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LINGUOCULTURAL PECULIARITIES OF THE ENGLISH
LINGUISTICS PICTURE OF THE WORLD

Nowadays, it is impossible to imagine the learning of a foreign language without involving cul-
tural aspects of the studied nation. That is why, the topicality of this article is directly related to
the linguistics and conceptual picture of the world that depict the peculiarities of mentality, prejudi-
ces, customs, traditions jointly with the lingual peculiarities and its verbalization. Linguoconcept-
ology is engaged in the study of these two phenomena and the linkage of culture and language that
influence the coinage of stereotypes as well-grounded notions within each specific culture.

LPW is capable of depicting current trends and changes that happened in society since it is based
on human cognitive ability and is unique for each individual. However, at the same time is said that
LPW possesses universal traits, has semantic representation in the form of words or state expres-
sions, is detailed, static and in all cases is orally verbalized. In its structure, there are nominative,
functional, figurative and phonosemantics elements that are formed under the influence of national
mentality and stereotypes. Regarding another term “‘conceptual picture of the world that is similarly
close to the LPW, it is worthy to mention that the main elements on which CPW is based are “con-
cepts”, “beliefs” and “opinions”. In contradictions to LPW, the conceptual picture of the world
has conceptual representation, is more dynamic, multifunctional, extensive and flexible. Moreover,
there are some cases when CPW can not be represented and verbalized during oral communication.
Nevertheless, in order to conduct valid research in the domain of cognitive linguistics, especially in
terms of concept, it is necessary to involve and evoke the theoretical information of linguistics picture

of the world and conceptual picture of the world.
Key words: linguistics picture of the world, conceptual picture of the world, concept, stereotypes,

national mentality.

Statement of the problem. Modern linguistics
research is concentrated on the detailed study of lan-
guage abilities to reflect the cultural processes in dif-
ferent domains. While discovering a new language it
is impossible, for example, to understand the mean-
ing of specific units like proverbs, set expressions,
phrasal verbs, phraseological expressions without
knowing at least some cultural facts about the nation
and country. That is why, over time researchers aimed
to discover the nature of the terms “linguistics picture
of the world” and “mentality”.

Research analysis. Linguistics picture of the world
and conceptual picture of the world have repeat-
edly been the subject of scientific research because
of the undeniable connection of language and culture.
Famous researchers like W. Humboldt, L. Weisberber,
G. Lakoff, O. Selivanova, D. Siroka, J. Bartminski,
A. Gurevich, Z. Popova and 1. Sternin, A. Ufimzeva
have investigated their characteristics, topicality,
structure, classification, main traits and features.

The purpose of the article is to describe the pecu-
liarities, main traits and structure of linguistics pic-
ture of the world and conceptual picture of the world.
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Presenting main material. It is obligatory to men-
tion that the linkage between language and culture is
undeniable since language is reflected in the culture
and vice versa. It is an interesting fact that people
who live within one ethnic group and speak the same
language can find tools and language resources in
order to describe natural processes, form nomina-
tions of subjects, reveal and show their feelings, etc.
In such a way, they obtain the same word perception
that is formed with the help of language and is fixed
in their mentality at a certain level.

Linguo-conceptology is a relatively new science
that was formed on the verge of cognitive linguistics
and cultural studies. This point of view adheres to
O. Selivanova, she also considers that the main aim
of this science is to discover and describe different con-
cepts as well as their language means of representa-
tion. What is more, conceptualization places the main
role within this domain, it is the process of human’s
cognitive activity that is based on reflection and struc-
turalization of the obtained experience and some judg-
ments about the surrounding world and objects that
reflect reality [6, p. 403]. The target aim of the lin-
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guo-conceptology studies is the notion “linguistic pic-
ture of the world” (LPW) through the prism of lan-
guage and culture linkage and the mind’s influence
on the conveying and adoption of new stereotypes in
relation to the world changes.

D. Siroka is persuaded that Slavic scien-
tific schools, particularly Polish, Czech, Russian
and Ukrainian, have contributed a lot to the develop-
ment of ethnolinguistics and the production of valu-
able theoretic background in the field of LWP during
the last decades. Moreover, modern researchers are
interested in the detailed examination of all ethno-
linguistics peculiarities, since this domain cannot
exist independently without the connection of social,
psychological, anthropological, cognitive and cul-
tural sciences [17, p. 297].

H. Herz was the first one who used the term “pic-
ture of the world” in 1959 while he was discovering
the principles of “physical picture of the world” pecu-
liarities and functioning. He put forward the definition
that LSW is a set of internal images of external subjects
that may give a particular connotation and descrip-
tion of these objects mood and behavior [2, p. 198].

