memory, think-
ing, language and speech (Nechiporenko 
1984: 74). In fact, the natural dominance 

of ecolinguistic modes is produced by the 
issue of biolinguistics, the subject of 
which is, in particular, the impact of lan-
guage and speech not only on a particu-
lar ethnic community and man as its rep-
resentative, but also on the environment. 
The experimental research searches of 
individual scientists (D. Miller) substan-
tiate the corresponding view, according 
to which language „accompanies and 
manages human activities in society and 
in the natural environment“ (Shlyakhov, 
Nikonov 2011: 139), influencing the en-
vironment (plants, animals, water, etc.).

The corresponding locus of interac-
tion between language and the environ-
ment can be considered according to the 
laws of autopoeisis (Greek autopoeisis – 
„self-completion“) by Humberto R. Mat-
urana and Francisco H. Varela. The 
model of language is understood as cog-
nitive activity based on interactions mak-
ing modifications of one organism in the 
behaviour of another. Coherence and 
harmony in relations and interactions 
between members of the human social 
system takes place under conditions of 
continuous social learning, which is de-
termined by their own social (linguistic) 
functioning (Maturana, Varela 2001: 177).

The social ecolinguistic mode in the 
conditions of multiculturalism generates 
a translingual direction of ecolinguistics 
that is connected with the study of the 
peculiarities of the functioning of the 
languages of one culture in the discur-
sive space of another ethnolinguistic 
culture. Thus, according to S. Ionova, 
language can be considered as a means 
of transmitting culture within one soci-
ety and between multilingual societies 
in intergenerational, diachronic and syn-
chronic perspectives with emphasis on 
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linguistic integration, peaceful coexis-
tence, linguistic tolerance, principles of 
intercultural communication and dia-
logue. However, the scholar sees sig-
nificant potential in the natural domi-
nants of the ecolinguistic mode, which 
correspond to the energy potential of 
language and the speech works it creates 
(synergetics of language and text) and 
biolinguistics (Ionova 2010: 90-91).

The correlation of the natural and 
social components of ecolinguistic modes 
determines the „dissolution of the pri-
macy“ of any of them, which makes it 
impossible to distinguish the so-called 
determinants of the ecology of language 
and speech. Their corresponding inter-
dependence in the context of preserva-
tion not only of the natural / biological 
environment, but also of the ecology of 
the cultural environment (Likhachev 
1979), is predetermined by the eco-cen-
tric model of consciousness, which „Is 
based on the recognition of man not as 
the owner of nature and its center, but 

as one of its full members … it implies 
the abandonment of the hierarchical 
worldview in favour of its diversity, the 
harmonious coexistence of its variants. 
[…] At the same time, the concept of in-
teraction has been interpreted by scien-
tists as a mutual influence of language 
and environment, as a result of which 
both objects change, because they, being 
interconnected, form an „ecological sys-
tem“ (Ionova 2010: 86-87).

Thus, the natural and social domi-
nants of ecolinguistic modes are reflect-
ed in the signs of language / communica-
tive eco-consciousness of representatives 
of a particular linguistic culture, i.e. no-
tions, dialects, concepts, historical texts, 
discursive practices, etc., which, on the 
one hand, are semiotic under the influ-
ence of society and environment multi-
cultural, and on the other hand, form a 
discursive space of a certain epoch, act-
ing as an indicator of linguistic and cul-
tural self-identification and influencing 
the preservation of national identity.

CONCLUSIONS

Ecolinguistics as an independent 
branch of humanities and natural science 
with the formed terminological appara-
tus today, and the developed tools actu-
ally inherited from the philosophy of 
language the problem of the ratio of 
natural and social characteristics. Given 
the strong tradition of studying certain 
aspects related to the ecology of lan-
guage and speech, we can conclude that 
in today’s globalised multicultural con-
tinuum symbiosis of natural and hu-
manities knowledge, based on psycho-
logical-physiological and ideological-

worldview components, actually be-
comes the driving force of civilization.

Accordingly, there is an indisputable 
necessity for moral and intellectual evo-
lution of mankind in the XXI century as 
the only possible way for harmonious 
mono- and intercultural communication, 
based on the principle of cooperation 
(Korolyova, Korolyov 2020), and to pro-
tect national languages and cultures, 
discursive spaces from globalisation 
threats at the same time. In this compre-
hensive approach, the stated problem of 
the dynamics of natural and social dom-
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inants of ecolinguistic modes forms a 
subject area in theoretical and applied 
linguistics and in the humanities in gen-
eral. It is focused on the study of sig-
nificant sociocultural ideas for mankind, 
i.e. humanism, evolution, close connec-
tion with man, cooperation in the dis-
cursive space, the pursuit of truth, etc.

In the conditions of multicultural Eu-
ropean / world continuum modelling of 

ecolinguistic modes represented by nat-
ural and social dominants of language 
and speech of a certain discursive space 
will not only promote development of 
terminological apparatus, methodologi-
cal base and methods for analysis eco-
linguistics as the newest interdisciplin-
ary formation of scientific ecology and 
language as an indicator of linguistic and 
cultural identity and self-identification.
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