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The goal of the paper is to determine the content of the concept of OTHER as a member of
“self — other” binary opposition in the consciousness of Persian speakers based on the results of
psycholinguistic experiment and their further cognitive interpretation. The need for studying the
conceptual structure of this opposition by means of psycholinguistic experiment is determined by
the fact that it substantially affects both interpersonal contacts of representatives of a given linguis-
tic society and intercultural relations as a whole. Two methods of psycholinguistic analysis of
word semantics have been used in the research, viz. free word association test and the method of
direct interpretation of a word meaning. In total 102 Persian speakers of different age and social
status took part in the experiment. The associative field of the concept was formed based on the
results of processing of the data collected during the 1st stage of the experiment. Its semantic field
was determined after analysis of unabridged predications in the course of explanation of the pro-
posed words. Result data were processed using special method of grouping language material
based on content-analysis: the benchmark words repeated in the answers of different participants
were taken as units of the analysis and regarded as key concept features. At the final stage the
cognitive interpretation of the data was performed after the principle of “construing” the meaning
of linguistic expressions stipulated by R. Langacker. The obtained results demonstrate that the
perceptions of Other in Persian language consciousness completely match the common world-
view, in which the notions of Self and Other play an important role in conceptualization of human
value system.

Keywords: concept of OTHER, “self — other” binary opposition, Persian language, Persian
language consciousness, psycholinguistic experiment

In the age of globalization and intensification of migration processes we witness the
growing attention of researchers to the problems of intercultural communication which is
mostly regarded as interaction between individuals or groups with different linguistic and
cultural origin. In this context studying the peculiarities of communicative behavior of
representatives of different cultures becomes of particular interest for the linguists. One
of the most significant features defining the specifics of culturally determined behavior of
interlocutors is their attitude to the notions of Self and Other.

The binary opposition of “self — other”, same as “up — down”, “far — near”, “good —
bad”, “right — left”, etc. belongs to basic cultural oppositions derived from the ancient ar-
chetypal concepts. The existence of “self — other” opposition is based on “axiological
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antithesis existed in the perception of primitive man, who regarded something of his/her
own as something positive and safe because of being well known, on the contrary to
something of another which is treated as something negative, unknown, and dangerous”
[Selivanova 2012, 197].

The significance of investigation of “self — other” opposition can hardly be overesti-
mated since it substantially affects both individual behaviors of members of a given lin-
guistic and cultural group, and international relations as a whole. Despite the evident
universal essence of this opposition, we assume that in every culture it is conceptualized
in a specific way, demonstrating features of both universal and ethnical nature, which can
be determined when analyzing appropriate language material and making use of up-to-
date linguistic methods.

The goal of this research is to determine the content of the concept of OTHER as a
member of “self — other” conceptual opposition in the consciousness of Persian spea-
kers by means of psycholinguistic experiment and further cognitive interpretation of its
results. We believe that joint usage of the tools of Psycholinguistics and Cognitive lin-
guistics when reconstructing one of the most important concepts of human life in the
consciousness of representatives of a given culture, will provide us with a better under-
standing of cognitive mechanisms of their ethno-specific behavior in both intra- and in-
tercultural communication.

The notion of culture has been defined in many ways. One of the most famous defini-
tions of the culture belongs to G. Hofstede: “Culture is the collective programming of the
mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from others”
[Hofstede 2011, 3]. This definition confirms the need for studying the mechanisms of
self-identification by the representatives of a given culture by reconstructing their mental
process of distinguishing themselves from those of another culture. Besides, the under-
standing of Self and Other in any culture plays a significant role in the conceptualization
of all other human values.

As L. Brons states, “since De Beauvoir’s (1949) introduction of the notion of ‘the
other’ as a construction opposing and thereby constructing ‘the self’, the concepts of ‘the
other’, ‘othering’, and ‘otherness’ have taken root in areas of thought and inquiry...”
[Brons 2015, 69]. This author defines Othering as “the simultaneous construction of the
self or in-group and the other or out-group in mutual and unequal opposition through
identification of some desirable characteristic that the self/in-group has and the other/out-
group lacks and/or some undesirable characteristic that the other/out-group has and the
self/in-group lacks” [Brons 2015, 70].

