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This article presents the idea of interdisciplinary importance of conceptual field “SPACE”. The purpose
of this article is to find the social, cognitive and linguistic collaboration in the conceptual field “SPACE”.
The study is realized with the help of the main methods: comparative method is used to find different and
common assumptions in previous conceptual field studies of domestic and foreign researchers,; descriptive
method is presented via information about concept creation steps and their goals; method of random sampling
is used to provide examples of social and cognitive aspects in the linguistic reflection of concept “SPACE” in
printed media discourse and internet media discourse. The study gives an overview of different approaches to
the conceptual field. As a result, the steps of the conceptual field creation are given. The article provides the
notions of “social modus of conceptual field “SPACE” in language” and “‘cognitive attribute of conceptual
field “SPACE” in language . The first one explained as an experience given by the society about spatial rela-
tionships, presented through the language. The second one denoted as a personal experience about spatial
relationships presented through language symbols. 37 adjectives that denote space in media discourse are
presented into two groups according to its social interference. In conclusion, the conceptual field “SPACE”
notion is presented as an exchange of concept “SPACE” among people with the help of different linguistics
units that agreed to be shared by people.
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Y emammi npeocmagneno xonyenmyanvhe noie AK coyianvHe, KoeHImMugHe ma JiHeGIiCMUuHE AGUU4e.
Memoio cmammi € 6cmanoseienHs Konabopayii koeHiyii, mogu ma acoyiymy y konyenmyanvhomy noni «I1PO-
CTIPy. Busedeno mpu emanu cmeopeHHsi KOHYEeNnmydaibH020 NOJs U HAOYHO 300padceHo npoyec gepoanizayii
KOHYenmyansHo2o nois. Ilonsmmsa KonyenmyanbHo20 noas RpeocmagieHo ik 0OMiH NOHAMMAMU MIdC TH00bMU
3a QONOMO20I0 PISHUX YACTUH MOBU, SIKI OOMOBNIEHO BUKOPUCTNOGY8AMU 2PYNOI0 Jt00el abo auue 0esKumu
arodvmu. Jlocniodicennss 6y10 peanizosano 3a 00NOMO2010 MAKUX MEMOO0I8 O0CNIONCeHHs: NOPIBHAILHOZO,
O0eCKpUNMUBHO20 Ma Memooy CYYiibHOI ubipku. Y cmammi po32ns10acmobcsa NOHAMMmsL « COYIANIbHUL MOOYC
KOHYenmyanbHo20 Nois «POCmipy Y MOGIEHHI», AKUU NOACHIO8ABCA AK 00CBI0, HAOAHUI CYCNINIbCMBOM NPO
npocmoposi Gi0HOCUHU, npedcmasieni yepe3 mogy. Ha npomueazy tiomy € «KocHimueHuti ampubym KoHyen-
MyanbHo20 NONS KNPOCMIPY Y MOBNIEHHI, NO3HAYEHULL K 0cOOUCmULL 00C8I0 NPO NPOCMOPOBi BIOHOCUHU, NpeD-
cmasnenull yepes cuMBeonu, maki Ak Mosa. Ha npuxnaoax 3 media-ouckypcy npooemMoHCcmposano OOMiHaHM-
HICMb COYIanbHO20 MOOYCY AO0 KOSHIMUBHO20 ampubymy 8 pednizayii KOHYenmyaibHo20 RO «ARPOCIIPY.

Knrouoei cnosa: oomin, pigens, cumgon, 00c8io, 0OuHUYs, Media-oucKypc.

1. Introduction cannot live and develop without other people.

Nothing in this world can exist separately
from the world processes and other objects in
the world. Understanding this fact has changed
different approaches to the world study in vari-
ous branches of science.

