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NacioNaliNėS vERTYbiNėS oRiENTacijoS 
Kaip KalbiNėS SąmoNėS foRmaNTai

National value orientations as formants 
of language consciousness1

SUmmaRY

The article suggests a new approach for the philosophy of language understanding of national value. 
The approach views national value as formants / components of language consciousness. value domi-
nants are considered in a cognitive-semiotic perspective from the standpoint of their relationship with 
the notions of communicative value and linguocultural code. The influence of communicative values 
on the formation of dominants of national language consciousness with a corresponding sign character 
and functional potential has been considered separately. Thus, in the methodological framework of 
cognitive semiotics the idea of the conditionality of the collective / individual language consciousness 
to the semiotization of national value orientations has been postulated. Such processes determine the 
value dominants of national communicative behaviour, which forms the discursive space of a particu-
lar linguaculture.

SANTRAUKA

Straipsnyje pateikiamas naujas kalbos filosofijoje požiūris į nacionalines vertybines orientacijas kaip į 
kalbinės sąmonės formantus / komponentus. vertybinės dominantės nagrinėjamos pažintiniu-semiotiniu 
požiūriu, būtent atsižvelgiant į jų santykį su komunikacinės vertės ir kalbinio-kultūrinio kodo sąvokomis. 
atskirai nagrinėjama komunikacinių vertybių įtaka formuojantis tautinės kalbos sąmonės dominantėms, 
turinčioms atitinkamą ženklų pobūdį ir funkcinį potencialą. Kognityvinės semiotikos metodologiniu pagrin-
du keliama idėja apie kolektyvinės / individualios kalbos sąmonės sąlygiškumą semiotizuojant nacionalines 
vertybines orientacijas. Šie procesai determinuoja nacionalinio komunikacinio elgesio, kuris formuoja 
diskursyvią tam tikros kalbinės kultūros erdvę, vertybines dominantes.
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under the terms of the creative commons attribution licence, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, 
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.
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The values of every community, unit-
ed by a specific criterion, including na-
tional one, are formed as a result of com-
plex semiotic combinations and interac-
tion of traditions and norms, represent-
ed by ambivalent relations in the na-
tional character and mentality of the 
ethnic group within a certain discursive 
space. Defining the essence of the no-
tions of value orientation / national value, 
communicative value (Korolyov 2011, 
2013; Larina 2009) with clarification of 
their semiotic nature and functional po-
tential is relevant in the context of fur-
ther research attempts to model both the 
national language / communication con-
sciousness and its product, i. e. speech 
behaviour.

The system of national values is not 
formed by chance. On the one hand, it 

is the result of cultural development, 
historical experience of a nation / society, 
because in culture there is usually an 
idea of absolute moral principles that are 
immutable and have intrinsic value, 
given to us by a higher or some external 
force. On the other hand, it is the result 
of the search for a social ideal, because 
these values arose as a product of bio-
logical and cultural evolution and a cer-
tain selection in the process of historical 
development (Burtsev 2007; Kapranov 
2017; Leontovich 2005). The correspond-
ing ontological perspective of values cor-
relates with natural and social ecolin-
guistic modes in the epistemological 
plan, which allows to qualify the phe-
nomenon of semiotization of national 
values as formants of language / com-
municative consciousness.

iNTRodUcTioN

commUNicaTivE valUES 
aS REGUlaToRS of SpEEcH bEHavioUR

The notion of the value of freedom 
has been known since the time of the 
Enlightenment, which presupposed a 
person’s conscious submission to the 
laws that he establishes for himself or 
together with others. Thus, already in 
the moral ideal of the Enlightenment, 
value affiliation is interpreted as a social 
and communicative principle, although 
the philosophy of values develops later 
in the XIX century by the followers of 
I. Kant, who criticized the hedonistic-
utilitarian ethics that developed during 
the Enlightenment (Gaidenko 2003: 495). 
In the teachings of I. Kant, a new under-

standing of the value of freedom and 
practical reason as “common goals” that 
outlined the ideological and theoretical 
justification of the European political 
doctrine of liberalism, is formed. It de-
fined the intellectual vector of Western 
civilization (Kant 1965: 276–277).

