CEKIIA. IHO3EMHA MOBA K ®AKTOP KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOXXHOCTI B CYUACHOMY CBITI

HalllOHAJIbHI MOBU (SIK Hampukmajx y @Opaniii), BUBYEHHS PHUMCHKOTO MpaBa 1
peuenuii 3 HbOro Oyn0 HAWBaKIUBILIOK CKIJIAJIOBOI0 YAaCTUHOIO IOPUCIIPYIEHIIII.
3BiICM MIMPOKE NPOHUKHEHHS JIATUHCHKOI JIEKCUKA B HOBOEBPOIEHCHKI MOBH,
Hacammepea sK JOKEpesia HayKoBOi, OOTOCIOBCHKOI, HOPUAMYHOI 1 3arajiom
a0CTPaKTHOI TEPMIHOJIOT 1.

Sk MoBa HayKM JaTMHAa HE BTpaTUjia CBOIO 3HAY€HHS 1 A0 Temnep. Bona
NpOJOBXKYe OyTHM HayKOK UIKOJM, HAyKH 1 JITepaTypd, MOBOIO ULEPKBH,
3aKOHO/IaBCTBA 1 AUIIOMATII.

3aB/AsIKM JIATUHCHKIA MOB1 010JIOT1YHA, MEIUYHA Ta BETEPUHAPHA TEPMIHOJIOTIL
CTaJIM MDKHAPOAHUMHU, II0 B 3HAYHIM MIpl MOJETIIy€e 3B SI3KM MK BUEHHUMH BCHOTO
CBITY.
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LANGUAGE AS A MIRROR OF CULTURE

The linguistic principle saying that language is a mirror of the culture leads to a
long-standing claim concerning the relationship between language and culture
(Wardhaugh, 1988). This claim is best understood through the Sapir—Whorf
hypothesis or the Whorfian hypothesis — the latter term will be used since the claim
seems to owe much more to Whorf than it does to Sapir — which states that the
structure of a language determines how speakers of that language view the world.
This may imply that “people are prisoners of their language” (Chaika, 1982).
Referring to the Whorfian hypothesis, Fishman (1978) suggests three kinds of claims
it makes.

Fishman’s first claim is that if speakers of one language have certain words to
describe things and speakers of another language lack similar words, then speakers of
the first language will find it easier to talk about those things. That is, if language A
has a word for a particular concept, then that word makes it easier for speakers of
language A to refer to that concept than speakers of language B, who lack such a
word and are forced to use a circumlocution. Moreover, it is actually easier for
speakers of language A to perceive instances of the concept. Speakers of Javanese,
for example, will find it easier to talk about “tingkeban” — Javanese traditional
ceremony held for a woman’s seven-month pregnancy — than speakers of English
who lack such a word. We may also see how this might be the case seen when
technical vocabulary (terms) is used in a communication act. Pharmacists, for
instance, talk easily about pharmaceutical phenomena, more easily than
mathematicians do, because they have the vocabulary to do so. Similarly, pilots
discuss aviation problems with less trouble than we do.

As for the second claim, Fishman argues that if one language makes
distinctions that another language does not, then those who use the first language will
more readily perceive the differences in their environment which such linguistic
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distinctions draw attention to. In other words, if a language requires certain
distinctions to be made because of its grammatical system, then the speakers of that
language become conscious of the kinds of distinctions that must be referred to. If we
have to classify rice, camel, snow in certain ways, for example, we will perceive rice,
camel, and snow differently from those who are not required to make these
differentiations. Moreover, if certain material objects must be classified as long and
thin and others as round, we will perceive material objects that way; those objects
will fall ‘naturally’ into those classes. These kinds of distinctions may also affect how
speakers learn to deal with the world. That is, they can have consequences for both
cognitive and cultural development.

Thirdly, Fishman claims that the grammatical categories existing in a particular
language both help the users of that language to perceive the world in a certain way
and at the same time limit such perception as well. The grammatical categories act as
“blinkers” — something which prevents us from broadening our perception. This
means that we perceive only what our language allows us to perceive. In other words,
our language controls our ‘world view’. Speakers of different languages will,
therefore, have different worldviews. The Whorfian hypothesis can be more easily
understood through a smoker’s experience on which Whorf’s ideas were based. He
argued that someone has to behave in a certain way because his or her language says
or does not say something. His famous example is that the man who tossed a cigarette
butt into a gas drum marked: “Empty.” He claimed that English forces the word
empty even though fumes are still in the drum. He argued that the use of the word
empty allowed the careless smoker to think that the drum had nothing in it.
Therefore, the man disregarded the vapors and acted as if they were not there. This
kind of reasoning seems to be logically presented and, thus, constitutes the strength of
his hypothesis. However, upon further and deeper analysis, one weakness of such
reasoning can be identified. Concerning the careless smoker’s case, Whorf did not
show that an empty drum could have vapors. In other words, the mistake the man did
could have been caused by sheer ignorance.
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BAXJIMBICTH AHTJIIMCHEKOT MOBY B CYYACHOMY AT'POBI3ZHECI

VY cBiTi icHye O3bk0 250 KpaiH, a MOB, SKHMH PO3MOBIISIOTH IXHI MEIIIKaHIII,
e Oulbllle: HAYKOBII CTBEPKYIOThb, IO iX KUIbKa THUCAY. SK »Xe 3eMJsiHaMm
3pO3yMITH OJWH OHOTO? SIKpa3 mist mbOro ¥ ICHYIOTh MDKHAPO/IHI MOBH, 110 JAIOTh
3MOTY CIIUJIKYBAaTHCS TPEJACTAaBHUKAM PI3HUX HarmloHambHOCTeH. OpHiclo 3
MDKHApOJHUX MOB € aHIUIMCBKA, sSKa, OKpPIM TOr0o, € MOBOI MDKHAI[IOHAJIBHOT
KOMYHIKAITIi IJIT BChOTO JIIOJICTBA.

SKy X ponbp y CydacHOMY >KMTTI Bifirpae anriiiicbkka moBa? XKomny 31 cdep
TISAJIBHOCTI JIIOJICTBA HE MOXHA YSABUTH 0O€3 aHIJMChKOI MOBH: TOJITHKA U
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