In Iranian culture, the notions of Self and Other need to be studied in connection with
the traditional system of politeness ta’arof, some components of which are considerably
determined by how Persian speakers distinguish between the Self/in-group and the Other/
out-group in their consciousness.

William O. Beeman observes that the word “ta’arof” is used “to indicate a nearly un-
translatable, but fundamental cultural concept encompassing a broad complex of beha-
viors in Iranian life that mark and underscore differences in social status and degrees of
social intimacy” [Beeman 2020, 203]. This word is derived from Arabic to Persian and
comes from Arabic root < _e [‘arafa], which means “to know.” In Arabic ta ‘arof literally
means “becoming acquainted”, but in Persian its semantic field grew considerably, and
now it has several meanings. In the Persian-Russian Dictionary by Yu. Rubinchik it is
translated as “exchange of courtesies”, “observance of ceremonies, conventions”, “gift
giving”, and “treat” [[lepcuncko-pycckuii cioBaps 1985, 379]. The Aryanpur Persian-
English dictionary suggests quite a wider range of meanings, such as “compliment(s),
ceremony, offer, gift, flummery, courtesy, flattery, formality, good manners, soft tongue,
honeyed phrases, respect” and renders ta 'arof kardan (to do ta’arof) as “to use compli-
ments, to stand upon ceremony, to make a present of, to speak with courtesy, to use
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honeyed phrases (soft tongue)” [Aryanpur & Aryanpour 1986, 306-307]. Therefore,
translating this word is a quite difficult task because it has no one-word equivalent in
other languages.

Ta’arof is a multidimensional etiquette complex, which has received a lot of attention
from the side of researchers [see: Beeman 2001, 2020; Keshavarz 2001; Koutlaki 2002,
2009; Eslami 2005; Sharifian 2007, 2013; Izadi 2015]. One of the most fruitful directions
of its investigation is associated with the concept of Face in Iranian culture [Koutlaki
2002, 2009; Sharifian 2007, 2013; Izadi 2016, 2019]. We believe that studying the Per-
sian etiquette complex as a whole and conceptualization of Persian Face in particular
should be linked to examining the content of “self — other” binary in the consciousness of
Persian speakers because it is noticed that utilizing ta’arof is extremely intensified in
communication with Others. Moreover, as F. Bargiela-Chiappini states, cultural concep-
tualizations of the social Self and its relationship to Others may become “an alternative
and possibly more fruitful way of studying the relevance and dynamics of ‘face’ and
‘facework’ in interpersonal contacts” [Bargiela-Chiappini 2003, /463].

Religious, social, and cultural phenomena existing in the modern Iranian society im-
pose on its members a number of limitations, which regulate their communicative beha-
vior including the manner of speaking in each particular situation. W. O. Beeman states:
“The basic dimensions of Iranian society are not terribly complex in a structural sense,
but they provide for a rich play of linguistic expression” [Beeman 2001, 37]. In his view,
the particularity of this play is determined by the continuum of the situations, some of
which are used for communication with “inside” interlocutors, and some — for “outside”
ones. The distinction between the “inside” and “outside” space comes from ancient times
and totally occupies Iranian worldview. Beeman believes that the notion of “inside” has
its roots in the philosophical and religious concept of baten (lit. (&b — ‘inner’), which in
medieval times was regarded as the inner world of a man. The concept of baten opposes
the concept of zaher (lit._aW — ‘external’), which is understood, firstly, as an appearance,
which a person demonstrates in communication with outside world, and secondly, the
world around an individual as a whole. The pair baten — zaher borrowed from Arabic
has its equivalent antonymic pair of Persian origin: andarun (lit. 0s,% — “inner part’) —
birun (lit. Os_= — ‘outer part’), which shifted from the traditional Iranian dwelling to the
field of social relations. Traditionally andarun is a part of living area at home, most pri-
vate, insulated place, where women could feel safe and protected from the menaces of
outer world, and other family members might speak free and behave unrestrictedly. This
inner space counters the external space — the kingdom of controlled emotions, territory of
politesse, moderated expressions and deeds, where real feelings must be watched and a
person should “keep a straight face” [Beeman 2001, 38—43].