In neo-Kantianism, values are inter-
preted as certain absolute norms that 
form a general plan of cultural functions, 
the conditions for the possibility of hu-
man existence. Based on the doctrine of 
personalism of E. Mounier (Mounier 
1994: 81) and existential needs as the ba-
sis of social character, personality type 
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and its actions in the psychological an-
thropology of E. Fromm (Fromm 1995), 
O. Shipunova emphasizes the key im-
portance of communication in human 
self-determination:

“Existential need is based on a combina-
tion of psychosocial factors (archetypes) 
and sociocultural values (stereotypes) in 
a certain norm of communication, sanc-
tified, as a rule, by tradition, i.e. the sym-
bolic language and ritual rooted in the 
discursive practice of speech communi-
cation and social behaviour. The existen-
tial norm that an individual forms during 
his conscious life is based on belonging 
to a value” (Shipunova 2013: 152).

Among many definitions of the no-
tion of value, one of the most common 
is proposed by the American social psy-
chologist M. Rokeach: „A value is an 
enduring belief that a specific mode of 
conduct or end-state of existence is per-
sonally or socially preferable to an op-
posite or converse mode of conduct or 
end-state of existence“ (Rokeach 1973: 
19). The same scholar has the shortest 
understanding of the values of the indi-
vidual as „principles of life“ with the 
following characteristics:

„1) the total number of values that a per-
son possesses is relatively small; 2) all 
men everywhere possess the same values 
to different degrees; 3) values are organi-
zed into value systems; 4) the antecedents 
of human values can be traced to culture, 
society and its institutions, and persona-
lity; 5) the consequences of human values 
will be manifested in virtually all pheno-
mena that social scientists might consider 
worth investigating and understanding“ 
(Rokeach 1973: 3). 

One of the founders of axiology, the 
philosopher H. Rickert proposed a tax-
onomy of values, consisting of six types: 
logical (scientific), aesthetic (works of 
art), mystical (cult), religious, moral, per-
sonal (Rickert 1998: 374–387). Mean-
while, M. Rokeach singled out two class-
es of values:
1) terminal values are the beliefs that an 

ultimate goal of individual existence 
from a personal or social point of 
view is worth to achieve. There are: 
a) concrete (health, work, friends, 
personal life) and abstract (cognition, 
development, freedom, creativity); 
b) professional self-realization (inter-
esting work, active life, etc.) and per-
sonal life (love, friendship, etc.); c) 
individual (creativity, freedom, self-
confidence, etc.) and interpersonal 
relationships (happy family life, etc.); 
d) active (freedom, interesting work, 
etc.) and passive (wisdom of life, 
beauty of nature and art, etc.).

2) instrumental values are the beliefs that 
a certain way of acting from a person-
al or social point of view is the best in 
any situation (Rokeach 1973: 22).

D. Leontiev singles out the following 
opposition groups among them: a) ethi-
cal (honesty, intolerance of shortcomings, 
etc.) – interpersonal communication (po-
liteness, sensitivity, etc.) – professional 
self-realization (responsibility, diligence, 
etc.); b) individualistic (independence, 
firm will, etc.) – conformist (self-control, 
diligence, etc.) – altruistic (tolerance, sen-
sitivity, etc.); c) self-affirmation (high 
demands, courage, independence, etc.) – 
acceptance of others (breadth of views, 
tolerance, etc.); d) intellectual (education, 
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rationalism, etc.) – directly emotional 
worldview (cheerfulness, honesty, etc.) 
(Leontiev 1992).

As for the notion of communicative 
value (V. Dementyev, T. Larina, etc.) in 
its relation to the relevant classes of val-
ues in general, it is understood as

“caused by the most important principles 
of national culture communicative cate-
gory, which is regularly and naturally 
manifested in the language and speech 
system (language assessment systems, 
aspects of lexical nomination, norms of 
specific speech genres, etc.), in the text 
(assessment activity) and in general co-
gnitive relations with the world aspects 
of the evaluative cultural and language 
worldview)” (Dementyev 2013: 28).

