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Abstract. The relevance of comparative studies of structurally heterogeneous languages has not diminished recently
in science. One of the problems attracting such scientific attention is the “creation/destruction” dichotomy in English and
Russian. Researchers in this field have prioritised the study of the “creation/destruction” dichotomy in terms of a deep
understanding of human cognition and behaviour. This dichotomy includes cognitive and structural-semantic aspects, each
of which has a great capacity to convey information from a cognitive perspective. Cognitively, it includes processes such as
imagination, creativity, cognitive biases, and mechanisms such as memory, attention, and perception. Structurally and
semantically, it takes on a conceptual character that defines the essence and application of structures‘ of
“creation/destruction”. The article analyses empirical material in two languages in order to explain the essence of the
“creation/destruction” dichotomy found in English and Russian, and describes the relative meaning. The study will consider
linguistic, cognitive and structural aspects of the mentioned structure and review the works of researchers and investigators
in this field. The paper also discusses the cognitive and structural-semantic aspects of the dichotomy “creation/destruction”
and their use in an educational setting. Empirical studies have shown that cooperative learning, reflection, imaginative play,
and addressing cognitive biases have a positive impact on the educational experience. Critical thinking, problem-solving
skills, creativity, and metacognition have been found to be enhanced in students by incorporating these outcomes into the
teaching and learning process.
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«K¥PY/KOIO» CO3AEPIHIH IUXOTOMMUACHI:
KOI'HUTUBTIK KOHE KY¥PbLJIBIM/IBIK-CEMAHTUKAJIBIK ACIIEKTIVIEPII 3BEPTTEY

Anparna. CoHFBI Ke3/epi FRUIBIM/IA KYPBUTBIMBI 9PTEKTEC TUIAEPAl CalBICTBIPa 3ePTTEY ©3€KTILIITI e KeMIireH emec.
Conylaii  FBUIBIMH OKITI Ha3apAbl aydapaTblH MOCEJCHIH Oipi aFbUIIIBIH JKOHE OpBIC TUIACPIHACTT «KYPY/ KOMO»
JIMXOTOMUSICBIHA KATBICTBI TYBIHAAI OTHIP. ATaliFaH CallaHbl 3ePTTEYILIIEP «KYPY/>KOI0» ITHMXOTOMUSCHIH aJlaMHBIH TaHBIMBI
MEH MiHe3-KYIKBIH TepeH TYCiHy TYPFBICBIHAH 3epTTeyre OachIMABIK Oepim Keiemi. byl OuXOoTOMHS KOTHHUTHBTIK JKOHE
KYPBUIBIMIBIK-CEeMAaHTHKAJIBIK aCHeKTUIepai KaMTHIbI, OJapiblH 9PKAaHCHICHl TaHBIMIBIK TYPFBIIAH aKmapar Oepyae Mol
MYMKiHIIKKe We. KOTHUTHBTIK TYpFBIIAH ON KUSUI, IIBIFAPMAIIBUIGIK, KOTHUTHUBTIK OCHIMIUTIK CHSKTBI TPOIECTEpPIi,
COHJIali-aK ecTe cakray, 3eHiH XKoHe KaObUIIay CHAKTBI MEXaHM3MIEPl KaMTHIbl. KypbUIbIMABIK-CEMaHTHKAIIBIK TYPFBIIaH
01 «KYPY/’KOI0» KYPBUIBIMAAPBIHBIH MOHI MEH KOJAAHBUTYBIH aHBIKTAWTHIH TY)KBIPHIMIAMAalbIK CHIIATKAa He OOIaibl.
Maxkanama aFbUIIIBIH JKOHE OPBIC TUINEpPIHAE KE3IECeTiH «KYPY/HKOI» IUXOTOMILSICHIHBIH OCpeTiH MOHIH TYCIHIIpY
MaKcaTBIHAA €Ki TUIEri SMITUPUKANBIK MaTepHalapFa Taljay jkKacamaibl, CalbICTHIPMANlbI MOHI CHIIATTaladbl. 3epTTey
apKBUIBI aTaJFaH KYPBUIBIMHBIH JIMHTBUCTHKAJIBIK, KOTHUTUBTIK YOHE KYPBUIBIMIIBIK aCIeKTiIepi KapacThIPbUIbII, aTajJFaH
cajajarbl 3epTTEyIIIep MeH i3feHymniiep eHOekTepiHe mony jkacanmaapl. COHBIMEH KaTap Makanaja «Kypy/ >KOIo»
JUXOTOMUSCHIHBIH KOTHUTHBTIK JKOHE KYPBUIBIMIBIK-CEMAaHTHUKAIBIK AacleKTiIepi, COHAai-ak oJapAplH OimiM Oepy
OpTachIH/a KOJNJAHBUIYBl KapacThIPhUIAAbl. DMITMPHKAIBIK 3epTTeyiep Oipiiece oKy, peduIeKCHs, €IecTeTy OHBIHBI JKOHe
KOTHUTHUBTIK OeHiMinikrepai memry 6isiM Oepy ToxipuOeciHe OH ocep eTeTiHiH kepceTTi. OChl HOTHXEIepli OKBITY MEH
OKY IIPOIIECiHE €HTi3y apKbUIbl OKYIIBUIAPBIH CHIHW TYPFHIJAH OMaybl, €CeNTep/i MUy AarAblIaphl, MIBIFapManIbUIbIK
Ka0iserTepi MEH METaTaHbIMbI APTATBIHBI AHBIKTAJIIBL.
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JANXOTOMMUS CJ0OB «CO3JATH/PASPYIIUTD»:
N3YYEHUE KOTHUTUBHBIX U CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTUYECKHUX ACITEKTOB

