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CONCEPTUAL AND LINGUISTIC WORLD VIEW IN TERMS
OF COGNITIVE SCIENCE

The article considers interconnection of linguistic and conceptual outlooks that are closely
related and interdependent in terms of cognitive science. However, they are not equal. Most
linguists believe that the conceptual world view is much broader than linguistic which is believed to
cover only part of the conceptual paintings. It vocalize only part of what we perceive, as there are
many other ways of expression such as art, music, architecture, etiquette, which are non-verbal
means of implementing the concept of ideology.
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The totality of ideas about the world reflecting a person’s worldview is the result of coordinated
work of all human cognitive mechanisms. It is adopted in linguistic as well as in philosophic
scientific studies to designate this knowledge the world view.

In defining and differentiating between the phenomena of the linguistic and conceptual world views
scientists usually proceed from the notions “the image of the world” and “the world view”. The image of
the world is interpreted in modern psychology and psycholinguistics as “the reflection in the human
psychics of an objective world mediated by objective meanings and corresponding cognitive schemes, and
thus subjected to the conscious reflection” [1, p.99]. The world view is a certain vision of the world, its
sense construction according to the logics of world comprehension and world imagination. The world
view of an individual — a representative of a certain culture- includes not only cognitive but also evaluative
(axiological) components. It constitutes the core of a person’s worldview.

As a child, as a person grows and experiences the world, he/she sees relationships, categorizes,
discriminates and generalizes about what his/her senses reveal. A person replaces the sensory experiences
and memories with abstract generalized ideas and understanding in forming concepts. He/she fits many
concepts together into schemes, and structures his/her conceptual schemes into a framework.

The conceptual framework can change as new experiences provide new insights. In this way, human
comprehensive conception of the world as a whole, that is, the worldview develops. It is something that
continually evolves — indeed, a person spends the rest of his/her life testing and refining it, based on
feedback he/she gets. In short, the worldview is a conceptual framework and a set of beliefs used to make
sense out of a complex, seemingly chaotic reality.

A worldview is a coherent collection of concepts and theorems that must allow us to construct a global
image of the world, and in this way to understand as many elements of our experience as possible.

Societies, as well as individuals, have always contemplated deep questions relating to their being and
becoming, and to the being and becoming of the world. The configuration of answers to these questions
forms their worldview. Research on worldviews, although we are convinced of its practical value and
necessity, will always be primarily an expression of a theoretical interest [3, p.88].

Hence, a worldview is a system of co-ordinates or a frame of reference in which everything presented
to us by our diverse experiences can be placed. It is a symbolic system of representation that allows us to
integrate everything we know about the world and ourselves into a global picture, one that illuminates
reality as it is presented to us within a certain culture.

World-view construction consists of the attempt to develop worldviews that take into account as much
as possible all aspects of our experience. Although this construction expresses itself in a language that
includes intrinsic limitations — languages are not closed formations and symbolic systems can be
combined - these inherent constraints need not condemn our enterprise. World-view construction is
always connected to a culture in which "meanings"” are circulated, types of behaviour are passed from
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generation to generation, socio-political problems are produced, and styles of art confront us [2, p.23]. The
material used to construct a worldview comes from our inner experience and our practical dealings with
things, as well as from the interpretation of history and of scientific knowledge about our world. All these
aspects are necessarily related to particular cultures, which are not monolithic entities, but which are
always in a process of change. In this sense world views are not fixed images or copies of the world, but
will somehow try to capture, as much as is possible, all the aspects of this world.

The main properties of a worldview are "coherence” and "fidelity to experience". Because of the
rational demand for coherence, a worldview should be a consistent whole of concepts, axioms, theorems,
and metaphors which do not exclude each other but which can be thought together.

Our experience also includes our different systems of values. Even if these systems are often
ambivalent and contradictory, we want our worldview to be faithful to them. Since evaluation is
seen to be more subjective, and hence connected to a particular person inside a particular culture, it
will be difficult to achieve one global worldview, satisfying the needs for coherent evaluation of the
world for everyone. Not only scientific experience, but also aesthetic and ethical sensitivity will
have a deep influence on our attempts at worldview construction. It does not follow from this,
however, that world views will be simply a question of taste and feeling. Arts, styles, customs and
moral codes can be very diverse, but even then they are all interconnected within their culture, and
on a larger scale within the whole world in which they interact.