The interpretation of communicative 
values proposed by T. Larina as „mental 
attitudes that act as regulators of gener-
ally accepted normative communicative 
behaviour (verbal and non-verbal), typ-
ical for members of a certain ethnocul-
tural society“ (Larina 2009: 150), almost 
coincides in meaning with the previous 
notion, which provides background for 
further understanding of this phenom-
enon in this perspective.

Any discursive practice in the nation-
al communicative behaviour of the inter-
actant is a certain semiotic construct of 
national language consciousness with a 
pronounced axiological dominant, which 
is primarily tested by the principle of be-
longing to the value and may have differ-
ent evaluation modality: truth – lie, for-
bidden – allowed, possible – impossible. 
Not only cognitive, but also psycho-emo-
tional reactions and non-verbal human 
behaviour correlate with the content and, 
therefore, have a value character.

Communicative values, in turn, form 
the dominants / value orientations of the 
national language consciousness with the 
appropriate semiotic character and func-
tional potential, producing and regulat-
ing communicative behaviour, which is 
one of the main languages and cultural 
codes. Undoubtedly, the existence of uni-
versal communicative values in different 
linguocultures is partly caused by the 
essence of the human personality, the 
existence of certain natural, moral, ethical 
basic constants of language conscious-
ness. Thus, the algorithm of formation of 
universal behavioural (non)-verbal norms 
(general cultural, group, situational, per-
sonal or individual) is created mainly in 
the context of identity / similarity of com-
municative values, which were semio-
tized in the language consciousness of 
different linguocultures.

In communicative behaviour words / 
discursive practices are not just signs 
denoting objects, phenomena, objects of 
reality. In interpersonal monocultural 
and intercultural communication, we 
create whole systems of ideas, beliefs, 
myths, typical for a certain community, 
a certain culture. This is especially evi-
dent when translating a variety of dis-
cursive practices with non-equivalent 
vocabulary. Sometimes a foreign com-
municator needs to explain the specifics 
of intercultural equivalents before he / 
she can properly understand and use at 
least similar words and the notions they 
denote, such as: Ukrainian: добродій, 
наразі, нівроку; Russian: изба, лапти, 
авось, сопряженный; Lithuanian: cepeli-
nai / didžkukuliai – zeppelins – ‘Lithuanian 
national dish’, dievdirbys – ‘master of mak-
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ing sacred images, usually wooden’; rū pin
to jėlis  ‘sculpture (usually wooden) of Christ 
the Sorrowful in a sitting position with his 
hand resting on his knee and supporting his 
cheek; English: barber – ‘steam over water 
on a frosty day’, bouncer – ‘a person or a 
large thing’, including those used only in 
the USA filibuster – ‘obstructionist’, frater-
nity – ‘student fraternity’, etc. 

It should be noted here that non-
equivalence is more often manifested 
only within a certain pair of national 
discursive spaces and languages. In oth-
er words, the non-equivalent status of a 
lexeme when translated into one lan-
guage will not necessarily be preserved 
when translated into any other language. 
Even completely translated lexemes have 
different cultural and, consequently, 
communicative value, for example: 
Ukrainian: хліб (без хліба й любов гине); 
Russian: хлеб (на соль пьется, на хлеб 
спится); Lithuanian: duona (turėk duonos, 
turėsi ir prie duonos); English: bread (half 
a loaf is better than no bread); Ukrainian: 
гроші (і знов за рибу гроші; з грошима і в 
грязі чистий); Russian: деньги (где 
говорят деньги, там молчит совесть); 
Lithuanian: pinigai (žmogus pinigus renka, 
velnias piniginę siuva); English: money (bad 
money drives out good).