AnHoTanus. B Hayke aKkTyaJbHOCTh COIOCTaBUTEIBHBIX HCCIICAOBAHUNA CTPYKTYPHO HEOJHOPOMHBIX S3BIKOB B
mocijenHee BpeMs He ocnabepaer. OmHOH W3 mpoOiieM, NPHUBICKAIONIMX BHUMAHHUC VYYCHBIX, SIBJISCTCA JTUXOTOMUS
«co3uzianue/pa3pylieHre» B aHITIMHCKOM U PYCCKOM si3blkax. VcciemoBareny B 3TON 00JaCcTH CTaBsT U3Y4EHUE TUXOTOMUU
«co3uanue/pa3pylieHre» Ha MepBOe MECTO C TOUKH 3PEHHS ITyOOKOTO TOHUMAaHHS YeJIOBEUECKOro TO3HAHHS U ITOBEACHUS.
JaHHasi AMXOTOMUSI BKJIIoYaeT B ceOsi KOTHUTHMBHBI U CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTHYECKUH acHeKThl, KaXIbld M3 KOTOPBIX
obnamaer OOJBINION CIIOCOOHOCTBHIO MepeaaBaTh MH(GOPMAIMIO ¢ KOTHUTHBHOW TOYKH 3pEHHS. B KOTHUTHBHOM IJIaHE OHA
BKJIFOYAET TaKue MPOIIECChl, KaK BOOOpakeHHe, TBOPYECTBO, KOTHUTHBHBIC TIPEyOeKICHHS, a TAK)KE TAKUE MEXaHU3MBI, KaK
NaMsTh, BHUMaHHE M BOCHpUsTHE. B CTPYKTYpHO-CEMaHTHYECKOM IUIaHE OHO MPHOOpETaeT KOHIENTYaIbHBIH XapakTep,
OIPEIeISIONINH CYIIHOCTh M TPUMEHEHUE CTPYKTYp «CO3HMAaHMs/pa3pylleHus». B craTbe aHAIM3UPYETCs SMITHPHYE CKUIA
Marepuall Ha JIByX S3bIKaX C IIeNbl0 OOBSICHEHHS CYI[HOCTH JUXOTOMHHU «CO3HWIaHue/pa3pylieHue», BCTpEYaroliencst B
AHTJIMHACKOM U PYCCKOM SI3BIKaX, W OIMCHIBACTCA €€ OTHOCHTENbHOE 3HAa4YeHHEe. B HcclemoBaHMM paccMaTpUBAIOTCA
JIMHIBUCTUYECKUE, KOTHUTUBHBIE U CTPYKTYPHBIE aCleKThl YKa3aHHOM CTPYKTYPBI, a TaKke 0030p paboT uccienoBaTeiei u
yYEHBIX B JIAaHHOW obOyactu. B paboTe Takke paccMaTpUBAIOTCS KOTHHTHBHBIE W CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAHTHUYECKHE ACIICKTBI
JMXOTOMHH «CO3UJIaHHE/pa3pylIeHne» M HMX HCIOIb30BaHUE B 00pa3oBaTENIbHOW cpene. DMIUPHYECKUE HCCIICIOBAHMS
MOKa3ajM, YTO COBMECTHOEe OoO0ydeHHue, pediiekcusi, urpa ¢ BOOOPaKEHHEM M YCTPaHEHHE KOTHHUTHUBHBIX MPeNyOemIeHui
OKa3bIBAIOT IMOJIOKUTEIBHOE BIHMSIHUE Ha 00pa30oBaTeNbHBI ONBIT. BBUIO yCTaHOBJIEHO, 4TO Oyaroiapsi BKIIOUEHUIO THX
pe3yaBTaTOB B MPOLECC MPENoJaBaHus U OOyUeHHs Yy yYaIluXcs pPa3BUBAIOTCS KPUTHYECKOE MBIIIJICHUE, HABBIKH PEIICHUS
npo06JieM, KPeaTUBHOCTh U METAIO3HAHHE.

