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ORDER _OUT OF CHAOS-LINEARIZATIONANDTIME

ABSTRACT

The current paper speculates on the LINEARISATION of time in language. It
focuses on the feashility of applying the hypothesis about the
grammaticalization chain to conceiving of the hermeneutic character of
language and the ontology of time and temporality in it. It draws parallels
between language as a first order modeling system and mythology as an
instance of a second order modeling system in order to promote the notion of
linearization and narrativization as the major modes of cognition. The
grammaticalization chain is used not only as a descriptive tool and technique,
but also as the epitome of the phenomena being described. The hypothesis of
the paper is that the grammaticalization chain inscribes the evolution of human
emancipation from the phenomenology of the world, and the advance of
discrete thinking. The fact that we need to be able to linguistically conceive of
language in order to generate meaningful discourse organization is
representative of the impossibility to ever get out of the hermeneutics of
language. What is important is that no matter where we enter the circle the
crucial threshold is TIME. Time s constitutive of language and subjectivity.

‘Linguidtic picture of the world’ has been characterised as a collective,
relatively sable, pecific for a given linguistic community, mapping of redlity into and
onto language. This redlity is reflected and restructured according to the values and
parameters held meaningful and operative by this linguisic community. The andyss
of al semantic units and categories in a language, whether overt or covert, throws
light on the way people have grown to conceptualise different aspects of redity. As
N. D. Arutjuonova says (in Jakovleva E. S. “Fragments from the Russan Linguidtic
Picture of the World” in Russan 1994, Gnosis, Moscow) when we are trying to
make a synchronic analys's of a semantic dement we should gpped to whatever data
isavailable for the history and culturd heritage of the linguistic community in question,
in order to fully understand and estimate the red “vaeur” of what we are sudying.



‘Mythologica picture of the world' has not been so definitely formulated and

explained. It has been described as a collective way of “holding “ immediate
experience by clear, separate, mythica images. But for man the two have almost one
and the same power of influence. “The word, like agod or a daemon, confronts man
not as a cregtion of his own, but as something existent and sgnificant in its own right,
as an objective redity.”
(Cassirer, Erngt 1946, p. 36) The two pictures of the world (mythological and
linguigic) belong to two different semiotic sysems or at least codes — didinct
moddling sysems. This fact adone however cannot account for the driking
differences of representation and conceptudisation of one and the same phenomenon
in the two different systems. Especidly if we consder the well-established belief that
mythos precedes logos and that they are marked by amagor degree of resemblance
dueto their relation if not of causation at least of succession.

This ages old reasoning has found a quditatively new formulation in the
concept of NARRATIVISATION. We believe that language can be conceived of as
fird-order narraivization of human experience. The cognitive faculty of language
represents firs level mimess of modes of being into modes of percalving via the
mediation of modes of dgnifying. Language is a chaotic naraive of human
avilision. A linguisic moded (every and any linguistic enquiry) tries to introduce a
logonomic system tha will render disparate linguidic facts interpretable in
accordance with the imposed logos. Models of language transform the narration of
language into a fluent topic-generated text. The latter is achieved only at the expense
of excluding TIME (its phenomenology, ontology, linguistic being and power of
influence) from discussions of linguitic import.

Time is condiitutive of subjectivity and of language. The birth of chronotopis
reised in language and the so-cdled “ordinary” conception of time isinterpersonaly
generated. (Intrapersondly is a subtype of interpersonaly) One of its linguigtic
expressons is the tense-modality system in natura languages. The question deserving
alinguist’s atention is which of the types of time (universal time, cdendar time, lived
time, “ordinary time’, tempord time, time of the soul and time of the world) is
represented in the tense-moddity systems of naturd languages? What is the role of
TIME for the interrelations between subjectivization and grammaticaization? Whet is
different in the modeling powers of TIME for the organisation of the so-called lexicd
drata and the grammatica system? One feasble answer can be arived at by
applying Langacker’'s paradigm in cognitive linguigtics, Lakoff’s idea of conceptud
metaphor and the cognitive theory of the grammaticdization chain employed by
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Heine, Claudi and Hunnemeyer to andysing linguistic facts from different geneticaly
unrelated languages.