Every experience leads towards action of the one having the experience. It is by means of these actions
that we can influence the world, and strive for certain ends. A worldview should contain an organized
concept of our real and possible actions in this world. But conversely, these different types of experiences
will in turn be influenced by the global world view into which they are incorporated. One of the essential
functions of worldview construction is to generate this interaction consciously and in a controlled way. As
a consequence, a world view can relate the different domains of experience, so that they are liberated from
their isolation and become parts of the whole. The goal is to make the communication between the
different layers of our experience explicit. Otherwise, if extensive elements remain unconscious, there is a
danger that one aspect will emerge as the view of the whole [6, p.90].

Each human is part of a whole larger than one self. Both philosophy and religion have reflected on this
awareness, and on the final nature of reality as a whole. Such ultimate questions cannot be avoided in the
process of worldview construction. Indeed, they form the driving force behind the religious, philosophical,
ethical, aesthetic and political quest of humanity. But unique solutions are not possible in this domain.
Religions, differentiated internally and externally, generally emphasise the necessity of personal
conversion or inner transformation, and usually rely on the experiences of a founder. In this respect,
faithfulness to tradition is important for most religions. Here world-view construction differs from religion
in that it shows a fundamental openness towards different interpretative models of reality, allowing
agnosticism and a higher degree of uncertainty.

The term “the worldview” was first introduced in the works of L.Wittgenstein, devoted to the
research in the sphere of philosophy and logics [4].

If the world is considered a picture, than the place of a person in it is his/her worldview that
embraces the system of a person’s viewpoints and beliefs, determining his/her attitude to the
surrounding world. The worldview is the lens through which we view the world, a set of beliefs,
attitudes, and biases shaping how we think about events in the world: multifaceted, malleable, and
usually not fully or clearly articulated.

The world view is a global image of the world, the result of spiritual activity of a person and
his/her contacts with this world [2, p.145].

The process of the human cognition of the world is realized gradually. It begins with the sensation of
the world which presupposes the reflection of the world and the attitude to it in sensual — emotional forms;
then goes the perception of the world as the knowledge and spacious and time notion of it. As the result of
the synthesis of this knowledge, there emerges the image of the world. The process is completed by the
comprehension of the world that contains its explanation or general world view [2, p.11].

Modern linguists consider the world view to be an ideal formation consisting of structurally
organized elements, has certain properties, performs its intrinsic functions and develops [3, p.24].
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The world view as a quintessence of the worldview is cosmologically oriented (it presents a
global image of the world), anthropomorphic (it is marked by the specific method of human
comprehension of the world), is of obligatory nature (the categories of culture, reflected in language
and other sign systems, are acquired subconsciously and gain the imperative character for all
members belonging to a certain community.

The plurality of world views that embody various worldviews of people is not a whim of history but
its objective necessity. Some scientists believe that there exist as many world views as there are
observes that contact with the world. Each person perceives the reality in his/her unique and peculiar
way depending on his/her natural abilities, the character of the connection with the culture of his/her
epoch. Hence, the world view is the result of the formation by an individual of the world image that
meets three criteria: the agent of the world view (the one who describes), the subject of the world view
(that is described) and the result of the activity (the very image).

The agent of the world view that accumulates the information about the world and reproduces
one’s view on it may be: 1) an individual (empirical agent), 2) a separate group of people
(community), 3) a separate people (peoples), 4) humanity on the whole [3, p.9]. Modern scientists
distinguish between several qualitatively different types among the agents of the world view: adults
and children; psychically normal individuals and those with psychical impairments; people of a
modern civilization and those of archaic world comprehension. Accordingly, three principally
different types of entire world views have been singled out:

1) adult world view and children’s world view;

2) the world view of a psychically normal person and the one of a psychically impaired person;

3) "civilized" world view and archaic world view [3, p.32].

Every independent sphere of social consciousness — mythology, religion, philosophy, science — has
its own special methods of world perception, its own lenses through which a person looks at the world.
The result of this perception is the creation of corresponding local or special world views —
mythological, religious, philosophic, scientific (physical, chemical, biologic, etc.) [3, p.67].

Many scientists stick to the viewpoint that the process of the reproduction of the world view in human
consciousness, though being an indivisible unity, is represented by the conceptual and linguistic models.

Investigating the problem of the world view researches, as a rule, proceed from a simple triad: the
surrounding reality (real world), the reflection of this reality in human mind (conceptual world view) and
the expression of the results of this reflection in language (linguistic world view) [2, p.39].

The real picture of the world is an objective essence independent of an individual. A person, a
language bearer, is a mediator between the world and the language. Perceiving and cognizing the
world, he/she forms his/her system of conceptions about it. Having processed them in his/her mind
and having contemplated the results of this world perception, a person transmits them to other
members of his/her language community by means of language. In other words, between the reality
and the language there exists cognition.