KarwoueBble ci1oBa: IUXOTOMHUS CO3JIATh/Pa3pyIINTh; KOTHUTHBHBIE aCIEKThI; CTPYKTYPHO-CEMaHTHUECKHE aACTIEKThI;
00pa3oBaTeNbHbIe YUPEKACHHS; peieKcust
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Introduction

The concept of create/destroy has intrigued scholars from all fields due to its profound insights
into the human experience. Milkowski (2017) emphasizes the relevance of cognitive representations and
semantic factors in understanding this idea, which goes beyond mechanistic explanations. Researchers
can get a better understanding of cognitive processes by examining the interplay between
computational, semantic, and causal factors. Shepel et al. (1557) study the create/destroy dichotomy
through conceptual analysis approaches, focusing on its verbal forms and associated semantic fields.
They emphasize the relevance of the nominative field, which comprises both direct concept nominations
and peripheral units that convey attitudes and perceptions associated with the concept. Askerova (2020)
explores the function of linguistic nominativity in language and speech activities. The study digs into
the semiotic and epistemological components of nominativity, with an emphasis on the idealization
process and the reflection of generalizations through linguistic signs. Kanaar (2019) suggests that the
create/destroy dichotomy can be tackled from both an ontological and functional stance. Recognizing
the ontological dilemma surrounding these notions allows us to investigate their impact on personal
development. Individuals can shed opposing beliefs and connect with their inner wisdom by actively
participating in the tension between creation and destruction.

The cognitive aspects of the create/destroy dichotomy
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The create/destroy dichotomy refers to underlying cognitive processes that influence our
understanding and interaction with the concepts of creation and destruction. Exploring the cognitive
components of this duality provides insight into how our minds negotiate and perceive these competing
influences. This section investigates the key cognitive processes involved in the create/destroy
dichotomy, offering insight on their importance and ramifications.

Imagination and creativity are interrelated cognitive processes that influence our interaction with
the create/destroy dichotomy. Carrick (2020) emphasizes the cognitive benefits of imaginative play,
including the development of critical thinking and higher-order reasoning abilities. Imagination is an
important stimulant for creative thinking since it allows us to consider alternate scenarios and produce
fresh ideas. In contrast, creativity entails the creation of unique and valuable outputs through mental
associations, transformations, and creative techniques. The dynamic interaction of imagination and
creativity has an impact on our ability to create or destroy in a range of fields, including art, invention,
and problem solving. By using the power of imagination and creativity, we may overcome the
create/destroy dichotomy and discover new regions of potential and invention.