Time in this paper is not the abstract notion of the thing-in-itsdf. Thisis the
object of scientific enquiry. ‘Time in this paper designates the way people
conceptudise the ephemera category and the way they utilise it. We are probing into
the cognitive unconscious of the standard speskers of a naturad language. The
proponents of the conceptua metaphor theory claim that the basis of our conceptua
metaphysics of time is space. We are tempted to say that Time is not Space. Timeis
motion through Space. Moreover in the grammeaticalization chain identified by Heine,
Claudi and Hunnemeyer and claimed to have universalist nature, Space appears only
asatrangtiond intermediary step between person and time, i.e. space is only one of
the possible source domains for the conceptudisation of time redtricted to the use of
prepositions or to specific tempora (or moda) notions. The chain itself has been
presented in the following manner:
“PERSON>OBJECT>PROCESS>SPACE>TIME> QUALITY. Each of these
categories can be viewed as representing a domain of conceptudisation which is
important for structuring experience. The relaionship among them is metgphoricd,
i.e. any of hem may serve to conceptudise any category to its right.” This of course
runs cortrary to the locaist hypothess. Time as a source domain - two generd
metaphors have been recognised : TIME PASSING IS MOTION which Clark
describes as moving ego metaphor and TIME PASSING IS MOTION OF AN
OBJECT which is described as the moving time metaphor form the basis for one of
the most conspicuous and important cognitive tenets of language the so-caled
second imaging system - “the deployment of perspective’. “Given a gructuraly
schematised scene, this system pertains to how one places on€'s “me
look out upon that scene, including the location, the distance away, and the
movement paitern of this conceptua perspective point. Belonging to this system is
the category of perspectival mode, with its options of a steady-dtate or a moving
perspective point.” which is in practice a metgphorical extenson of the category of
time onto the category of epistemic rendering of information and has a superordinate
leve of functioning - structuring of discourse.

This principle, of course, finds its pardle redisation in the overal conception
of the difference between literary narraion (fictiond naraives) and scientific
narration (discourses of theorising). The mgor differentiating parameter that could be
isolated is the prominence attributed to TIME, both on the explicit leve of assuming
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the latter to be the topic of discussion or as an influential factor, capable of causng
facts (in the Piercian sense).

On the basis of a gestalt” framework gpproach to the elements of alanguage
system @ units of the products of this sysem, we try to postulate the thesis that
TIME is operationdly primary in relation to SPACE. It is subjectively more salient
and subject-conditutive both on the psychologicd and linguidic levd.
Notwithstanding, “ordinary” time conceptions can only be born in the menta blends
of language as a complex and unique (in terms of Benvenid's classfication of the
inherent quality types of semiotic sysems) semiotic sysem. Language is itsdf a
logomomic system (a least whenit is conceived of as discourse patterns) in which
time is a categoria factor, a categorica phenomenon which structures socia and
culturd narration and an influentid generetive power. The focus of interest in this
insurmountable pool of curious and worthy of consderation facts and possible
perspectiva congtruas we have restricted to subjectification, deixis, and conceptua
metaphors and cognitive mechanisms for actudisng the linguisic being of time.
Language is (not only the grammaticd scaffolding matrix of grammar) the only
epigemologica tool for approaching “ordinary time’. Literature, higtory, and other
hermeneutic objects (or semiotic systems) superimpose their own logos and
restructure TIME itsdlf, while TIME experience its own ontology and exercises its
full power onand in language.