In this context, we can also share the 
experience of a colleague, a teacher of 
Russian and Ukrainian as foreign lan-

guages. Once she even felt guilty when 
her student from the USA was offended 
by incorrectly translating and interpret-
ing the address of his beloved girl. It 
vividly reflects the cooperative dominant 
of the national value orientation in the 
Russian and Ukrainian linguocultures. 
He almost quarrelled with his chosen 
one, because she told him: Ukrainian – 
Ти найдорожча для мене людина (You are 
the most expensive person for me); Rus-
sian – Ты самый дорогой для меня человек 
(You are the dearest person to me). Seeing 
the phrase in the electronic translator: 
English – You’re the most expensive to me, 
the American was offended and asked 
for an explanation: Why did she say it to 
me? I’m not greedy, she is probably greedy? 
What does she want? Since he came to 
clarify the situation of misunderstanding 
with his teacher of Russian and Ukrai-
nian, and not with a girl who could react 
differently to his claims, he received a 
qualified answer and later, rejoicing, de-
cided to introduce her to his parents.

Thus, in almost every linguoculture 
one can observe the originality and spec-
ificity of the systems of communicative 
norms, which are formed by the differ-
ence in the national value orientations 
of a certain ethnic group. The corre-
sponding differences are caused by the 
cognitive-semiotic dominants of the na-
tional language consciousness.

NATIONAL VALUE ORIENTATIONS 
aS THE baSiS of liNGUocUlTURal codE

Communicative deviations became 
the impetus for the actualization in the 
second half of the XX century of the 
study of values through the prism of the 

notions of „value orientations” and „per-
sonal values“ (V. Bilsky, D. Leontyev, 
M. Rokeach, S. Schwartz, etc.). They ac-
cumulated ideological, political, moral 
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and ethical components for human as-
sessment of the surrounding reality, as 
well as the ways to differentiate them 
according to the degree of significance 
for each individual. Semiotization of 
value orientations occurs only through 
the assimilation of a certain person’s so-
cial experience. As a result of this pro-
cess, goals, ideals, interests, beliefs, etc. 
are formed, and therefore national val-
ues are considered as a complex socio-
psychological phenomenon that charac-
terizes the orientation of the individual 
and the content component of his / her 
activity, determines the general approach 
to himself / herself, others and the world 
in general and gives a certain meaning 
and direction to its behaviour and ac-
tivities (Values in Human Life).

Thus, differences in the value world-
view are manifested in the national value 
orientations of the linguocultures of the 
peoples of the world, which determine 
the peculiarities of life, type of relations, 
rules of communication of a particular 
ethnic group, etc. There is no denying 
the fact that different peoples differ from 
each other on a daily basis, including in 
communicative behaviour, which reflects 
their national values, due to the specifics 
of their national characters.

A rational explanation of differences 
in no way exaggerates or diminishes the 
self-worth of a culture with which other 
cultures are openly or implicitly com-
pared. One cannot but agree with the 
thesis of the fundamental equality of “all 
colours in the field of the world com-
munity”, which was formulated at one 
time by V. Karasik (Karasik & oth. 2005: 
5). Therefore, one of the most important 

tasks of linguoculturology is to establish 
systemic (causal and other) relationships 
between the characteristics of a particu-
lar linguoculture. These systemic con-
nections create a semiotic code of cul-
ture, which is characterized by a certain 
stability and can be objectively estab-
lished on the basis of analysis of the 
meanings of words and expressions, 
stereotypes and precedent texts.

The ideologue of classical liberalism 
L. von Mises points out that all people 
feel the influence of the environment and 
the circumstances of life in which they 
are forced to live, but “the environment 
acts only through the human mind” 
(Mises von 2001: 191). Thus, according 
to M. Burtsev, the attitude to human mo-
rality depends on the approach to the 
question of its origin:

“If we consider moral principles as the 
result of a certain evolutionary process 
that allowed our previous generations to 
adapt to the environment, then in today’s 
information society, when the environ-
ment is changing rapidly, social norms 
(as well as values – I. K.) may be subject 
to greater or lesser transformation, and 
therefore at present some moral values 
lose the ability to be adaptive and neces-
sary, causing the problem of rational choi-
ce of moral imperatives at the level of 
both society and the individual” (Burtsev 
2007: 226–227).

