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Summary. The article deals with the problems of linguistic
terminology. This work is an integral part of the historicism
of understanding the concept of “language” from the point
of view of its essence in different time periods and different
linguistic schools. Attention is focused on the identification
of essential features, the main elements of the characteristic
structure, the establishment of relationships and relationships
within the concept.
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Formulation of the problem. Language is the common phe-
nomenon in our everyday life. It unites and divides people, gives
the opportunity to think and to form information, allows storing in-
formation about the past and extrapolating the future. But we rarely
think about its definition.

The urgency of the research is motivated by necessity of cre-
ating a coherent system of views on the concept “language” that
could cover all general characteristics of each language, reflect the
structure of the language.

The aim our research paper is to analyze the development of
the concept “language” and changes of scientific paradigms, to
establish some perspectives on general problems of language in
American linguistic tradition according to the explanatory formula
word’s meaning (EFWM) [6, p. 32-40].

The object of the research paper is the historicism of using the
concept “language” in communicative relations in American lin-
guistic tradition.

The research paper deals with the concept “language” defini-
tion in different historical periods and by different linguistic schools
[7; 8; 9]. It provides information about the fundamental laws, the
laws of cognition and the most truthful at the following stage of the
general knowledge.

New requirements to the principles of scientific analysis are un-
der the influence of developments in other areas of human knowl-
edge.

Main materials. The study of scientific researches about the
acoustico-graphic code (AGC) “language” as the concept and the
phenomenon leads the author to analyze evolution of that concept
in American linguistic tradition.

In the process of the concept development there some problems
arise and attract attention of researchers. These problems became
the center of attention, set the general direction and unite research-
ers in a common community.

One dominant paradigm could be changed by another because
a new set of facts, new methods of researches, collections of new
ideas can oust or even displace an old idea.

We do not determine the problem of the concept “language”
definition synthesis. Science problem of the article is closely con-
nected with identification of the common essence from existing

groups for definitions and correlation of the essence with definitions
of the concept “language”.

According to the explanatory formula word’s meaning (EFWM)
it is possible to distinguish the main ones:

1. The system as set of components (“modules”):

1.1. Multi-level system:

— phonological level;

— semantic level;

— grammar;

— lexical,

—morphology;

— syntax.

1.2. Acoustic system of symbols;

1.3. Functional system: man’s functional system formalized in
the mental or spiritual constitution rather than purely conventional
acoustic system of symbols [6];

1.4. Closed system (repository) while the language is a set of
individual elements;

1.5. A complete system and at the same time the system of indi-
vidual speech elements;

1.6. A system of signs and multi-level device of the system of
language [15];

1.7. A system in which sign structures (realized in the human
experience) are embodied in the form of phonological structures,
realized in the form of sounds [14];

1.8. A high-built system (unordered set of elements) that re-
sponds the basic requirements of communication dictated by the
structure of the speech act [16, p. 90];

1.9. A technique of expression. But we do not realize that the
language is primarily the classification and regulation of the sensory
experience flow; the result is an ordering of the world, which can
easily be expressed with available ways of the symbolization in the
language.

Language realizes something that science achieves, but makes
it more coarsening, though with greater coverage and more flexible
[24,p. 130].

2. Human activities:

2.1. A form of behavior (exclusively subordinated to the rules)
and a man’s response:

—a special form of human's behavior.

A language is the person’s reaction (material and spiritual). It
is not always seen an aspect of human activity. Leonard Bloomfield
(the founder of descriptivism) transferred the basic concepts of psy-
chology from behaviorism;

—a form of behavior by which the individual adapts to the social
environment. It is different (not the same) to the language as a means
of expression of the so-called personal desires, hopes and expectations.

As a form of behavior language represents the biological, psy-
chological and social conditions; as a means of expression it as-
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sumes nonphysical forces or types of psychic energy, their existence
was not demonstrated adequately yet [22, p. 52].

2.2. The human’s essence.

Language is changed in time and space. It is related to other
manifestations of the human’s essence: thinking, the nature of the
historical process, race, culture, and art 5].

2.3. Human thinking.

For example, Edward Sapir considered language as the outer
edge of thinking on the highest and the most generalized level of
symbolic expression. The essence of language is the conditional
correlation specifically articulated sounds or their equivalents to the
various elements of experience [5].

Edward Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whorf updated the traditional
problem of the relation of language and thinking in their studies:
language and thinking are completely identical things.

3. An object that demands researching:

3.1. Language has to be studied in close connection with the
culture, history and society:

— representatives of the Yale School (one of the 3 directions of
the American descriptivism) believed that we have to take account
of social, ethnic and cultural factors in linguistic analysis;

— each language is made as a special model, So it divides sur-
rounding reality by its own way, the language is a “symbolic key to
the culture” [21, p. 210], “primarily a product of culture or society,
and as such it should be studied” [21, p. 214];

— universals as properties of human culture, language is a part
of it [12].