Since the last century, interdisciplinary rela-
tions were put in the first place in the base of
every study. First, psychologists and biologists
have proven that people and personalities

Then, linguists have proven that the language
can develop only in case of active social inter-
action (Robins, Crystal, 1999). To prove that
fact we want to mention the I.P. Pavlov explo-
ration of qualitative differences of the nervous
activity of people from the nervous activity of
animals — the presence of a second signal-
ling system, that is, speech (Pavlov, 1925).
Moreover, cognitive linguists have proven that

<?> Crarrs HanKEcaHa B paMKax HayKoBOI TeMH Kadenpu «PO3BUTOK €BPOICHCHKIX MOB 1 JIITEpaTyp y KOHTEKCTI MIXKKYJIBTYpPHOI KOMYyHiKa-
nii. European languages and literatures development in cross-communication contexty, peectpauiitauii Homep 0116 U 006607.
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our cognition of the world is presented in our
mind with the help of language and language
changes with the change of the cognition.
According to L. Perlovsky and K.L. Sakai a
deeper study of the language used by humans
provides more understanding of the structure
of the mind (Perlovsky, Sakai, 2014).

The purpose of this article is to find the
social, cognitive and linguistic peculiarities of
conceptual field “SPACE” creation and of its
sense. To reach the aim we have to solve the
following tasks:

a)to study the theoretical background of the
conceptual field as a linguistic, cognitive and
social phenomenon;

b)to make the scheme of concept field cre-
ation;

c)to provide examples of social and cog-
nitive aspects representation in a linguistic
shape of concept “SPACE”.

2. Cognitive, linguistic, social concep-
tual field

The question of a language emergence is
always relevant and has a status of the chicken-
or-an-egg question. What was the first: cognition
or language? Or maybe it was society? Debates
remain the same, but if we talk about concepts
it is easier to find the link between these three
aspects of human being. The conceptual field
is their product, a result of social, cognitive and
linguistics work of humanity. We can assist its
creation, but we are not able to assist language
and society creation from the very beginning
anymore. So this study doesn’t have an aim to
prove what was the precedent one aspect, but
more to find the cognition, language and society
collaboration in the conceptual field.

To describe the conceptual field as a cog-
nitive unit, it is important to understand what
cognition is. According to the Oxford Dictio-
nary: “Cognition — the mental action or process
of acquiring knowledge and understanding
through thought, experience, and the senses”.
As a cognitive unit conceptual field was pre-
sented by O.S. Akhmanova as a set of inter-
related concepts (Akhmanova, 2004: 334).
The last mentioned is a mental picture of a
world that uses a language as a sign system
(G. Frege’s Triangle of relevance). The con-
ceptual field is a cognitive unit because it is
born in cognition and dies there as well.

As a linguistic unit, it is presented by
A.M. Kuznetsov like a collection of language
units that are united by the commonality of
content and reflect the conceptual, substan-
tive and functional similarity of the phenomena
observed (Kuznetsov, 1998: 380). The concep-
tual field is a linguistic unit because it can be
presented from one person two another with
the help of linguistics units such as sounds,
letters and words.

The possibility of the appearance of different
parties in the concept field, which leads to var-
ious interpretations of the same phenomena,
confirms the conclusion about the connotative,
additional character of the language, which
follows from the provisions of the biocognitive
theory (Maturana, 1986:186).

Among the contemporary domestic and for-
eign studies the social aspect of the “space”
study is presented via studies of electronic
space’s, or cyberspace’s impact on the social-
ization of man (O.V. Bogach, S.V. Bondarenko,
V.A. Pleshakov, |.V. Eidman, A. Sivalingham,
S. Terkl, J. Chon), on the political-legal system
(D.V. Dubov, O.V. Manzhaj, M.A. Pogoretsky,
P. Weiz, M. Wilson, M. Poster, D. Holmes) etc.

G.G. Slyshkin is one of the modern linguists
who studied concept and conceptual field as a
social unit in his work “Linguocultural concept
as a system formation” (Slyshkin, 2004). He
claims that conceptual fields may be of differ-
ent classes according to society significance.

Finally, we may assume that the conceptual
field is a social phenomenon because it exists
around the real-life phenomenon and explains
the real-life objects. People create what should
be a concept. Society decides what is a per-
sonal concept, what is a group concept and
what is a national and international concept
shared by different societies.