The linguistic world view which may be also denoted by the terms “linguistic intermediate
world”, “linguistic world representation”, “linguistic world model” emerges in the process of
cognition owing to an active participation of language. It is the result of the fixation of
conceptosphere with the help of secondary sign systems which materialize the cognitive world view
available in human consciousness. The world view formed and reflected in human consciousness is
its secondary existence fixed in a special material form which is language.

Objective reality is expressed in various languages in different ways thus, divergent linguistic
world views are formed. The linguistic world view is the result of the reflection of a unique social
and historic experience of a certain nation [3, p.9]. Language does not create a formation different
from the objective world view but only its specific colouring, conditioned by the way of life and
national culture of a people. Here we deal with the notion of the ethnic world view which is based
on “the national — cultural peculiarity of perceiving the world, i.e. on the view of the world
characteristic of a particular people” [3, p.10].

Linguistic relativity formulated by Benjamin Lee Whorf in the 1930s claims that the structures of
language influence the way we think about reality. In brief, the claim relies on the fact that languages are
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classificatory systems, in the sense that languages classify experience and the outer world at large, and
further, that languages do so in differing manners.

Ultimately, linguistic relativists conclude that the picture of the world that is depicted by our languages
becomes different according to our linguistic input. It is the same world, but viewed differently, with
aspects of it being highlighted more than others and being given differential salience. What Whorf and
other relativists state is that language has come so far as to manipulate the human mind, in that humans
would tend to take the linguistic picture to be the true picture of the universe. In other words, human
thinking is claimed to be relative to our linguistic perspective onto the world.

What is meant by thinking is ‘conceptualising’ — and not neurological processes of thought, or
the actual content of thought itself. Relativists do not claim that language determines what we think
about, but rather it claims that language influences and guides, or channels, the way we think about
the world, and the way we conceptualise this world.

The conceptual world view is the biggest conceptual unit [2, p.19], that variety of the world
view, which is the result of a direct cognition of the surrounding reality. It may be defined as
cognitive, since it represents “the result of the cognition of the reality and functions as the totality of
organized units of knowledge — conceptosphere” [3, p.4-5].

The conceptual and linguistic world views are closely connected and interdependent. However,
they are not equal. The majority of linguists believe that the conceptual world view is far broader
than the linguistic one [1, 3; 4, 87]. The latter is believed to cover only a part of the conceptual
picture. Language verbalizes only a part of that we perceive, since there exist many other ways of
expression, such as art, music, architecture, etiquette which are nonverbal means of the realization
of the conceptual world view [4, p.87]

As the process of the world cognition by a person is continuing, the conceptual world view is
constantly enriching and changing while the linguistic world view is more conservative and retains
the traces of the obsolete beliefs about the world for a long time.

The connection between the conceptual and linguistic world views is realized in two ways: "Language
designates separate elements of the conceptual world view. This designation is embodies in the formation
of words and means of connection between words and sentences. Language explains the content of the
conceptual world view linking words in speech” [4, p.107]. Hence, characteristic of each language
“words, formatives and means of connecting sentences as well as syntactic constructions participate in the
explanation of the conceptual world view.

The interconnection of the two world views is also conditioned by the similarity of their inner
structure: the conceptual structure can be organized in the form of concepts, and linguistic one — in the
form of thesaurus separate blocks of which can correspond to semantic, associative or thematic fields.

We cannot but agree with the viewpoint that the concept of the linguistic world view is
reasonable only when it is considered to be an ideal entity [4, p.57], which is interpreted as the
knowledge of an individual about the world embodied in language form [5, p.23] and is exhibited in
the process of the analysis of language units. The latter serve as the instrument of the linguistic
world view for the explication of the conceptual world view. Words, as main nominative units, also
have the role of the link between the linguistic world view and the conceptual world view [4, p.54],
however, linguistic world view is not merely reduced to a real or a virtual language system. With
the help of language means, it designates the elements of the conceptual world view at the same
time reflecting the general world view [2, p.76].

Thus, the linguistic world view is a constituent part of the general world view, representing its in —
depth layer, i.e. a subsystem of the conceptual world view, including those its elements which are
expressed by corresponding language signs [4, p.18].