Cognitive biases can influence our choices about creation and destruction. Cognitive biases are
systemic flaws in cognition that can cause deviations from rationality. Biases such as loss aversion,
confirmation bias, and the sunk cost fallacy can all have an impact on our decision-making processes
when faced with the create/destroy dichotomy. These biases may favour preservation over change,
suffocating creative experimentation or preventing vital destruction for advancement.

Emotions significantly influence how we approach the create/destroy dichotomy. Lohse (2019)
discovered that the effect of emotional priming is related to people's conscious knowledge of emotional
faces. Subliminal priming, or influencing behaviour by exposing people to unobserved stimuli, is
regarded to be persuasive evidence for the presence of unconscious mental processes (Dolan, 2002). In
contrast, the assumption behind subliminal priming is predicated on a threshold of perceptual
awareness. Recent research suggests that awareness of simple stimulus features should be described by
multiple levels rather than a strict "seen” or "not seen™ dichotomy based on a threshold (Ramsgy and
Overgaard, 2004; Overgaard et al., 2006; Sandberg et al., 2010; Windey et al., 2014; Wierzchon et al.,
2014; Overgaard and Sandberg, 2012).

Joy and enthusiasm are two excellent emotions that can motivate constructive innovation and
nurture creativity. Negative emotions, such as fear or wrath, on the other hand, might cause destructive
behaviour or limit creativity. Understanding how emotions alter our cognitive reactions to the
create/destroy dichotomy provides us with insights into the affective components of decision-making
and creative endeavour. Emotions have a significant impact on how we approach the dilemma and how
our constructive and destructive behaviour play out.

Memory, attention, and perception are cognitive factors that influence how we perceive and
process information regarding creation and destruction. According to Marchetti (2014), basic features of
consciousness, such as episodic memory, episodic future thought, perception, language, and conscious
thinking, rely on constructive processes powered by attention and working memory. Memory processes
influence our thinking and guide our future behaviour, therefore they have a huge impact on how we see
past creation or destruction. Memories of earlier experiences and outcomes impact our attitudes towards
both creative and destructive endeavors. Attention systems determine our concentration and cognitive
resources for components of creation and destruction. In terms of the create/destroy dichotomy, where
we direct our attention can have a big impact on our cognitive processes, decisions, and subsequent
actions. Perception, which encompasses both sensory and cognitive processes, is critical in how we see
and understand creative and destructive behaviour. Our perceptual frameworks and interpretations
influence how we grasp the intents, meanings, and repercussions of both creative and destructive
behaviour. We acquire a better knowledge of how these cognitive systems influence our perception,
processing, and information storage by recognizing the impact of memory, attention, and perception on
our cognitive responses to creation and destruction. This perspective illuminates how people negotiate
and interact with the create/destroy dichotomy in various settings, altering their cognitive reactions and
decision-making processes.

Exploring the cognitive components of the create/destroy dichotomy allows us to better grasp the
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underlying processes. It emphasizes how imagination, creativity, cognitive biases, and emotional
variables influence our cognitive responses to creation and destruction. By studying these cognitive
characteristics, we can learn more about how people, communities, and societies navigate the
complicated interplay of creation and destruction, eventually shaping our world and its future trajectory.

The structural and semantic aspects of the create/destroy dichotomy

The structural and semantic parts of the create/destroy dichotomy are intricately intertwined, with
serious consequences. The structural component refers to the physical or intellectual framework that
allows for creation and destruction. It requires understanding the ingredients, interactions, and processes
involved in the formation or destruction of something. In contrast, the semantic aspect is concerned with
the meaning, interpretation, and significance of actions of creation and destruction. It requires
understanding the motivations, values, and outcomes of these activities.

Understanding the connection of the create/destroy dichotomy's structural and semantic
components is crucial. The structural aspects establish the framework and conditions for production and
destruction, but the semantic aspects form our perception and appraisal of these activities. Exploring the
structural characteristics of creation and destruction helps us comprehend the underlying systems,
processes, and resources. It requires examining the components, arrangements, and relationships that
enable these actions to occur. Examining the semantic components helps us to explore deeper into the
meanings, motivations, and outcomes of actions of creation and destruction. It requires considering the
cultural, societal, ethical, and personal ramifications of these decisions.