Time has long been recognised as one of the mgor basic levd categories. It isthe
second co-ordinating parameter which establishes and limits human existence in the
universe. Humanity is confined by space and time which define its place in the
universe. In semiatic circles time has been itsdf thought of as amgor prerequidte for
the persstence and growth of Sgns - Peirce's synechism; as well as an object of
invedtigation and andyss “Tempordity” in “Phenomenology of Perception”,
MerleauPonty 1962. Many philosophers have debated its nature in vain attempts to
edtablish its character and mechanism of operation. Many physicists have discussed
its physica and elementa properties. As yet no one can &l what time redly is or
explain why we have chosen to measure it by the mechanisms we have devised for
this purpose, though even in the development of this mechanisms we can detect a
pardle phenomenon of linearization. Presumably linearization is the human way of
knowing. Linearization is associated with segmentation. Though we cognise through
gedtats we tend to divide totdities into perceivable gestalts so that we can cognitively
process them. The naotion of time as a semiotic phenomenon aso influences our

!1n Coseriu’ s understanding of the term gestalt structure framework.
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materid culture - what type of physical object will we choose to represent time for
us. In mythologica times time was reordered and measured through festive activities
and the calendar which was in close keegping with natural cycles and the processng
of crops. Later on the watch was invented. By and by it gppeared as a small object
worn on the wrist in which people seemed to have captured time.

“The psychology of the world of objects’ (M. Merlo-Ponty) is a big wel for
sgns that point to matters of great Sgnificance and importance. From a semiologica
point of view watches are Signs and their Signifying aspects reved what these objects
reflect about the culture in which they are assgned to function. Digital watches reflect
a growth of dienation in contemporary societies. (This brings us back to the two
types of cultures - the closed and the open one. The closed is characterised by a
grictly collective way of living of the community, where things and phenomena have
vaues only in relation to the community as awhole, as a unified organism. With the
disntegration of this collectivity and the emergence of the individud as the pacesetter
and the measure of dl things values shifted, the apprehension of everything changed.
The different hierarchies of values that were dowly developed became characterigtic
of different groups within the same community. The digntegration of the unity
coincided with the growth of dienation between the different groups and individuas.
It isgtriking thet a pardlel can be drawn between this socio-cultural phenomenon and
the development of the object designed to measure and regigter time. A digital watch
flashes the time moment by moment, in contrast to the andogue watch which is
based on rdationdity. The digita watch is aomidtic; it divides timeinto discrete units,
which flick by regpidly. The andogue watch sees time as something unified, and is
rooted in history. Time passes but the cycle is repeated every 12 hours. Studies of
the wearers of the previous generation of digital watches showed that one of the main
reasons people bought digital watches was that they got a sense of power from being
able to summon time by pressing a button, make the watch do something.

The change from the anadogue to the eectronic watch is pardld to the change
from cyclic mythologica time to linear scientific and everyday conceptions of time,
The fact that a Smilar change occurs in two quite different codes seems to speak for
itsdlf. There might be something inherent in human nature which causes the opposing
clash between the cyclic and the linear conceptions of time. The answer most
probably is hidden in the fact that the human mind explaits linearization as its mgor
means of acquiring knowledge and cognizing. Synchrony, the combinatory axis and
the syntagmatic dimengon are dl projections of the LINEARIZATION principle
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which congtitutes the human way of knowing. By knowing of course is meant the so-
caled common sense knowledge.

We wouldn't dare seek the answers to such controversa, exisentia questions.
We'd rather concentrate the attention on a peculiar phenomenon based on the
premises of some widely recognised semiatic theories. Reference is made to Jury
Lotman’s theory of the first and second order modelling semiotic systems. The term
secondary moddling syslem somehow emphasise the derivationd character of the
second order system in relation to naturd language. Jury Lotman defined a modeling
system as a“ structure of ements and of rules for combining them thet isin a state of
fixed andogy to the entire sphere of an object of knowledge, insght or regulation.
Therefore a modelling system can be regarded as a language. Systems that have
language as their basis and that acquire supplementary superstructures, thus cresting
languages of a second order, can appropriately be caled secondary modeling
sysems.” ( after T. Sebeok 1989, 25) Thus mythology turns out to be a resultant
superstructure based on the primary infrastructure - language.