Therefore, we can conclude that in “outside” circumstances a Persian speaker is sup-
posed to communicate with Others, and in “inside” situations — with those who belong
to his/her own (i.e. andarun / baten) space. Thus, studying the conceptual structure of
Other as a representative of birun / zaher world by means of psycholinguistic experi-
ment and cognitive interpretation of received results can shed light on the attitude of Ira-
nians towards those who do not belong to their inner space and should be treated in
accordance with the rules of ta’arof.

The main approach of this study is based on the combination of the tools of Psycho-
linguistics and Cognitive linguistics. Two methods of psycholinguistic analysis of word’s
semantics have been used, viz. free word association test and the method of direct inter-
pretation of a word meaning.

Persian speakers of different age and social status took part in the experiment, among
them students of Tehran University and Payame Nur University, staff of the Saadi Inter-
national Foundation, which coordinates internships for Persian students and teachers in
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Iran, and members of their families, Iranian acquaintances and colleagues of the author.
The total number of participants was 102 persons, of them students aged 20 to 30 —
72 persons, staff and other participants aged 30 to 40 — 24 persons, aged 40 to 60 — 6 per-
sons. Gender composition of the audience: 62 females, 40 males.

At the first stage of the experiment the free word association test (AT) was done. Du-
ring AT the respondents were provided with the list of 20 words, among them those ver-
balizing the concepts of SELF (pers. s25 xodi) and OTHER (pers. <z £ garibe), which
were read aloud by the experiment conductor. The task was to write down a word co-
ming first to the respondent’s mind which he associates with the word-stimulus [see: Za-
levskaya 2011; Goroshko 2001]. At the second stage the method of direct interpretation
or “expanded word definition” was applied [see: Belyanin 2003, 77-78; Butakova 2012,
199]. The respondents were asked to explain in written their own understanding of the
meaning of the words in the list. In the result of processing the AT data the “associative
field” (AF) of the examined concepts was formed. Their “semantic field” (SF) was
molded after analyzing the obtained expanded predications. The result data were pro-
cessed using a special methodic of grouping language material based on content-analy-
sis: the benchmark words repeated in the answers of different participants were taken as
units of the analysis and regarded as key concept features. This procedure was based on
the approach applied in Cognitive linguistics when “the associates are interpreted as lin-
guistic representations of certain cognitive features making up the content of a given
concept” [Sternin 2007, 40].

At the final stage the cognitive interpretation of the data after the principle of “con-
struing” the meaning of linguistic expressions stipulated by Ronald Langacker was per-
formed [see: Langacker 2008, 55; Zhabotynskaya 2013, 65]. In this process the factor of
salience was taken into consideration, i.e. emphasis of those elements which had a higher
quantitative indicator. In this paper the results of examination of one member of Self —
Other opposition — the concept of OTHER — are presented.

The Associative Field (AF) of the word-stimulus 4x_ ¢ qaribe ‘other’ (‘strange’) is
structured traditionally — from the stimulus towards the reaction; having fixed the core
(most frequent reactions) first, and then — the periphery (less frequent and singular reac-
tions) of the AF. Number of the respondents who reacted to the stimulus in appropriate
way is specified in the breaks. When processing the results of AT all the reactions were
combined in groups according to their semantic similarity or derivational relations. In the
AF specified below the reactions assembled in this way are at first place, and then — sin-
gular reactions.