According to G. Vergnaud conceptual field
consists of two forms of knowledge: the oper-
ational form and the predicative form. The
operational form is information (idea on the
cognitive level) about actions in the physical
and social life (society part) while the predica-
tive form is the linguistic and symbolic repre-
sentation of this experience (linguistics role)
(Vergnaud, 2009). He proves the collaboration
of the cognition, language and society in the
conceptual field.

Society and language are mutually indis-
pensable. They are an obvious part of every-
day life but cognition always is hidden behind
them.

As an assumption, if we agree that concep-
tual field is social, cognitive and linguistics unit
we may correlate these spheres to the steps
of its creation. We divide three main steps that
show the collaboration of cognition, language
and society:

1)the birth of the concept in the cognition =
cognitive unit, idea creation = cognitive level;

2)the realization of this concept with the
help of symbols = linguistics unit creation =
linguistics level;

3)the socialization of the concept -
aninterchangeofthe concept, presentedbywords,
between people and addition of new words to the
first one to concretize its description = creation of
a conceptual field = social unit = social level.



AaBb
CcDd

Cepisa JIinrBicTUKA [

Cognitive level:

birth of idea,
cognition

,

$ocial level: Linguistic level:
interchange shaping of idea
in society, language
communication representation

\_/

Pic. 1. Conceptual field creation circle

Pic.1 presents the cognition, language and
social collaboration. According to it, we must be
taken into account that, in some cases, linguis-
tics level moves up to the first place: when the
recipient of the information receives new concept
in the process of communication recipient gets
firstly linguistics shape, then through the process
of communication he reaches the third level of
cognition. There, the recipient realizes the mean-
ing of the concept and may start to operate this
concept with the help of other linguistics units in
order to share it with other people. In that way,
the process of conceptual field creation becomes
logically circular.

As a result, we can assume that conceptual
field is a concept interchanged among people
with the help of different linguistics units, by dif-
ferent parts of speech that agreed to be shared
by a group of people or by few of them.

3. Conceptual field “SPACE”

The conceptual field “SPACE” is one of the
first conceptual fields that appears in the brain
of a human. According to M.V. Pimenova space,
time, movement, change, cause, effect, quan-
tity, quality are universal categories of culture
(Pimenova, 2004). In the work “Making up the
Mind: How the Brain Creates Our Mental World”
Ch. Frith provides an idea of the connection of
the motion and cognition of the world in the child-
hood: “They come to understand how the world
works at a physical level by grasping things,
picking them up, dropping them, pulling and
pushing them, hitting them, and throwing them,
always watching how the object responds” (Frith,
2007: 135). Attila IMRE continues that idea and
emphasizes that, “Thus infants understand spa-
tial relationships and concepts of motion before
they are able to use words to describe them”, But
without words and symbols, representation and
this first experience cannot be communicated.

This first spatial experience is absolutely per-
sonal and its reflection in language has just cog-

nitive basement. Society doesn’t take part in its
formation. But it the life process and communi-
cation these spatial experience transforms and
involves socially imposed experience. E. Cor-
mac assumes that the experiences of spatial ori-
entation involve cultural presuppositions, which
means that one cannot have a purely physical as
opposed to cultural experience (Cormac, 1985:
66). These two different types of spatial experi-
ence represented as social modus and cognitive
attribute of conceptual field “space”.

As a result of the social exchange of concepts,
humanity created different sources of communi-
cations and media discourse is one of them. We
define it as a separate type of discourse aimed at
translating relevant information into life through
media channels. Mostly it operates in the enter-
tainment information environment and covers the
topics of politics, show business, cooking, tour-
ism, etc. The media discourse exists in verbal,
non-verbal and interactive forms of discourse,
and has the ability to shift from personal to an
institutional type of subjectivism. Through this
type of communication, it is possible to observe
social modus and cognitive attribute of domi-
nance in the conceptual field “space”.