As far as time is concerned this postulate stands on dippery grounds if we
face the issue of mythos and logos. It is a consderably spread belief that language is
afirg order moddling semiatic sysem while mythology is a second order modelling
semiotic system. If we leave aside the questions of precedence and origin, this
satement sounds like a solid one. But no one can deny that myhtos was the first type
of interaction with the world. The first form of worldview or picture of the world,
while the conceptua constructs expressed through and formed in language follow suit
in phylogenetic terms. If we accept to interpret their divergences in terms of function
or to dick to Sebeok’s definition of a secondary modelling system in which the
notion refers to “ an ideological modd of the world where the environment standsin
reciproca relation with some other system, and where its reflection functions as a
control of this sysem’s tota mode of communication,” then we won't be bothered
by the inconggtencies between the linguistic and the mythologica pictures of the
world. The later will smply be the mode program for the behaviour of the
collectivity. It might be envisaged as the idedised corrective. Thus mythology will
gppear as the regulating mechanism in relaion to society while language will be the
operative or executive system.

Mythologicd picture of the world presents time as a circle. But this holds
true only for the observer, not for the actud participant in the signifying collectivity
that as Sngle semiotizing consciousness creates for its own sake and of its own
resources a picture whose function is to explain. Contemporary mythology on the
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other hand has an interpretative function. It materidises its function as a prescribed
evauative scae postulated by a powerful group or an individud. It triesto subject to
its terms not only the initiative body but impose itself on the recipient collectivity. This
shift in the function of mythology inevitably changes the man co-ordinaing
determinants. Persona space and time are established and they run contrary to those
of the callectivity as such. Ancient mythologica conception of time as acirdeimplies
a drife for eternity. But this eternity should imitate the here and now of the
collectivity. Meanwhile contemporary mythology stresses the transent nature of
things because its main purpose is to postulate the possibility of change, to define the
concept of freedom so that it can judtify the struggle for power.

Mythological description refers to a metatext, a text that carries out a
metainguigtic function in relaion to the datum; here the described object and the
describing metatext belong to the same language. Therefore mythological description
is monolinguigtic in principle. Accordingly, understanding is linked with recognition
and identification. Or in semictic terms the mythopoetic conceptudisng of the
universe is a question of the transformation of objects, of understanding the laws of
these transformations. This mythological consciousness is monolinguigtic: thisworld's
objects are described and experienced by means of this very same world, structured
in the same way. The world is thus unified, though fluctuating. The immediacy of
experiencing is not meditated by any intermediary system. Language appears to be
that emerging mediating system. “..... the primary function of linguistic concepts does
not consst in the comparison of experiences and the sdection of certain common
attributes, but in the concentration of such experiences, so to spesk, in didtilling them
down to one point. But the manner of this concentration always depends upon the
direction of the subject’s interest, and is determined not so much by the content of
the experience as by the teleological perspective from which it is viewed.” (Casgirer,
1946, p.37) (Contrary to mythology where the experience itself has the determining
role)

But thisleads us to the following questions:

Is logos identical with language? Can logos and mythos be compared as adequate
ways of interacting with the world? Can we safely say which precedes which in the
development of human culture?