Distinguishing between the notions 
of values and value orientations, research-
ers state (Leontyev 2003; Sutuzhko 2009) 
that the former exist in culture and they 
are components of social life, because 
certain values in the case of acceptance 
become personal. The latter constitute 
an integral formation and determine the 
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subjective attitude to the world and one-
self, to certain values, i. e. to reflect the 
orientation of the individual to certain 
goals (Pakhomova 2011: 121).

We will operate with the notion of 
national value orientations, which are se-
mioticized in the language / communica-
tive consciousness, forming its dominants. 
The functional potential of them influ-
ences and regulates the national speech 
behaviour and activities of the language 
personality (Zdravomyslov & oth. 1967). 
Semiotization of national value orienta-
tions is based on the notion of language 
and cultural code, which, in turn, is one 
of the varieties of cultural code as „in-
ternally connected system of carriers of 
cultural and value information and at-
titudes formed within languages of cul-
ture as a result of cultural agreement and 
represents deep semantic field of cul-
ture“ (Ivanova, Chanysheva 2010: 283).

It should be noted that the culture 
code is reflected in different semiotic 
systems, and it is characterized by nu-
merous varieties. Thus, O. Leontovich 
differentiates the internal code (language 
of thought) and the external / (non)-
verbal code (Leontovich 2005: 45). 
V. Krasnykh, in turn, proposes to distin-
guish somatic, spatial, temporal, objec-
tive, biomorphic, spiritual codes (Kras-
nykh 2001: 5-6). D. Gudkov and 
M. Kovshova offer three codes: verbal, 
real and action (Gudkov 2007: 28). 
R. Bart describes such cultural codes as 
socio-historical, chronological, topo-
graphic, onomastic, rhetorical, actional, 
phatic, hermeneutic or enigmatic, meta-
linguistic, etc. (Bart 2001: 44).

The analysis of problematic issues 
related to the units of cultural codes al-

lows D. Gudkov to emphasize the semi-
otic nature of natural and social objects, 
objects and phenomena of the environ-
ment that perform a symbolic function 
and explain the additional semantics:

“Names that refer to relevant objects form 
interconnected secondary semiotic sys-
tems, which we define as codes (somatic, 
zoomorphic, natural-landscape, etc.) of 
national culture. The units that are part of 
these codes are endowed with certain cul-
tural meanings, some of which are present 
in the “bright zone” of consciousness of 
representatives of a culture, while others 
are not aware, present implicitly, forming 
a kind of gap, are structural elements of 
the latter” (Gudkov 2004: 39).

We emphasize the linguistic and cul-
tural code, which is embedded in the 
collective / individual language / com-
municative consciousness, as a result of 
semiotization of national values. It is 
responsible for the ecosystem of a certain 
discursive space, and it serves as one of 
the constituents of speech behaviour. It 
is also the appropriate foundation of 
both natural and social dominants of 
ecolinguistic modes, within which the 
norms of expression of communicative 
needs of interaction participants gener-
ally accepted in a certain language and 
cultural community function (Ivanova 
2009: 271). In this context, the notions of 
constants and national value dominants 
of the language / communicative con-
sciousness of interactants, which are re-
flected in their stereotypes and regulate 
speech behaviour, should be used (Ko-
rolyov, Domylivska 2020). 

The phenomenon of collective / indi-
vidual language consciousness, formed, 
in particular, as a result of semiotization 
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of national values, is associated with cer-
tain natural and social dominants of eco-
linguistic modes (Korolyov 2021), dis-
cursive space and communicative behav-
iour (Korolyova, Korolyov 2020) and 
correlates with ontological-centric and 
socioanthropocentric interpretation of 
the values of A. Subetto.

According to the scientist’s opinion, 
value always presupposes / embodies 
significance for something. Adhering to 
the ontological-centric principle, he ar-
gues that value relations are present 
wherever there is a structural division 
of systems and hierarchy. In this case, 
the value as the identity of the signifi-
cance of one element for the implemen-
tation of the function of the system com-
ponent of the higher hierarchy, acquires 
the meaning of the invisible functional 
mechanism that gives the system integ-
rity (Subetto 2003). In our opinion, the 
corresponding axiological feature of val-
ues determines the processes of semio-
tization of the environment in general 
and the environment, which form a col-
lective national language / communica-
tive eco-consciousness.

