














To answer this question, it would be helpful to summarize the basic approaches used in OOP 

and cognitive linguistics 

OOP attempts to enable programmers to find a natural, or at lea st coherent, description 
of the elements and relations observed in the problem domain; the premi se is that OOP is a 

secure method to easily develop robust software of high quality, although there "could" be other 

ways to write programs having the same functions more concisely and even elegant ly. Priority 

is not given to the efficiency of the source code that is to be compiled into machine language, but 

to the efficiency of the process by which the human mind tries to analyze and describe 
real-world events and problems in a machine-readable format. Therefore, it can be said that 

OOP is a type of "cognitive engineering" since it is a framework for producing some thing that is 

in accordance with the manner in which human cognition works naturally. 
Cognitive linguistics, on the other hand, tries to study human cognition by taking an 

approach that considers language as a reflection of our fundamental view toward the world. 

The ability to generate and interpret sentences is not preprogrammed and modularized 
somewhere in the brain as a series of computational procedures; this ability arises from the 

interaction between basic cognitive abilities and the experience gained by numerous 

encounters with events and entities in the world. This approach, therefore , may be referred to 
as "cognitive reverse -engineering" because it attempts to find out the basic structures and 

patterns of cognition by examining an already existing construct called language . 

Thus, I argue that the question raised above can be answered by stating that both OOP 

and cognitive linguistics have a common objective, namely, determining the most fundamental 

and natural ways in which the human mind works when it deals with various problems in the 
world . Therefore, the difference between the two disciplines, aside from numerous superficial 

ones, may only be the directions taken to achieve the objective, i.e., either constructing artifacts 

(computer programs) or analyzing existing ones (natural lang uages) .11 

6. Conclusion 

The idea presented in this paper may not necessarily be new. Similar observations have been 

made both in cogniti ve science and computer science. For example, Deacon (1997) pointed out 

the analogical relationship between the impa ct of the invention of the graphical user interface 

(GUI), which is object oriented by nature, on computer operation in general and the meaning of 

the emergence of a human language. Furthermore , there have also been some attempts to 

implement a cognitive linguistic framework into a computationa l system (Barnden 1998, 

Holmqvist 1998) . 

However, it seems worth pointing out that the analogy of cognitive linguistics and OOP 

should be pursued in greater detail because it has much more to offer than ju st providing 

another novel way of describing these relatively new theoretical frameworks. If cognitive 

linguistics and OOP truly have the same objective with different approaches , as argued in the 

previous section, both will great ly benefit from further research bas ed on this study. It is time 

to get over the preconceived idea s against the traditional (and undoubtedl y wrong) CA and 

appreciate the significant value of the analogy between language and cognition on one hand 

and computer and software development on the other. 
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Notes 

1. Introductory information on OOP is available in many books on computing and programming, 

which are not necessarily academic or highly technical. Barker (2000) and Weisfeld (2000) are 

among those that are fairly accessible. 

2. The reasoning behind this argument was vigorously expou nded by the philosopher John Searle . 

As Searle (2002) describes, the meaning of "computer" ha s changed drasti cally since Alan 'lur in g 

used this word in his monumental 1950 article on the nature of computing and intelligence. 

3. Lakoff and Johnson (1999) attack the popular view of the human mind as a computer program 

composed of many subprograms with specialized function s, and they argue that its popularity is 

due to the ironical fact that the "mind as computer" metaphor seems "intuiti ve" to many people. 

4. See MacWhinney (2000) and Elman (2001) for implication s of the idea of parallel distribu ted 

processing (also known as "connecti onism") on the study of languag e and language learning . 

5. At present, many experiments in parallel distributed processing are conducted using computers 

that can only proces s sequentially (von Neumann computers); they are configured so as to 

simulate parallel processing computers . 

6. In fact, practicing systems developers have been noticing the psychological aspect of 

programming and its effects on the quality of th e development process and the final product 

(Weinberg 1971). Unfortunately, this awareness has not been adequately conveyed to 

researchers studying cognition in more general terms. 

7. The exa mples of program codes in this sect ion are borrowed from Watt and Brown (2000). 

8. The language used in this code is not one of the major high-level languages; it is a 

pseudo· lan gua ge used in Watt and Brown (2000) for instructional purpo ses. Neverthel ess, thi s 

does not affect the point made here. 

9. Some researchers have noticed the analogical relation sh ip between the levels of programming 

languages and levels of structures of human cognition . Among them are Rumelhart and 

McClelland (1986) and Jackendoff (1992) . However, their argumen ts are on ly aimed at 

describing higher-level functions of the brain as abstrac t computational processes . Moreover , 

they do not explore the nature of OOP languages, which is radically different from that of older 

high-level languages that they refer to. 

10. Ther e are many other points where OOP and cognitive linguistics show resemblance, which are 

not taken up in this section. 'I\vo of such points worth mentioning here are that (1) OOP has a 

meticulous diagramm ing system called "Unifie d Mode lin g Langu ag e (UML)" to schematica lly 

represent objects and their interrelations , and (2) in OOP, there is a general recognition of the 

importance of accumulated knowledge on constructions used frequentl y in practice, which are 

often called "design patterns ." For fur ther information and examples, see Scott (2001) for an 

accessi ble introduction to UML and Gamma et al. (1995) for the first at tempt in compiling a 

usefu l collection of design patt er ns. 

11. The fact that there are two approaches for finding out how human cognition works - one 

synthetic and the other analytic-is also explicated in Franklin (1997). 
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