AF of the word-stimulus 4x_¢ qaribe ‘other’(‘strange’)

I — Reactions grouped by semantic similarity or derivational relations:

unfamiliar (18): naasna ‘unfamiliar’ (13), nasendas ‘unknown’ (2), nemisendasam ‘1
don’t know (him)’, kas-i ke ba ma asnayi nadarad ‘someone unfamiliar for us’, sayad
ruz-i asna Savad ‘maybe someday will become familiar’; foreign, weird (11): bigane
‘foreign’ (8), geyr-e xodi ‘not akin’, digar-i ‘someone different’, namafhum ‘vague’; dis-
tantness (9): dur ‘far’ (6), duri ‘farness’ (3); fear (8): tars ‘fear’ (5), kam-i tars “a little of
fear’, tarsnak ‘fearing’, hardas ‘dread’; enemy (4): dosman ‘enemy’ (4); newness (3):
Jjadid ‘new’, tazevared ‘just arrived’, hess-e tazegi ‘feeling of novity’; passerby (3): rah-
gozar ‘passerby’, piyaderu ‘pedestrian’; mard-i ke nemisenasam dar xiyaban ‘a man in
the street whom I don’t know’; mistrust (3): bi e’etemadi ‘mistrust’ (2), geyr-e qabel-e
e temdd “untrustworthy’; good or bad (3): xub ‘good’, adam-e xub ya bad ‘good or bad
man’, ehsas-e bad ‘bad feeling’; friendship (3): dusti ‘friendship’, dustyabi ‘getting
friends’, hamnafas ‘intimate’; familiar (2): asna ‘familiar’ (2); solitude (2): tanhayi
‘loneliness’, bikas ‘lonely’; darkness (2): tariki ‘darkness’, siyah ‘black’; all people (2):
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hame “all’, har kas ‘everyone’; disturbance (2): hayajan ‘excitement’, negarani ‘anxie-
ty’; help (2): komak ‘help’, rahnamayi ‘showing the way’.

IT — Singular reactions:

arames ‘quietness’, asib didan ‘to get hurt’, orupa ‘Europe’, alber kamu ‘Albert Ca-
mus’, bi ertebat ‘unrelated’, bi hess budan ‘to be insensitive’, tark ‘leaving’, cesm ‘eye’,
harf nazadan ‘not talking’, xejalat ‘shame’, xos-am nemiyad ‘1 don’t like’, danesju-ye
xareji ‘foreign student’, dozd ‘thief’, seks ‘sex’, sakk ‘doubt’, surat ‘face’, arab ‘an Arab’,
loving ‘loving’, marg ‘death’, na ‘no’ (20).

Refusal (7).

In the result of formal classification five groups of reaction types were detected, to wit
(only translations are quoted):

1) paradigmatic (26,92 %): unfamiliar (15): ‘unfamiliar’ (13), ‘unknown’ (2); weird,
different (11): ‘foreign’ (8), ‘not akin’, ‘someone different’, ‘vague’; familiar (2): ‘fa-
miliar’ (2);

2) thematic (56,73 %): distantness (9): ‘far’ (6), ‘farness’ (3); fear (8): ‘fear’ (5),
‘a little scare’, ‘scaring’, ‘dread’ (1); enemy (4): ‘enemy’ (4); newness (3): ‘new’, ‘just
arrived’, ‘feeling of novity’; friendship (3): ‘friendship’, ‘getting friends’, ‘intimate’;
passerby (2): ‘passerby’, ‘pedestrian’; mistrust (2): ‘mistrust’ (2); loneliness (2): ‘soli-
tude’, ‘lonely’; darkness (2): ‘darkness’, ‘black’; all men (2): ‘all’, ‘everyone’; distur-
bance (2): ‘excitement’, ‘anxiety’; help (2): ‘help’, ‘showing the way’; singular
reactions (18): ‘quietness’, ‘to get hurt’, ‘Europe’, ‘Albert Camus’, ‘unrelated’, ‘to be in-
sensitive’, ‘leaving’, ‘eye’, ‘not talking’, ‘shame’, ‘foreign student’, ‘thief’, ‘sex’, ‘doubt’,
‘face’, ‘an Arab’, ‘loving’, ‘death’;

