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Main notions of geological world picture

The artcicle studies foundations of the world image and main backgrounds that provided its formation. An attention is paid to contribution
of disciplinary ontology to further development of modern scientific world picture. Main systems of geolgical world picture include “the
Earth as a whole” and “the Earth crust”.
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A.V. Nekhaev

View in the system of discourse: logical-semiotic aspects of symbol thinking

The author studies principal research intentions applied at analysing of methods and principles of sign activity in discourse mediated by
logical view form. Doxology by means of adequate specific analyses of self-reflexing sign system as an ordinary language that is not blocked
by conceptions of cognitive activity (where view is ignored as a specific kind of discoursive and cognitive practice) allows to transform a
semiotic theory of signs and a logic theory of meaning to gnoseology. Differentiation and analyses of specificity of special kind of symbolizing
activity as a view can be accepted according to two definitly set borders – limes lingua- that can be observed in such sign system as an ordinary
language: communicative speech and denotative speech.

Key-words: view, doxa, doxomorphic discourse, symbolizing activity, discourse loguc structure, supra-segment finction, references,
description, representation, infra-language.
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