Social modus of conceptual field “SPACE” —
accepted cultural experience, experience given
by the surrounding about spatial relationships,
presented through the symbols such as lan-
guage. When the social experience dominates in
conceptual field “SPACE” the speaker use pos-
sessive, quantitative adjectives, use adjectives
based on an anthropological position:

«lpobriema dezpadauil 3emerib € KpUMUYHOH
0nsi YkpaiHu, ocKinbKu8oHa oxoriitoe 208i0Ccomkie
OPHUX 3eMeJlb KpaiHu, abo 6,5 MsiH 2a 8 uiriomy»;
«Y eiOkpumil YacmuHi efleKmpoHHO20 cepsicy
«EnekmpoHHul kabiHem rinamyuka» (OHoerneHa
eepcisl) MoxHa 3arnosHumu, 3bepeamu ma
po30pyKysamu Oeknapauito, a y 3akpumiu
YyacmuHi (ocobucmuu kabiHem) ninamHuK MOXe
nodamu Oekrnapauito 8 esieKmpoHHOMY 8uassioi
3 BUKOPUCMAaHHSIM €/IeKMPOHHO20 Uughpo8o2o
nionucy (0ani — ELIM)»; «Y4acHuku ripoespamu
«[docmynHe »Xumiso» 3MOXYmb CamMOCMiliHO
obupamu mi o6’ekmu bydisHuuymea, SKi
nnaHyroms npudbamuy; «Jlydwe no MuHUMymy
bbieamb 6 obwecmeeHHbIX Mecmax», «Ha
micye euixanu eubyxomexHiku, KiHornoau ma
crnid4ya-onepamusHa epyna, sSKi obcmexamb
rnpumiweHHsi — aeporiopmy ma  ppuneany
mepumopiro»; «Y meriny nopy poKy byHKUIOHye
K eiOkpumul  maldaH4yuk», «Brnepwe Ha
saxxkodocmynHuliocmpie sakyuHy docmasusiu
OpoHomy; «Tpusae xaomu4Ha 3abydoea cin i
MPOMIXKKI8 MiX HUMU, 3amicmb mpaduuidHux
Xam — 2ope-«ranayu», mopxecmeo HecMaky,
BEXKOK | KOrToHa0»; «JliniHKy 8i0pi3HsiE yHIiKalbHe
rnoedHaHHs1 rnepeeaz MICbKO20 ma 3aMiCbKO20
Xumms  naroc HadcydacHa o opaaHizayis
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XKUmmeeo20 npocmopy 8 Keapmupax,
byduHkax ma ecili eHympiwHiti mepumopii
MikpopatioHy»; «Jlbeie — ue Kae’sipHi, 8y3eHbKi
8yJluYKU, 3axonnuea  apximekmypa ma
HeouikysaHi cmpaeu U Hanuskuy, «OO0OHaK,
ue b6yna moyHo Adpuka: 3abyma Bozom
micyeeuHa roceped 8i4HO cupux Oouwoeux
OxyHerie, de «cxoriumu» masnsapito abo sKycb
iHWy «ek3omuky» 6yno Oyxe pocmoy;
«Cb0200HIi MU >XUBEMO 8 HECIOKIUHOMY c8imi»,
«A 8u Ho4yysaru i0 30pPAHUM HeE6OM y 2opax?»;
«HanepedodHi Oeneesamu [eHacambriei OOH

rnpozosiocysanu o  cemapamucmcbKoMy
pe2ioHy lNpudHicmpos’si»; «HesHakomas

keapmupa. Yyxou paloH. HernpugbidyHbil eud
u3 okHa. Houyro mym enepsesie»; «[llpocmip
He nodinsgembcs Ha ceit abo Yyxxuu, npocmip
bysae abo eginilbHUU, ab0 KOHMPOJILOBAHUU»,;
«The most dangerous place for women is in
the home, according to a new United Nations
study — about six women are killed every hour
around the world by people they know».

Arable, open, closed, private, accessible,
public, adjacent, inaccessible, traditional, inhab-
ited, internal, narrow, forgotten, turbulent, stellar,
separatist, one’s, alien, free, controlled, danger-
ous are adjectives used to denote space in order
to show its relevance to society, its groups and
members. If society hadn’t existed it wouldn’t
have had sense to divide space and call it
“private” or “public” if it is only for one person.
So, these adjectives are socially marked.