Understanding how the structural and semantic parts of the create/destroy dichotomy interact
reveals information about how we perceive, assess, and engage with these conflicting forces. It reveals
the underlying systems and factors that influence our cognitive, emotional, and behavioral reactions to
creation and destruction. Understanding both the structural and semantic components of the
create/destroy dichotomy allows us to obtain a more full understanding of its intricacies and
ramifications in diverse settings.

Materials and methods

The researchers used a number of approaches, including conceptual analysis, linguistic analysis,
and investigations into the semiotic and epistemological components of nominativity. These approaches
gave a full understanding of the verbal expressions associated with the create/destroy dichotomy.
Researchers investigated the cognitive subtleties and structural-semantic qualities, revealing the
intricate levels of human cognition associated with creation and destruction.

Statistical Analysis:

Table 1 - Cognitive Aspects of “Create/Destroy” Dichotomy
Kecre 1 — “Kypy/5010” co3aepi AUXOTOMUSACHIHBIH KOTHUTUBTIK aCIEKTLIepi
Tabnuma 1 — KorHutuBHbIE aCIEKTHI AMXOTOMUU CIIOB “‘cO3/1aTh/ Pa3pylIuTh”

Cognitive Aspect Influence on Educational Practices

Imagination encourages imaginative activities and creative tasks
Creativity enhances hands-on learning experiences

Cognitive Biases addressed through collaborative learning approaches
Emotions promotes reflection and emotional intelligence
Cognitive Mechanisms utilized to improve decision-making abilities

Practical Applications in Education

The research findings have important practical implications, especially in educational contexts.
Educators have used these insights to enhance their teaching approaches. Imagination-based exercises
promote creative thinking in students while also fostering innovative problem-solving abilities.
Collaborative learning, combined with the elimination of cognitive biases, creates an environment in
which students may critically evaluate occurrences. Students can make better decisions if they practise
emotional intelligence through reflective exercises. These programmes significantly improve students'
metacognition, allowing them to successfully evaluate their own cognitive processes and learning
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approaches.

Finally, the interdisciplinary study methodologies used to investigate the create/destroy dichotomy
have improved our understanding of its linguistic representations while also providing educators with
practical tools. Incorporating these discoveries into the teaching and learning processes boosts students'
creativity, problem-solving skills, critical thinking, and metacognition.

Literature review

In the linguistic literature of recent years, the dominant point of view is that the definition should
reflect all components of the content plan of a linguistic unit, not only meanings taken in a narrow
sense. In addition to referential information about a lexical unit, definitions include connotative,
pragmatic, communicative semes (this is connected with the general desire to enrich the lexicographic
description by means of components that were previously reflected weakly and unsystematically). Such
an attitude is quite fruitful, since, indeed, the content plan accommodates more than it is represented in
dictionary interpretations. It should be sought in a direction diametrically opposite to the one presented
above, although it is not easy to draw a rigid boundary between the ‘bare’ semantics of a word and
individual (cultural, background, etc.) accretions associated with it in the consciousness of a native
speaker (Pimenova, 2001: 110). In modern linguistic literature there is no general opinion about what is
the semantic basis of a polysemantic word, i.e. its meaningful core. This problem has been studied by
linguists of various schools for almost a century and a half Sh. Bally (1965), A.A. Potebnya (1993),
L.V. Shcherba (1974), V.V. Vinogradov (1977: 162-189), D.N. Shmelev (2007), M.V. Shmelev (2000),
Y.D. Apresyan (1995), M.V. Nikitin (2007), N.V. Pertsov (2015), and many others. The following
concepts reflecting the semantic commonality of a lexeme have been proposed as concepts: the general
meaning of a word, semantic invariant and semantic center.

For example, according to researchers, determining the general meaning of a polysemous word is
one of the most difficult tasks in the field of searching for the semantic core, which, being present in the
meaning of each of its variants, remains their invariable basis.

Within the framework of determining the level of functioning of this meaning core, the notion of
the level of the language system acquires special significance. The acceptance in this paper of the
linguistic system as the deep level at which lexemes function coincides with the ideas about the
functioning of the specially organized material of the linguistic system (Pessina, 2011).