The existence of universal human 
values due to the motivational aspect is 
proved in the works of famous psychol-
ogists S. Schwartz and W. Bilski, who 
developed an original effective method 
for diagnosing value orientation. He 
identified ten types: power, hedonism, 
achievement, care, security, conformism, 
stimulation, traditionalism, universalism 
(Schwartz, Bilsky 1990). According to 
A. Subetto, basic values are the product 
of long cycles of existence with a slow 
change of meaning. Other values (instru-

mental or material) have a smaller chro-
notope scale, are renewed and trans-
formed faster. They are easier to manage 
(Subetto 2003).

Basic values coexist with cultural 
axioms of a certain discursive space, as 
a result of correlation of which con-
stants / dominants of language / commu-
nicative consciousness are formed, which 
produce and regulate (non)-speech be-
haviour: true within a certain linguocul-
ture (Karasik & oth. 2005: 6). There are 
cultural axioms that have a socio-biolog-
ical nature, and therefore understandable 
to humanity as a whole (care for young 
children, respect for elders, protection of 
themselves and their loved ones). There 
are norms of behaviour that are typical 
for a certain ethnic group or regional eth-
nic community (it is no coincidence that 
they speak of Russian generosity, Cauca-
sian hospitality, French gallantry, German 
accuracy, English restraint, Ukrainian 
friendliness and sincerity). Undoubtedly, 
there are axioms of behaviour that are 
typical for different groups of people. 
Finally, there are values that determine 
the uniqueness of the individual charac-
ter. If for ethics and psychology universal 
or individual orientations of behaviour 
are fundamentally important, then for 
linguoculturology ethno- and socio-cul-
tural values are decisive.

American anthropologists F. Klakhon 
and F. Strodtbeck have identified five 
main parameters by which the views of 
different cultures on the world around 
them differ and which determine their 
national value orientation. In their opin-
ion these are: 1) man’s attitude to nature 
(man nature orientation); 2) its attitude 
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to activity (activity orientation); 3) its 
relation to time (temporal orientation); 
4) the nature of relationships between 
people (relational orientation); 5) human 
nature orientation (Kluckhohn, Strodt-
beck 1961: 10–11). On the basis of these 
relations the system of values of the 
people also develops, its views, concepts, 
culture are formed.

The situation of misunderstanding in 
intercultural communication can be ex-
plained by the following typical factors: 
interlocutors have a low level of lan-

guage / communicative competence 
(they do not understand the meanings 
of words, phrases and grammatical 
forms); they do not set up for mutual 
understanding (they do not listen to each 
other, look for hidden offensive mean-
ings in everything, they do not speak for 
a partner, but for someone else they are 
in a changed state of consciousness); 
some of them do not take into account 
the specifics of the situation (for exam-
ple, they do not see the humour, tragedy 
or solemnity of the moment).

CONCLUSIONS

Value dominants / national value ori-
entations are regulators and certain se-
miotic markers in both monocultural 
and intercultural, interethnic discursive 
space, because they depend on the suc-
cess of communicative activities, the 
implementation of pragmatic resources 
to achieve the desired perlocutionary 
effect, which form the basis of modus 
operability. Communicative values, in 
turn, influence the formation of the 
dominants of the national language con-
sciousness with the appropriate sign 
character and functional potential. Thus, 
national value orientations are semioti-

cized in the language / communicative 
consciousness, forming its dominants, 
the functional potential of which influ-
ences and regulates the national speech 
behaviour and activities of the language 
personality (Zdravomyslov & oth. 1967). 
It should be noted that the culture code 
is reflected in different semiotic systems, 
and it is characterized by numerous va-
rieties. National value orientations form 
the dominants of language / communi-
cative consciousness on the basis of con-
stant values, create a kind of value ar-
chetype of the mentality of a particular 
people, ethnos, society.
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