3) evaluative (3.85 %): good or bad (3): ‘good’, ‘good or bad man’, ‘bad feeling’;
mistrust (1): ‘untrustworthy’;

4) personal (5.77 %): unfamiliar (3): ‘I don’t know’, ‘someone unfamiliar for us’,
‘maybe someday will become familiar’; passerby (1): ‘a man in the street unfamiliar for
me’; singular reactions (2): ‘I don’t like’, ‘no’;

5) refusal (6.73 %).

The results demonstrate that the largest group (59 responses) consists of the reactions
combined thematically. These associates are represented by the following groups of no-
tions: distantness (9), fear (8), enemy (4), newness (3), friendship (3), passerby (2), mis-
trust (2), loneliness (2), darkness (2), all men (2), disturbance (2), assistance (2), and
ungrouped singular reactions (18).

The thematic classification of all non-zero reactions to the word-stimulus qaribe
‘other’ (‘strange’) revealed that the respondents considered this concept through the fol-
lowing lexicosemantic groups: human characteristics and states (49.48 %), abstract con-
cepts (16.5 %), emotions and feelings (15.46 %), people (13.4 %), objects and phenomena
of the world (5.16 %) (see: Table 1).

To form the semantic field (SF) of the word qaribe ‘other’ (‘strange’) all the expla-
nations obtained after completion of the 2" stage of the experiment were divided into
several “semantic subdivisions” comprising all types of language units having similar
meaning: separate words, combination of words, parts of sentences, and phrases. All the
mentioned subdivisions are located on the principle of frequency, while meanings that do
not match any subdivision are listed separately. Here is the formed SF:

SF of the word-stimulus 4x¢ qaribe ‘other’(‘strange’)

I — Explanations sorted by semantic similarity:

Unfamiliar (26): naasna ‘unfamiliar’ (9), bigane ‘alien’ (4), kasi u-ra nemisendsad
‘nobody knows him’ (4), u kasi-ra nemisenasad ‘he does not know anybody’ (2), kas-i ke
dar sahr-i geyr az Sahr-e xod bdsad ‘someone who is not in his own town’ (3), kas-i ke
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naasna ba mohit ast ‘someone who is unfamiliar with the environment’ (2), fard-i ke
mitavan an-ra Senaxt ‘someone who could be acquainted with’ (2); loneliness (19): bikas
‘lonely’ (13), ehsds-e tanhayi ‘feeling of solitude’, tanhdayi-ye fekri ‘intellectual solitude’,
nadastan-e hickas dar in donyda ‘to have nobody in this world’, kas-i ke dust-o rafig-i
nadarad ‘someone who has no friend’, bi hamdami ‘lack of intimate relations’, bi
xanevade ‘without family’; unpleasant feelings (14): ehsds-e tars ‘feeling of fear’ (2),
deltangi ‘missing somebody’ (2), xeyli saxt ast ‘very hard’ (2), bi e temdadi ‘mistrust’,
adam-e etminan ‘lack of confidence’, Segeft ‘weird’, ba u ehsdas-e sangini va saxti daram
‘with him I feel depressed and discomforted’, dar barxord ba u hess-e negardani va
delsure darim ‘when dealing with him we feel anxiety and unrest’, adam-e ehsas-e amni-
yyat va arames va xoshali ‘feeling no security, rest or joy’, kas-i ke hess-e naxosayand va
sargardom daste basad ‘someone who has unpleasant feeling of confusion’; distant-
ness (9): dur ‘far’ (2), duri ‘farness’, mahjur ‘abandoned’, yek Sahr-e dur ‘a remote
town’, duroftadegi az digaran ‘distance from others’, duroftade az esq ‘away from love’,
ehsas-e duri az fard-e qarib mikonam ‘I feel aloof from the strange’, dur Sodan be now -i
qaribi ba xistan ‘distantness as a kind of otherness from oneself’; inspires positive at-
titude (6): garibnavazi ‘hospitality to strangers’ (2), mazlum ‘oppressed’ (2), bayad
mehraban basad ‘should be kind to him’, niyaz be komakha-yi darad ‘requires support’;
difficult for understanding (5): dur az zehn ‘out of mind’ (2), kas-i harf-as-ra nemi-
fahmad, kas-i dark-as nemikonad ‘nobody understands him’ (2), saket ast, harf nadarad
‘silent, has nothing to say’; problems in relations (4): kas-i-ast ke dar ertebat bar qarar
kardan ba u moskel daram ‘someone who is difficult to get communication with’ (2), kasi
ke bayad ba u ba ehtiyat barxord kard ‘someone to be treated with caution’, ba fard-e
qaribe dar avval rabete-ye samimi vojud nadarad ‘with a stranger there is no sincerity at
the beginning’; novelty (3): fard-i ke ba mohit-i jadid ru be ru Sode ‘someone who faced
new circumstances’ (2), tajrobe-ye jadid ‘new experience’; better than familiar ones (2):
Sayad behtar az har a@sna ‘may be better than every familiar ones’, gah az sad asna be
adam nazdiktar ast ‘sometimes closer than a hundred of familiar ones’.