Results and discussions

The idea of creation and destruction dichotomy in the learning process has been studied in various
fields of educational psychology, cognitive science and pedagogy. In an empirical framework, the two
concepts are often considered within broader theories such as constructivism, cognitive development
and unlearning. Some researchers have explored the process of creation i.e. creating or gaining new
knowledge and destruction i.e. rather than learning or deconstructing prior knowledge contributes to
cognitive and educational development. Let us consider them conventionally, dividing them into several
parts: cognitive constructivism: knowledge creation,

Cognitive constructivism: knowledge creation. Cognitive constructivism, particularly based on the
work of Jean Piaget (1954) and Lev Vygotsky (1978), has shaped much of our understanding of how
learners actively create their knowledge by interacting with the environment and other people. In this
sense, creation is the process of building new mental representations, skills and understandings based on
prior knowledge.

The researcher J. Piaget's view of the stages of cognitive development of learners emphasises the
importance of assimilation and accommodation in the learning process. According to the researcher,
assimilation is when it involves the creation of new information in accordance with the cognitive
structures that are used on a daily basis, while the process of accommodation requires changing these
structures to perceive new information. Because this can lead to one type of extinction. At that point,
you will need to replace old schemas or create more complex schemas. This interaction of creation and
destruction is the basis of cognitive growth.

J. Piaget in his work “The Construction of Reality in the Child” published in 1954, studies how
learners study by interacting with the environment to create this knowledge system (Piaget, 1954). The
cognitive conflicts mentioned above lead to new processes of understanding information, i.e. to the
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creation of new knowledge that is thought to disrupt old knowledge that is no longer needed.

And if we rely on the sociocultural theory of L. Vygotsky, he believes that knowledge is formed
socially. Vygotsky believed that knowledge is formed according to social changes. He concludes that
cognitive development is the process of forming understanding through interaction with educated
people in a cultural context.

In the work “The development of higher psychological processes” published in 1978 by
researcher L. Vygotsky these processes were analyzed. L. Vygotsky discussed how cognitive creativity
can be fostered through the interaction of language and social processes (Vygotsky, 1978). In his view,
learning is seen as a dynamic process in which learners create new cognitive structures through social
action and interaction.

Create vs Destroy Dichotomy in Various Contexts

R Create
B Destroy

Number of Examples

Picture 1 — Creation and destruction dichotomy across various contexts
Cypet 1 — OpTypiii KOHTEKCTET1 KYPY KOHE KOO JUXOTOMUSICHI
Pucynox 1 — JIuxoToMust CO3aHUs ¥ pa3pyLICHUS B Pa3IMYHBIX KOHTEKCTAX

Picture 1 illustrates the creation and destruction dichotomy across various contexts. Each category
highlights an equal number of examples for creation and destruction in the learning process,
emphasizing the balance between constructive and destructive actions among learners according to the
above-mentioned researchers’ works.

Cognitive dissonance and disruption of old knowledge. Cognitive dissonance arises, a key concept
related to the extinction process in cognitive psychology. Here, new information arises because of the
discomfort that occurs when it contradicts already held beliefs. To resolve this dissonance, learners may
alter their perceptions, sometimes “eliminating” old misconceptions and replacing them with new
information. For example, researcher L. Festinger in his work called “A theory of cognitive dissonance”
published in 1957 provides an exhaustive analysis of cognitive dissonance, pointing out that new
knowledge formed and accepted by learners in the process may come into conflict (Festinger, 1957). In
this sense, it is believed that outdated, redundant perceptions must be disrupted in order to make space
for new knowledge or information in the process. This process may be uncomfortable for learners, but it
is crucial to learners' perception and cognitive development.

Another researcher who has conducted research in this sphere is E.J. Gibson and R.D. Walk in
their work “The visual cliff” published in 1960, described an experiment they conducted (Gibson, Walk,
1960). This famous experiment researches how learning children can create deep knowledge, learn to
perceive this knowledge and how, when faced with unfamiliar conflicting experiences, they “collapse”
due to lack of previously formed knowledge or this new formed knowledge. In line with this
researcher's view, along with learning and forming new knowledge, it shows how an outdated
knowledge system can be recreated or, in the case of not realising new acquired knowledge, easily
destroyed.