W. Humboldt writes that the abilities of each
language are unique and extraordinary since during
the process of things nomination the linguistic picture
of the world is conveying and forming for the bearers
of the same language. For each individual language
is regarded as something objective, but if things are
known to them, it transforms into a subjective notion
that acquires a one-sided aspect of representation.
The LSP is an ultimate result of the human’s cognitive
abilities as well as mental world perception and its
representatives are speakers of the same nations or
ethnic groups [13, p. 412-414]. L. Weisberber [19]
was a follower of W. Humboldt’s theory and put his
own efforts in order to develop his opinions and enrich
the study of the linguistic picture of the world with
the right taxonomy, approach, classification as well
as theoretical background. He was the first who intro-
duced this term in the linguistics domain in 2004
while developing the LPW grounded postulation.

Anusiewicz et al. interpret it as formed opin-
ions and word perception that are fixed in language
with the help of verbal and non-verbal means. Very
often these beliefs are depicted in the word meaning
and lexical structure, influenced by specific aspects
and mood that come from the non-linguistic world
[9, p. 28]. Bartminski [1] believes that LPW absorbs
only those phenomena, which are highly necessary
for the cultural groups, that is why, they will be
deeply grounded into their language. M. Heideg-
ger was inclined to think that every person has his
own “picture of the world” and put into it individ-

ual feelings, aspirations, desires and in the general
form it through a unique and well-founded point
of view [21, p. 49-50].

A.S. Hurevich thinks this term is capable of gath-
ering and depict all sets of beliefs about the surround-
ing world in the chaotic manner of existence that
all individuals transform and interpret through their
own world and culture perception with involvement
of emotional component and gained experience. As
a result in the end they create the well-structured
picture of the world that coined under the com-
plex mentality approach [3, p. 215]. Z.D. Popova
and A.Sternin define the term “national mentality” as
a collective aspect of recognizing the new changes
in the surrounding world as well the novelties that
are grounded in real life; its background is based on
a set of social stereotypes. They assume that the same
situations can be reflected and perceived through
different levels of mentality and in multiple ways.
National mentality works as though to make people
see and notice one thing, while not paying any atten-
tion to others [5, p. 44].

The existing postulates about the human’s ability
to discover the world unconsciously may seem a little
bit confusing but each process of learning or obtaining
a piece of new information based on consciousness,
that’s why unconscious knowledge in that specific
cases is regarded as an oxymoron [10, p. 139]. Today
the researches that concern mentality and mental pro-
cess in general in the field of cognitive and psycho-
analytic domains move on different trajectories. For
example, cognitivists believe that our mind is capable
of reflecting only unconscious things, while psycho-
analysts are persuaded that every aspect of the uncon-
scious is the result of mental processes. That is why,
from the perspective of the psychoanalytic, our mind
possesses a unique ability to retain the unconscious
part where former memories, aspirations, desires,
beliefs and emotions lie [18, p. 13]. Consequently,
we can assume that “mentality”, the key component
of the linguistic picture of the world, is a multifunc-
tional notion that consists of a former received indi-
vidual as well as a collective experience that reflects
the person’s own needs, desires and emotions in rela-
tion to multiple life situations.

From our standpoint, together with the examina-
tion of mentality influence on the LPW, it would be
necessary to jointly revise the meaning and affection
of stereotypes on it as well. In each domain, this term
has different theoretical justification and approaches
of its development but will reconsider only those
ones that fall under the scope of our scientific inter-
est: discourse analysis, linguistics, psycholinguis-
tics and semantics.
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Scollon and Scollon (2000) from the discourse
analysis perspective define the term “stereotype” as
the act of overgeneralization of the received infor-
mation from the surrounding world as “cultural ideo-
logical statements”. They hold on to the hypothesis
that stereotypes appear when the individual encoun-
ters the two opposite discourse systems [16, p. 155].

In view of linguistics, the representation of stereo-
types in language can comprise ethnic slurs, so-called
disparaging words. Their main aim is to converge new
negative mental images through the unknown lexicon
and vocabulary, realizing in communication. In most
cases, the next linguistic techniques are very common
for introducing diverse patterns: associations, meta-
phorical and metonymic transfer and transformation.
For example, cent ‘North American’, aizer ‘a person
from Azerbaijan’, etc [8, p. 46—49].

Psycholinguistics is a science that is close to
cognitive linguistics, it studies all possible linkages
between mind and language. It regards the individual
characteristics of each speaker and not his belonging
to the ethnic group as a social unit, as well his lin-
guistic performance is discovered that is represented
by the strength or weakness of the common social
mental apparatus [11, p. 2]. Gumperz [12] studying
the paralanguage levels detects that every stereotype
can occur because of inappropriate intonation.