In the light of the above mentioned facts we believe that the conceptual and linguistic world
views should be treated as equally significant for human comprehension of the world. An individual
lives in a language community, enriching his/her conceptual system owing not only to his/her own
experience but also to social — historic one as well as to language, since general human and national
experience is preserved by language.
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Bbornana Manuya
JIiIHrBiCTUYHO-TIOHATTEBUI CBITOIJISI] B KOHTEKCTI KOTHITHUBHUX HAYK

Y cmammi posensioaemovcs 63a€M038 0K NIH2GICMUYHO20 MA NOHAMMEBO20 CE8IMO2A0168, SKI MICHO
nos'sazami i e63aemosanedxcui. Ilpome, 6onu wHe pisni. binbwicme niHesicmie 88adcaOMb, WO
KOHYenmyaibHull no2nsi0 Ha ceim Habazamo wupuie, Hixc ainesicmuynui. OcmanHil, 5K 88adCaAlomb,
OXONJIIOE MINbKU 4ACMUHY KOHYEenmyanvHoi kapmunu. Moea 036yuye minbKu 4acmumny mo2o, wo Mu
CHpULIMAEMO, MAK 5K ICHye 06a2amo [HWUX CNocobié GUPAdXCeHHs, MAaKi AK MUCmeymeo, My3uKd,
apximexmypa, emukem, sIKi € He8epOALHUMU 3ACOOaMU peani3ayii KOHYENMyaibHO20 C8imo2isad)y.

YV mipy moco sk npoyec nisnanms ceimy JMOOUHOIO MPUBAE, KOHYENMYAIbHULL NO2IAO HA C8IM
NOCMIUHO 30a2a4yemovcsi | 3MIHIOEMbCA, 6 MOU Yac 5K JIHeGICMUYHULL No2is0 Ha ceim  Olnblu
KOHCEep8amusHUll i 30epieac ciou 3acmapinux ysaeiensb npo Cim npomscom mpusaioeo 4acy.

Biomaxk, xonyenmyanvui ma niHegicmuuHi no2naou ciio posanadamu K OOHAKOB0 3HAUYW Of
JIHOOCHK020 PO3yMiHHSA c8imy. [HOUsioyym dicuee 8 MOBHI CRITbHOCHII, 30a2aUyIOYU 1020 KOHYENMYAIbHY
cucmemy 3a605KU He MIbKU 1020 GIACHO20 00CI0Y, A U COYIANbHO-ICIMOPUYHUM NOOISAM, A MAKOMC i
MOBI, MAK SIK 3a2aTbHULL TFOOCLKULL | HAYIOHAbHULL 00CBI0 30epicaembCsl 30Kpema i MOGHO.

KurouoBi cioBa: JTIHTBICTUYHO-TIOHSTTEBUN CBITOTJIS[, KOTHITHMBHI HAyKH, KOHIENTYyajlbHa
KapTHHA CBITY, MOBA.
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Ku1r04oBi iHHOCTI y rpOMasiHCbKOMY CYCHLIBCTBI,
110 BU3HAYAKOTH HANIPSIM PO3BUTKY JeP:KaBH

Poszenanymo yinnicni acnexmu cyuacho2o epomMaosaHcbKo2o CyChilbCmed. 3’1c08ano ix yukyino y
CHPUAHHI OISIbHOCMI 2POMAOSHCLKO20 CYCHIIbCMBA, WO BU3HAYAIOMb 1020 KOJIeKMUHy 0ito ma
8EKMOP PO3BUMKY 0epiHcasu i CyCninbemea 8 yilomy. Becmanoeneno, wjo epomadsncvke Cycninbcmeo
BUCMYNAE YHIBEPCANbHUM 3PA3KOM NOOAILULO20 PO3BUMKY CYCHIIbCMBA, A U020 YIHHOCMI NOOLIAIOMb
HA 3a2albHONIOOCHKI (NEPBUHHE), CYCNITbHO-NONIMUYHI (BMOPUHHI) MA THW, WO NePenimaromscs y
nPOCMopi Yb020 COYIANLHO-NONMUUHO20 THCIMUMYmMY Ul 3a0e3ne4yioms 6eKmop PO3GUMKY Y MeNCAX
Oeparcasu. Tlpu ypomy 36epHymo yeazy Ha epoMadCcoKy CRiIbHOMY ma il YiHHOCMI, 5Ki y NOPIGHAHHI 3
YIHHOCMAMU 2POMAOSHCHKO20 CYCNINIbCMBA MAalomb CHilbHI pucu. Po3kpumo komconioyouy ponb
yinHocmeti y npoyeci (hopmyeaHHs KOAeKMUBHOCMI 2POMAOSIHCbKO20 Cychintbemeéa. Biosnaueno
3HAYEeHHA YIHHOCME 2POMAOSHCHKO20 CYCNIIbCMEA 8 YKPAIHCLKUX PeBONIIOYIAX Ma NPOMUCOSHHI MIdC
Yxpainoro i Pociero.

K104o0Bi cj10Ba: 1iHHOCTI, TPOMAJITHCHKE CYCIIIBCTBO, IePKaBa, TPOMAISHCHKA CIIUTBHOTA.