Empirical Findings and Applications of the create/destroy dichotomy for educational settings

Empirical research on the create/destroy dichotomy has produced important insights for
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educational settings, resulting in a wide range of applications and practices targeted at boosting learning
and cognitive development. These discoveries have helped educators gain a greater grasp of the
cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components of creation and destruction, as well as how to
successfully incorporate them into teaching and learning processes.

According to research, including innovative activities into the curriculum fosters critical thinking,
problem-solving skills, and higher-order reasoning capacities in children. Educators can foster creative
thinking by promoting open-ended exploration, diverse thinking, and brainstorming sessions. This
approach encourages novel approaches to learning and allows students to engage in constructive
production inside educational settings.

Giving students hands-on experience and opportunities to work on real-world challenges allows
them to actively generate, test, and refine their concepts. This approach encourages students to take
risks, learn from their failures, and become resilient in the face of adversity. Project-based learning,
design thinking, and maker-centered activities can help students study the create/destroy dichotomy and
its cross-disciplinary applications.

Group projects, cooperative learning, and peer feedback enable students to work together,
exchange ideas, and create constructively. This not only helps them grasp diverse points of view, but it
also promotes collaboration, communication skills, and social-emotional development.

Furthermore, empirical research has demonstrated the role of reflection and metacognition in the
create/destroy dichotomy. Educators can promote self-directed learning and metacognitive abilities by
encouraging students to reflect on their own creative processes, evaluate their work, and establish
improvement objectives. Reflective techniques like self-assessment, and portfolio review assist students
get a better understanding of their own creative talents, allowing them to make more informed decisions
regarding creation and destruction.

The create/destroy dichotomy's educational uses include addressing cognitive biases that can
influence students' decision-making processes. To assist students recognize these biases and build
critical thinking abilities, instructors should introduce ideas like confirmation bias, loss aversion, and
the sunk cost fallacy. When biases are addressed, students can make more informed and reasoned
decisions about creation and destruction, resulting in more successful problem-solving and decision-
making processes.

Here are a few examples of how the create/destroy dichotomy is used in various contexts:

Environmental Protection:

1. Environmentalists and scientists labour relentlessly to create sustainable ecosystems,
encourage biodiversity, and preserve natural environments.

2. Deforestation and pollution destroy fragile ecosystems, putting innumerable species at risk and
upsetting natural equilibrium.

Innovation and Technology:

1. Innovators are constantly striving to create cutting-edge technologies that improve
communication, healthcare, and transform many sectors.

2. Cyberattacks and malware can quickly destroy years of digital progress, jeopardizing data
integrity and disrupting critical services.

Artistic Expression:

1. Artists employ their imagination to create breathtaking paintings, sculptures, and music that
evoke emotions and encapsulate the essence of the human experience.

2. Throughout history, iconoclasts seek to destroy artworks, thus destroying cultural heritage and
defying society norms.

Human Relationships:

1. Developing trust, respect, and understanding creates solid, long-lasting relationships that
develop love and support among individuals.

2. Betrayal and dishonesty may devastate relationships, destroying trust and causing emotional
upheaval for those involved.

Economic Development:

46



TILTANYM Ned (96)

1. Entrepreneurship and innovation help to create jobs, develop economies, and raise community
living standards.

2. Economic crises and conflicts can destroy livelihoods, causing unemployment, poverty, and
social instability.

Personal Growth:

1. Positive habits and learning experiences create personal growth, enabling people to attain their
goals and reach their full potential.

2. Negative self-talk and self-doubt can destroy self-esteem, stifling personal growth and
preventing people from achieving their goals.

The create/destroy dichotomy depicts the dual nature of human acts in any scenario, emphasizing
the delicate balance between construction and deconstruction, growth and decline, creation and
destruction.

Such associative studies really reflect the existing picture of the perception of the world in the
dynamics of developing reality in modern studies. Such an illustration of the transformation of value
priorities and socio-cultural challenges taking place in the consciousness of modern people. It is in the
language that the powerful root structure of national culture is contained, in the language, as in a mirror,
the “spirit of the people” is reflected (Abayeva, 2024).