“The metaphysics underlying our own language, thinking, and modern
culture imposes upon the universe two grand COSMIC FORMS, space and time;
datic three-dimendond infinite space, and kinetic one-dimensond uniformly and
perpetudly flowing time - two utterly separate and unconnected aspects of

| Philology - 11



redity.” (Whorf 1956, 59) (my emphess) If we were dill to believe in this
separateness we wouldn't be bothered by the cognitive linguists
metaphors influence in important ways the basis of our thinking” (John Vervaeke and
John M. Kennedy)

Contemporary cognitive linguists, whose main am isto find out al possible relations
of causation and conditioning of human way o thinking and cognising, dlaim that our
conceptuaisation of time is based on our sensual and rational conception and
understanding of space (the other mgjor co-ordinating parameter). Would this be so
though we will be looking a a three-dimensond time which is as yet not true. It is
true for the lexica subcode where we have three-partitioned time today, yesterday,
and tomorrow; now, after, before, but in the tense system, which is part of the
grammatical subcode, the three parts are thought of as sequentidly postioned aong
aline. Besdes, many linguists postulate that past and non-past exhaust the “arrow”
of time. Moreover if space be the domain structuring the cognitive topology to be
preserved in the conceptua mapping, how do we then account for the inherently
two- partitioned space expressions. here - there, up - down, left - right.?

Language is sysemdicdly grounded in human cognition, which in its tun is
grounded in the conceptudisation of everyday experience by inference from the
concrete to the abdract. (At the same time language is linear in its synchronic and
syntagmatic aspects, but does not have the same characterigtic as far as diachrony
and the paradigmatic dimension are concerned. If we gtretch the pardld further we
will be struck by the network of correlating those dimensions in spatiad and tempora
teems. synchrony and syntagmdtic relatedness are patid in nature, while
paradigmatic relations and diachrony are tempord in nature) “Implicit metaphors
influence our conceptualisng by means of image-schemas, which are reduced,
topologicaly structured, schematic representations forming an important underlying
unit in our cognitive representation of meaning”. (Lakoff, 1980, 1987)

“The metaphor involves understanding one domain o experience in terms of a very
different domain of experience. The metaphor can be understood as a mapping from
a source domain to a target domain. The mapping is tightly structured. There are
ontological correspondences, according to which entities in the target domain
correspond systematicdly to entities in the source domain.” (Lakoff, 1989) “The

Invariance Hypothes's: Do metaphorical mappings preserve the cognitive topology of
the source domain.” (Lakoff, 1989) “It would dso follow from this that a great
many, if not dl abstract inferences are actudly metaphoricd versons of spatid
inferences that are inherent in the topologica dructure of image-schemas.” (Lakoff,
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1989) If this be true why do we end up with this grand contradiction in the
correspondences between cosmologicd time and space (Atlas held the flat Earth on
his shoulders forever in cyclic mythologica time while time flows in an arrow-shape
in the three-dimensiond space of the round Earth in the contemporary naive linguigtic
picture of the world) both in the code system of myth and in the system of language
(or & least SAE Standard Average European)? What is more Eve Sweetser
maintains that “we have universa, perceptualy determined possible options for
, 1990)

Could that be the human drrife for order: the dichotomous gtrife, the binary
principle that even Derridian decongtruction could not undermine? To keep the
balance of the universe we need opposites, maybe these are actudly space and time
in our naive cosmology. To ddineate Space and time we use the principle of the ign
- gyntagmatic compatibility (they combine to produce the basic human co-ordinate
system of orientation and experience of the world) and paradigmatic oppostion (flat
or linevs. roundness or cycle). In some cases thereis adeep cognitive predisposition
to draw from certain particular concrete domans in deriving the ways of
understanding a given abgiract domain. The centrd question is therefore what is
related to what in our meaning-structures. The Earth is associated with stability and
congtancy, with gtatics. Time on the other hand is associated with change, motion
and ingability. Maybe that is one plausble reason for their diametrically opposed
conceptualisation in broad cosmologica terms. At the same time in terms of human
space and time, the first can be immediately experienced and measured. The second
is dudve and inconcelvable. But since the two are insgparably related in ther
capacity of co-ordinating determinants of human orientation in the world, it is not
implausible to suppose that their relation on the metaphysical leve is trandferred to
their mundane conceptudisation of everyday phenomena