Semiotics examines stereotypes from the point
of view of the detected semiotic patterns that are
based on symbols and signs. In short, stereotype
introduces as an active process that is capable to
reflect outcomes of communicative behavior jointly
with symbols and signs representation, that are lim-
ited in number and are represented according to social
norms and standards [15, p. 4].

According to M. Lebedko, all stereotypes can be
divided on:

— Social, are based on social opinion;

— Political, are formed on the observation of the
official’s behavior;

— Cultural, stand on the influence of culture
process of the world perception;

— National, are found on collective beliefs creation;

— Behavioral, depend on the individual and
personal characteristics;

— Geographical, particularly based on territory/
geography/region;

— Professional, based on the
experience and field evaluation;

— Ethnical, namely are hinged on gender, age, race
and ethnicity [15, p. 4].

As a result of represented theoretical searching,
we can admit the mentality and existing stereotypes

professional
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are the powerful and meaningful structural units
of the linguistics picture of the world since with their
help it is possible to trace how specific lexis, set
expressions, phrasal verbs, metaphorical utterances,
etc. are formed. Because of individual and common
influence on their structure, it is also possible to
examine their background and origins.

Lakoff [14] in his monograph “Women, fire
and dangerous things” represents the opinion that each
linguistic picture of the world is individual as well as
dynamic and is capable to reflect, create and ground
stereotypes. Moreover, to his point of view, the LPW
possesses universal traits to depict the current trends,
needs, modes, desires and aspirations of modern lin-
guistics society and its representatives. He believes
that there are clear differences between the notions
“definition knowledge” and “encyclopedic know-
ledge” since the first one shows and reveals the basic
traits of words, while the second one reflects acci-
dental characteristics of words [14, p. 17-40]. That
means that in most communicational situations when
speakers represent their thoughts, they do not think
a lot about the true meaning and correct definitions
of the word combinations, so it seems a natural
and spontaneous act. They tend to back on their intui-
tion as well as the previous received experience that
was obtained throughout the cognitive perceptions
and contextual realization of certain linguistic units.

Scholars in the domain of cognitive linguistics,
Z.D. Popova and I.A. Sternin, supposed to believe
that the linguistic picture of the world has specific
functions, particularly interpretive and regulatory
since it can affect the vision of reality and serves as
a universal direction of the human life-being. Taking
into consideration the previous regarded information,
they developed and formed the LWP key elements
that characterize its structure:

—nominative means of language, namely
phraseological units, lexemes, set expressions; and
the lack of these nominative means of expression, the
second subtype that is characterized by the lacunas
presence;

— functional means of language that influence the
composition of the most frequent linguistic units and
selection of the needed vocabulary and phraseological
elements to form the communication expression;

— figurative means of language that depicts
national imagery, different shadows of the figurative
meaning, the inner structure of the linguistic units
that find its representation within various language
structure;

—the last key element is phonosemantics of
language [5, p. 64].
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Table 1

Differences between LPW and CPW

Possesses universal traits
Has semantic representation (words/expression)
Conservative, detailed
Static, stable

Finds its oral representation

Nowadays, together with the term “linguistics pic-
ture of the world” appears very often another similar
but diametrically opposite term “conceptual picture
of the world”.

In most cases, the CPW is represented as
a well-developed structure that consists of various
concepts, particularly notions and beliefs, that are
organized on the basis of the human cognitive per-
ception of the surrounding world. We have already
covered the approaches and theoretical justification
of the term “concept” in the first point of this chapter,
so here we would like to discover and study the pecu-
liarities, characteristics and differences between these
two pictures of the world.

N. Ufimzeva is persuaded that the conceptual pic-
ture of the world is based on the information that was
received and decoded from the surrounding world
and was reflected in the various language concepts,
while the linguistic picture of the world is represented
in the semantic level that consists with the multiple
words and expressions in the strict frames of studied
language [7, p. 110].

The CPW is more extensive and multifunctional
since during its creation different types of thinking are
involved, and it is not obligatory that each language
pattern finds its lingual or oral representation within
each communicative act. Sometimes there are situ-
ations when the concept is formed and structured by
the speaker and his mentality perception, but do not
have the means in order to be represented in real life
at the moment of speaking because of the difficult
nomination [4, p. 12].

Carefully considering various theoretical
approaches toward differentiating the peculiarities

Reflects the currents trends
Has conceptual representation
Extensive, multifunctional
Dynamic, flexible

cannot be represented orally

of the linguistic picture of the world and conceptual
picture of the world, to our opinion, it will be logic-
ally to include and put this information in the follow-
ing table 1.

Of course, between these two pictures, there are
visible differences, but we think that they are inter-
dependent and must be studied jointly. Due to such
a complex approach let study thoroughly the semantic
realization of the concepts as well as a cultural influ-
ence on its formation through the prism of national
and individual mentality, with the stereotypes, preju-
dice, beliefs and emotional involvement.