The study of the create/destroy dichotomy from cognitive and structural-semantic perspectives
yielded a complete comprehension of its complexities and consequences.

Cognitive Aspects of Create/Destroy Dichotomy:

Imagination and Creativity:

Imagination and creativity are intertwined cognitive processes that are critical in dealing with the
create/destroy dichotomy. Imagination allows for the visualization of other possibilities, whilst
creativity combines distinct ideas and solutions.

Cognitive Biases and Emotional Responses:

Cognitive biases like loss aversion and confirmation bias influence production and destruction
decisions. Emotional responses, including positive emotions like joy that motivate constructive
production and negative emotions that promote destructive tendencies, have a huge influence on how
we handle duality.

Memory, Attention, and Perception:

Memory processes modify our perception of past creation and destruction. Attention systems
control our focus, influencing our brain processes and decisions about creation and destruction.

Structural and Semantic Aspects

Structural Aspects:

The structural aspect establishes the framework within which creation and destruction occur,
including the elements, relationships, and processes that contribute to these events. Understanding these
structural factors is crucial because they set the tone and context for both creative and destructive
behaviour.

Semantic Aspects:

The semantic component focuses on the meaning, interpretation, and consequences of both
creative and destructive behaviour. It covers the activities' goals, ideas, cultural, social, ethical, and
personal repercussions. Educational Applications in Real-World Contexts:

These theories have practical implications in educational settings. Educators use imaginative
activities, collaborative learning, and reflective practices to help students enhance their critical thinking,
problem-solving ability, and emotional intelligence.

Real-World Contexts:

The create/destroy dichotomy is evident in real-world contexts such as environmental
preservation, technological advancements, artistic expression, interpersonal relationships, economic
development, and personal growth. This dichotomy emphasizes the delicate balance of creation and
destruction, expansion and decline, as well as the intricacies of human activity in a variety of settings.

Conclusion

The dichotomy of “creation’ and ‘destruction” reflects human experience, which describes a
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particularly complex part of human existence in a personal or collective environment. It is not just a
two-way opposition of life; it also signifies the dynamic interactions that shape human thoughts, actions
and social structures. We have tried to investigate these human relations on cognitive, structural and
semantic bases and have tried to prove the point made with linguistic facts.

Regarding cognitive functions, we found that the human mind is constantly changing between
creating new ideas and eliminating old thoughts. This cognitive process is an integral part of personal
growth and adaptation. However, this process also requires further deepening of existing norms, beliefs
and assumptions, as well as the individual's ability to question and deconstruct them.

As for the structural, it is known that society and culture develop through processes of creation
and destruction. For example, civilizations reach a climax and then enter a phase of decline. Similarly,
certain structures will be built and then destroyed. Similarly, social structures are constantly being
reformed. It is important to realize that creation and destruction are not only a process of contradiction,
but also complementary forces that ensure progress. The creation of new systems or structures must be
accompanied by an outdated or destructive deconstruction that allows them to be reinvented and
transformed.

Semantically, the meanings we assign to creation and destruction determine how we experience
and react to these processes. In many cultures, creation is seen as positive and destruction as negative.
However, this dichotomy can be limited. Removal, in a broader sense, does not necessarily cause harm;
rather, it can be an important part of cleansing evil for new possibilities. When we expand our
understanding of destruction to include the idea of deconstruction, we see that it can be an act of
liberation, a cleansing of limited structures that no longer serve us. In this way, both creation and
destruction contribute to a full and profound narrative of human experience.

In conclusion, a more comprehensive approach to creation and destruction provides a wealth of
information about the processes that occur through their interaction. Rather than striving for a world that
is dominated only by creation or that escapes only destruction, we prefer to find the harmonious actions
of both. Recognizing that both phenomena are necessary for balance, we learn to develop compassion,
understanding and love in the world around us. In this dynamic balance, creation and destruction are not
opposing forces, but partners in the ongoing dance of life that shapes the thoughts and minds not only of
the world we create, but also of those who inhabit it.
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