Thereby people who speak different languages see the world
differently, and perception of the world is unconsciously based on
linguistic categories.

American descriptivism appeared because of the need to study the
national languages of the indigenous peoples of the North America.

It is not possible to find two similar languages that represent the
same social reality.

The worlds in which different societies live are different worlds:

— language as an external phenomenon for objective observa-
tion and analysis;

— language as the language changes. A systematic study of lan-
guage changes is the key to solving many problems.

—understanding of language as a stable structure of lexical and
grammatical skills is an illusion, because the language exists in
constant development. That is why the nature of language could be
known only by observing the changes.

Leonard Bloomfield laid the foundations of synchronous study-
ing the language, any information from the field of history is not
needed for describing the language [1, p. 33];

Language is not a reflection of the world. It is its individual
and national interpretation. Language inevitably bears the mark of
the cultural and historical development of the nation. These ideas
were further developed in modern linguistics and have given rise to
cultural linguistics. Its task is to describe the national and cultural
components of languages;

— only vocabulary is associated with the culture of people, i.e.
the vocabulary of the language. Language is a reflection of the
thinking and culture of people.

Benjamin Lee Whorf attaches vital importance to the problem
of the influence of language on the world view [2, p. 21]. He saw an
inseparable link between the form of language and culture, thinking,
Whorf came to the conclusion that there are close relations between
linguistic structures and cultural norms and human’s behavior;

- linguistic forms and historical processes of language develop-
ment except their interesting internal features have a great educa-
tional value for the understanding some of the most complex prob-
lems of thinking psychology and marvelous, complex movements
in the life of the human spirit. We call them “history” or “progress
or evolution” [5].

3.2. Language should be studied by a single method of linguis-
tic analysis.

Leonard Bloomfield said about necessity of creation a com-
mon language for all linguistic analysis methodology that could be
applied to the study of English and other Indo-European, Turkic
and Semitic languages. He raised the question about creation of an
objective method of analysis and description of language. Linguist
focused his attention on the description of the formal elements of
language structure [17].

4. Social phenomenon

4.1. Form of human behavior:

— “linguistic relativity hypothesis Sapir-Whorf hypothesis” or
Whorfianism. The language (being a social phenomenon) is relat-
ed to the forms of human behavior, the culture of the society. The
culture of a society could be defined as something that the society
does and thinks [2].

- language is what society thinks [24].

4.2 form of the human experience:

— language is completely connected with the direct experience
of people. Edward Sapir pointed out that the basis of magical spells
(incantations) based on the physical identification of words with
things, or their close match [5, p. 26-203].

— “Whorf attaches vital importance to the problem of the influ-
ence of language on the world view” [2, p. 21].

According to Benjamin Lee Whorf mental images of the same
object are not the same for speakers of different languages. There is
only one word for “snow” in English language but in Eskimo there
is more than one. So a speaker has to distinguish what kind of snow
it is: falling or lying on the ground.

4.3. Language is also a social and individual means. It reflects
national character and personality of a speaker:

— each language imposes specific (only to the given language)
semantic structure (the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis of “linguistic rel-
ativity”);

— “... language determines thought, and that linguistic catego-
ries limit and determine cognitive categories, whereas the weak ver-
sion says that linguistic categories and usage only influence thought
and decisions” [19].

4.4. Language is a means of human adaptation to the world;
in the mid-1970s the thesis of feedback was formulated [4, p.128-
148].

5. “Mental world”. The theory of linguistic relativity has stim-
ulated serious discussion regarding the relationship between lan-
guage and thinking:

- “mental world” is the microcosm that every person carties in
him and by which he is trying to measure and understand the mac-
rocosm [10, p. 136-169];

— thinking depends on the nature of language, because it is im-
portant to understand the nature of the language, any spoken lan-
guage includes certain linguistic models, the totality of which is
called a microcosm. Benjamin Lee Whorf characterizes this micro-
cosm as “mental world” [23, p. 125-133].

According to the concept Benjamin Lee Whorf we perceive the
world and the reality around us from the position of our language,
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according to our linguistic customs. The world is a stream of sen-
sations, the chaos of perceptions. This chaos is put in some kind of
order due to our language.

Languages are differed from each other by its nature, character.
The flow of sensations streamlining is carried out in different ways.
As a result differences exist in the perception of the reality around
us[2,p. 7]

5. The structure which needs to be studied:

5.1. Syntactic. Noam Chomsky has studied the syntactic struc-
tures [11].

5.2. Grammatical.

Benjamin Lee Whorf proved that grammatical categories (such
as time or numbers) forced speakers to perceive the world in a cer-
tain way. In English, the verb “must” contains the index of time in
any personal form [10].