N. Ufimzeva [7] thinks that there is a tight relation
and connection between LPW and CPW. Sometimes
during the communication acts the linguistic picture
of'the world can influence the development of the con-
ceptual picture of the world because of the different
ways of thinking and world perception.

Consequences and proposals. As a consequence,
we may say that the linguistic picture of the world
and the conceptual picture of the world are closely
related in meaning and stricture. While conducting
every linguistic research, it is necessary to rely on
them both, since in the final variant it will be possible
to get valid and profound results.

What concerns our scientific researches, we con-
clude that it is obligatory to conduct our research
with involvement and through the prism of lin-
guistic picture of the world, since it profoundly
reveals the peculiarities and specificity of the men-
tal processes and stereotypes of the native Eng-
lish speakers, aw well as it reflects the reflection
of the linguistic MOTIVATION concepts on all
levels of language.
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Ckiuko A. C. MOBHO-KYJIBTYPHI OCOBJIMBOCTI AHIVIIMCBKOI JITHI BICTUYHOI
KAPTHUHMU CBIT

Y nawt wac nemooicaueo yssumu 6UHeHHs IHO3eMHOL MOBU Oe3 3AYHUeHHs. KYIbIMYPHUX ACneKmis il Hapooy.
Came momy akmyanvHicms yiei cmammi 6e3nocepeoHbo nos A3aHa 3 MOBHOI Ma KOHYENMYalbHOK KapMUHO
ceimy, wo 8idobpascac 0codIUBOCmi MEHMATLHOCMI, CHOPMOBAHUX YNepeddCelb, 36Utais, Mpaouyil pasom i3
Mo8HUMU ocobnusicmamMY ma ii gepoanizayiero. JIine8oKoHYenmono2isa 3atmMacmscs 8USUEHHAM YUX 080X ABULY
ma 38 ’A3KOM KYIbMypu ma Mo8u, AKi 6NIU8ar0OmMs HA UPODIeHH Cmepeomunie aK o0IPYHMOBAHUX YABILEHb
Y MEAHCAX KOHCHOI KOHKPEMHOI KYTbmypu.

MKC 30amna 306pazumu cyyachi menoenyii ma 3miHu, wo i00YIUCL ) CYCNINbCMBI, OCKINbKU 80HA
0a3yemvpCcs HA KOSHIMUBHUX 30IOHOCMAX TIOOUHU MA € VHIKATLHOW 018 KoXcHoi oounu. Tlpome 6oonouac
Oinbuticms yuenux agaxcaroms, wpo MKC npumamanni yHieepcanvui pucu, CeManmuuna peanizayisy eueisioi ciie
abo eupasis, wo 8i00OPadCaAOMb OYUIeBHULL CINAH, MAKO}C B0HA € 0eMANIbHOI0, CIMAMUYHYIO I Y 8CIX 8UNAOKAX
Mmae ycne supasicenus. Y it cmpykmypi npucymmi HOMiHAMueHi, PyHKYIOHANbHI, 00pa3Hi ma poHOCeEManmMuyHi
eflemMenmu, ujo popmyomscsa nio GNIUBOM HAYIOHANLHOI MeHmaibHOCmi ma cmepeomunie. Beascaembcs, wo
MepMIH «KOHYENMYabHA KAPMUHA CBIMY» € OIU3LKUM i HABIMb 0esiKoi0 Mipoto cutoHimiynum 0o MKC. Bapmo
32a0amu, wjo OCHOBHUMU elemeHnmamu, Ha akux bazyemovca KKC, € «koHyenmuy, «nepeKoHaHHA» ma « OYMKUN.
Ha npomusazy MKC, konyenmyanbHa KapmuHa C8imy Mae KOHYenmyaibHe 8UPAXCeHH, € OLIbUL OUHAMIUHOIO,
bazamoghynxyionanrvrolo, mawmadnoo ma enyukoro. binvue moeo, icuyromo gunaoku, xonu KKC mooice ne
Mamu YCHO20 8UpadiceHusi nio yac cniakysanus. Tum He mernuue, 07 NPoBederHs. 00CMOBIPHUX OO0CTIOICEHD
V eany3i KOSHIMUBHOI NIHEGICIMUKU, OCOOIUBO KOMU OOCAUONCYIOIOMbCA KOHYEnmu, HeoOXiOHO 3anyuamu
meopemuuny iHgopmayiro 3 npueoody NMiHeGICMUYHOL KAPMUHU CBIMY Md KOHYENnMyaibHOI Kapmuhu ceinty.

Knwuosi cnosa: mosua kapmuna ceimy, KOHYenmyaibHd KAPMUHA C8ImYy, KOHYenm, cmepeomunt,
HAYIOHAIbHULL MeHmanimen.
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