In linguigtics the most accepted divison of tenses (tense being the immediate
sgnvehicle for time in the system of language or at leest in its grammatica subcode)
is of course a three-fold one. But the issue a stake is only the sgn-vehicle not the
semiotic object itsdf. The present, past and future divisons of the tense continuum
are placed dong the arrow of time. This comes to show that time is conceptudised
as aline gretching indefinitely. The points of interest up to now were concentrated on
the controversy of whether we humans, the receptors of time progression, are static
and just observe the flow of time, or whether we are the ones who move with the
time arrow being dtatic, somewhere there and forever. This means that there will be
magor differences in conceptud metgphors with great influence for metaphysics,

| Philology - 13



provided we take a definite stance in relation to this controversy. This however will
not change our linear conceptudisation of time. It would only change our conceptions
of subjectivity and human capacity to be the agent in the world.

Let us go back to the linguitic Sde of the controversy. Can we clam that the
verbal categories of tense, mood and aspect are the three-dimensiona representation
of time corresponding to three-dimensiona space? If this were so what are the
metaphoric projections that predetermine and correlate the two maor categories
(pace and time)? What is the reason for space being the source domain? And if we
accept as true the Invariance hypothesis of Johnson and Lakoff how could we
account for the vast discrepancy perssting in human conceptions of the universe's
space and time. In mythological times the Earth was believed to beflat (i.e. the mgor
prototype and moded for space representations) while time was conceived of as
progressng in a cycle. Today the udisputable belief (physcaly and experimentdly
proved) is thet the Earth is a sphere (a dight diversion from cydlicity) and thet time
progresses in a one way direction (which might eventudly lead to a change in the
perfect spherisity of the Earth as a planet). It is clear that such issues yidd for the
time being only hypothetical speculations and cannot be proved or fasfied
empiricaly. One should not be carried awvay by the sense of freedom generated by
this fact and concentrate at least on andysing the essence and value of the postulated
correlations from the point of view of semiatics.

Might this drastic change in time comprehension be accounted for with the
issue of establishing an identity with the problems of the semiotic sdf? Undeniably
permanence is atempora characteristic and amagjor prerequisite for establishing and
maintaining a congtant identity. (Man is a symbol says Pierce and as every sSgn needs
apattern of use and recurrent form and a definite range of meanings so that it can be
recognised as that particular sign, identity of the semicotic sdf needs a perspective
unfolding somehow so that the permanence be established against some kind of
ever-changing flow.) Linearity establishes sdlf-awareness by alowing the subject to
project hims=lf in oppogtion to the other who isthere.

But what exactly does linear time mean or for that matter cydlic? In most
cases the notion of cyclic time is represented by the cydlic repetitiveness of
primordia mythologica patterns and prototypes under different disguises. Thelinear
type of time is envisaged as the unchanging mundane routine of contemporary
everyday life. The mechanism and essence of contemporary mythology or the act of
mythologizing different agpects of life has dmost nothing to do with that of ancient
mythology which in particular tands in the focus of our attention. Mythology per se
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is away of experiencing, an evauative scde of interacting with yet an enigmétic
world. Probably contemporary mythologizing ams at revauation gpplicable only to e
restricted community of believers in the Piercean sense. Ancient mythology tried to
edtablish a baance, to postulate a routine, to maintain order in which things might be
assigned their proper meaning and essence. So the cycle was a source of comfort, of
assurance that the idedl is never logt, people are dways somewhere around it and it
awaitstheir arriva. Past and present and future have no vaue judgements attached to
them. With the establishment of the Chridtian religion as a form of rdligious practice
and conception, this order of the hypothetical divison of time into past, present and
future seemed to change. The Sin and the Saviour attached definite values to the flow
of time. The wrong should be in the past. The good awaits us in the future. The
present is most vauable because it ddimits our existence. Human psychology and
consciousness seem not dlow for a different arrangement. Guilt and fear are the
magor powerful correctives that predetermine the established ordering. Mythology as
cregtive hermeneutics renders myth making as an anaytica process. “The Christian
clams to be unlike other men: he dwells amphibioudy in two worlds. Born into the
relm of time, he is likewise sacramentdly renatus in aeternum. As aresult, for the
Chrigian every evert has a double but unified sgnificance appropriate to the dudity
of his exisence. He enjoys two modes of perception, two distinct but smultaneous
ways of viewing each phenomenon; he has two types of information, not drawn from
time and eternity respectively, but seen from them just as we see a thing through two
eyes. He likewise uses two methods of expressng these pardle perceptions: oneis
history; the other is myth.” ( Lynn White, Jr. 1968, p. 35) ( It is worth mentioning as
an adde that Chridianty was used as an explandion for the change of time
conceptions even in linguistic terms. Coseriu usad it to explain the appearance of