6. Language as a phenomenon of the human’s mind.

The term “psycholinguistics” was proposed by American psy-
chologist Nicholas Henry Pronko in 1946 [20]. The aim is to give a
formal status of already existing scientific directions.

Psycholinguistics is the study of the mental aspects of language
(as the phenomenon of the psyche) and speech. Psycholinguistics as
linguistic science has a specific object of study and methods. This
is a complex science which incorporates and operates information
from linguistics and psychology. All features of display and their
causes are studied in the chain “meaning — speaking — listening —
sense” in psycholinguistics.

7. Phenomenon that requires systematic studies of language
changes (dynamic movement). Leonard Bloomfield pointed out
that the language was in incessant motion. That is why the nature of
language could be known only by observing the changes [1].

8. Means:

— of communication. Communication is a biological act, like
any other form of human adaptation to the environment and his re-
sponses to external stimulus;

— of expression, means of the thought materialization;

- of satisfying needs. It also helps in the social division of labor
(according to Leonard Bloomfield [3];

—of originally designed for use at a lower level than the level of
the conceptual framework. The thought arises as a refined interpre-
tation of its contents [1, p. 35-36].

The main functions of the language are following;

1. Communicative function. Language is understood as a means
of communication between people. This is the main function of lan-
guage.

2. Thought formulates function. Language is used as a means of
thinking in the form of AGCs.

3. Cognitive (gnoseological) function.

Language is a product of the activity of all people (not a single
person). Language is a means of cognition of the world, accumulation
and transfer of knowledge to other people and to future generations
(in the form of oral traditions, written records, audio recordings).

Language (as a product of people) is ready for a person, but not
his own, something alien for a man. Language is important but par-
ticular manifestations of human intelligence. The language belongs
to the important but often frequent manifestations of human intelli-
gence. But a person uses it creatively, creates a subjective existence
for language.

Conclusion. American researchers of analyzed period for the
first time directed their attention to the study of language at the in-
terdisciplinary level. A separation from philosophy and linguistics
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opened the way for scientific directions and new methods in lan-
guage researches.

The results of their researches are important for interpreting the
concept “language” at the present stage.

In the future it is necessary to make an analysis of historicism of
the concept “language” understanding up to date.
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Coapnarosa JI. I1. EBotonist NOHSITTS «MOBa» B aMepH-
KaHCBKIil JIHrBicTHYHIN Tpaauuii

AHoTalif. Y cTarTi po3nIsIaroThCs MPOOJIEMHU JIIHTBIC-
TUYHOI TepMiHonorii. JlaHa poOoTa € CKJIaJl0BOI0 YaCTHHOIO
JIOCIIJKCHHS iICTOPU3MY PO3YMIHHS ITOHATTSI «MOBa» 3 TOUKH
30py HOro CyTHOCTI y Pi3Hi 4YacOBi NEPiojy Ta Pi3HUMH JTIHIBi-
CTUYHMMH IIKOJIAMHU. YBary 30CEpe/KCHO Ha BHJIUICHI CyT-
TEBHX O3HAK, BU3HAYEHHI OCHOBHHX EJIEMEHTIB XapaKTepHC-
THUYHOI CTPYKTYpH, Ha 3HAXOIKEHHS 3B’SI3KIB Ta BiJHOIICHD
BCEPEAMHI TIOHSTTS.

Kurouosi ciioBa: MoBa, cucTema, MOHATTA, TIIyMauHa Gop-
Mmyna 3micty nouarts (TD3IT).

Coanarosa JI. I1. DBosionusi NOHATHA «A3BIK» B aMe-
PHMKAaHCKOI JIMHTBHCTHYECKOH TPaAHIIUH

AnHoTanmus. B crarbe paccmarpuBaroTcs mHpoOseMbl
JIMHTBUCTUYECKOW TepMHUHONOTWH. JlaHHas paboTa SBIseTCs
COCTaBHOM YacThIO UCCIICIOBAHUS UCTOPU3MA IIOHUMAHUS 110~
HATHS «I3BIK» C TOYKHM 3PEHHsI €ro CYIIHOCTH B pa3Hble Bpe-
MEHHbIE MEPUOABI U PA3HBIMHU JIMHIBUCTUYECKUMH IIIKOJIAMH.
Brumanne cocpenoToueHO Ha BBIJICNIEHHE CYILIECTBEHHBIX
MIPU3HAKOB, ONPEIEICHUN OCHOBHBIX JIEMEHTOB XapaKTepH-
CTHUYECKOHM CTPYKTYpPBHI, Ha HaXOXKJCHHE CBSI3€H U OTHOLICHHUH
BHYTPH HOHATHSA.

KuroueBble cj10Ba: s3bIK, CUCTE€MaA, IOHATHE, TOJKOBA-
TenbHas Gopmyna coneprkanus nousatus (TOCII).
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