Cognitive attribute of conceptual field “SPACE” —
personal experience connected with spatial relation-
ships presented through the symbols such as lan-
guage. Social modus of conceptual field “SPACE”
is objective, while cognitive — subjective. The cog-
nitive aspect in conceptual field “SPACE” reflects
in a speech with the help of adjectives usually by
descriptive adjectives but not classifier adjectives.
It develops in the cognition of person without social
influence based on pure experience:

«Y Kueesi ociHb — 4yac camomHocmi. Tomy
Mu eupiwunu nimu éocmamHb0O e20iCmuYHUM
wiisiXxom — 2apHe micmo, 2apHi nodu, 2apHa
cueHa...»; «llonpu ue 0Ons eepoiHi Abu ma
npababui ue 3aexou ocobsiuse micue, orrogume
Hocmarbeieto, momy «Lim 3 gimpaxem» MOoxHa
Hazeamu poMaHOM-Ccrioeadomy; «MoxHa
cmeopumu Ha UbOMYy 8€/TUKOMY caKpasibHOMY
micui sKkicHul My3ed, sSKkud 3arydYamume He
niuwe mypucmie, a U KusiH ma e3az2arii yKpaiHuie»;
«CmunbHa Kae’sipHsl podmauiosaHa 8 camomy
ueHmpi micmay;, «Ceped Halibinibw X0J00HUX
mMicm makoX YUucCnsimbCs HaceneHi nyHKkmu
CLUIA»;, «Tpueae xaomu4Ha 3abydoea cin i
MPOMIKKI8 MK HUMU, 3amicmb mpaduuyitiHux
Xxam gope-«najayu», MmopXecmeo HecMaky,
8eX0K i kKormoHad”; « Crodu eapmo ixamu xo4a 6u

momy, wo mako2o ammocghepHo20 micma 8
YKpaini 6inbwe Hema, 60 mym KoxeH 6yOUHOK,

Keapmari, [posyriok Ouxarombe iCmMopietoy;
«locrnodapro y crnadok Oicmascsi abcornomHo
HernpumMimHuii ocobHsIK, sikull eiH ei0das Ha
OHOBMEHHS Micyesomy apximekmopy Mukoni
CeHuKy»; «Tu UiHyew KOXHY MUmMb mMo20o
30usysaHHs ma 3axoryieHHs MallbO8HUYUMU
Kapnamcbkumu  2opamu»; «He3HakoMasi
keapmupa. Yyxol patioH. Henpuebl4YHbIl eud
u3 okHa. Houyro mym enepenie»; “Philly has a lot
of pretty streets. We think these are the pret-
tiest”, “Lovely Crestmont Farms in the North-
east, is, according to one fan, “where all the
Jjudges live”; “That was the worst hostel we've
ever been to. No hot shower. After two days wait-
ing for the reaction of stuff, we’ve forced them to
tell us when we can take a bath in other hostel,
where of course we had to pay for it separately.
The room was disgusting”;

Beautiful, nice, special, sacred, stylish, cold,
grief, ambient, inconspicuous, picturesque,
unknown, unusual, pretty, lovely, worst, disgust-
ing are adjectives based only on personal per-
ception of the world and proves the cognition
dominance in conceptual field creation.

Thus, conceptual field “SPACE” is a concept
of “SPACE” interchanged among people with
the help of different linguistics units that have
personal subjective shaping by different parts
of speech that are foreseen to be shared by a
group of people or by few of them.

4. Conclusions

In our study we overviewed the theoretical
background of the conceptual field as a linguis-
tic, cognitive and social phenomenon in domes-
tic and foreign linguistics world. According to that
theory, we draw the scheme of concept field cre-
ation which is applicable to concept field “SPACE”
and that includes three steps: cognitive, linguis-
tic and social. We have proven the fact that the
precedence of a step may be changed according
to different personal circumstances. Taking into
account the last fact we provided 37 examples
that denote space in media discourse: 21 adjec-
tives of society modus dominance and 16 adjec-
tives of cognitive attribute dominance in the con-
ceptual field “SPACE”.

To conclude, we denoted the conceptual field
“‘SPACE” as a collaborated work of “SPACE”
cognition, its language representation and social
exchange.
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