moda-like periphrastic ways of expressng futurity.) In-between is temporaly and
Spatialy located our mundane immediate existence which we experience and which is
projected in our cognitive subconscious.

As Mak Johnson says “We come into existence as a culmingtion of a
reproductive cycle. The smplest CYCLE schemais thus represented by a circular
motion. This drcular representation of the CY CLE is inadequate insofar as it fails to
include a sdient dimengon in our experience of cydes namdy, ther dimatic
structure.” (Mark Johnson, 1987 p.120) Here to our help comes the PATH schema
which has a diméatic end in view. The two schemas combine to produce our naive
conception of time. The Cycde schema manifests a definite recurring internd
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sructure, while the Path schema stretches spatialy contiguous entities to establish a
link between them and render them as progressing and developing.

So after dl, mythos has lft its conspicuous traces in logos. Deeply rooted in
our cognition the cycle is not stretched but diminished to “conventiond” cycles that
follow each other in a linear successon. The schema of the linear successon is the
PATH schema, the one that has afind goa in view. After dl, we have to make out a
reason and a purpose of our existence.

Just as diachrony can be postulated only according to a definite synchronic

Sretch, so time cyclicity can only be perceived as and through a repetition of a
period stretch.
A cycle or aline is a question only of perspective. Perspective in art (yet another
semiotic system in which the conceptudisation and expression of time is dubious) has
been formulated as away of seeing in asubject’s space. Seeing isaway of knowing
and what's more the sense of vison has been recognised as the source domain for
conceptudising the abstract domain of mental perception knowing. It would hardly
be too farfetched to claim that whether time is aline or a circle is a question of the
position that the subject of perception occupies with respect to the object being
perceived. The Earth when it was the only cosmic object known to people was
percelved and thought of as being flat. Only after people managed to ‘move away’
from its surface did they redlise that it was sphericd. The same principle applies to
time. It can be perceived as a circle only from a posterior point of view. Isit possble
that only for us people living in an interpretative mythology, the explanatory
mythology of ancient times conceptualised time as cyclic? Most probably yes. IS or
the presentness of time is the key to sdf-awareness. It is never cydlic, though the
preservetion of sdf-awareness needs the permanence of cydicity to mantan itself
through the apsing time of being.

The philosophica lure of a universe without birth and desth can be very
compdling. The notion of cydic time runs contrary to Big Bang creation model. The
lagt is fully in kesping with the linear conception of time. In 1946 two British
adrophyscists Hermann Bondi and Thomas Gold speculated that if the universe
appeared the same (on the large scale) from place to place, perhaps it dso stayed
the same from time to time. According to teir theory there is not any possble
change in the universe just a congtant dternation to keep the balance. Matter enters
the universe dl the time. The overdl behaviour of this unchanging universe is
therefore not static, but steady state. Just like the Steedy state equilibrium of the
“dructured mass of overlgpping, inteewoven, and sometimes conflicting
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conventional cycles’ (Mark Johnson, 1987 p.120) of our routine and our
conceptudisation of tempora connectivity as a series of “temporaly interceding
events” (Mark Johnson, 1987 p.118); as our ability to interpret the circle as a line
and thelineasacircle,
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