IT — Singular explanations: kas-i mesl-e bardadar-am ‘someone like my brother’, kas-i
ke fard-e xanevade-ye ma nist ‘someone who is not our family member’, ensan-i ke
xaterat-e mostarak ba ma nadarad ‘a man who has no common memories with us’,
hame-ye ensanha ‘all people’, hamise in kaleme barayam qarib bude ‘this word has al-
ways been strange to me’, in kaleme jegar-ra misuzanad cun qarib be sordaq-e adamha-yi
miravad ke xod dar del-esan qorbat darand ‘this word causes suffering since the stranger
is looking for the people who have nostalgia in their hearts’.

Refusal: (6).

In the result of the cognitive interpretation of the data summarized in two stages of the
experiment it was revealed that the concept of QARIBE / OTHER (Strange) in the con-
sciousness of Persian speakers has the following content:

OTHER (Strange) is first of all (80) unfamiliar person (42), different from us (14),
someone who is far away from native town (18), facing new challenges (6). He suffers
from (26): solitude (18), lack of friendly communion (5), forced silence (2), absence of
family (1). He feels depressed (25), i.e., feels scarred (10), misunderstood (5), worry (2),
upset (2), uneasy (2), unconfident (1), ashamed (1), lost (1), and hurt (1). Other (Strange)
may be (26) enemy (4), passerby (3), foreign student (1), an Arab (1), someone who has
no common memories with us (1), someone who is not from our family (1), though may
look like the one (1), insensitive person (1), thief (1). Stranger may be good (2) or bad (1),
but sometimes he may be better than familiar ones (2). Stranger can be identified by the
eyes (1) and the face (1). All people are strange to each other (3) and some of them even

to themselves (2). Other (Strange) often provokes negative emotions (17): mistrust (4),
bad feeling (1), doubts (1), wonder (1), rejection (1), aloofness (1), and arguing (1). He is
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difficult to deal with (3) because of lack of sincerity at the beginning of relations (1). He
causes feeling of unease (1), disturbance and unrest (1), unsafety, discomfort and displea-
sure (1). On the other hand, Other (Strange) may stimulate positive attitude (10): wish
to help (3), to show hospitality (2), compassion (2), kindness (1), and to comfort (1). A
symbol of Other (Strange) may be Europe (1) and Albert Camus (1). Irrationally it is as-
sociated with darkness (2), sex (1), and death (1). However, someone does not understand
at all what this word means (1).

This interpretation demonstrates that Persian speakers consider the concept of OTHER
within the scope of general ideas existing in every ethno-cultural community. Remar-
kably, towards the Other almost no hostility was expressed (only 4 “hostile” reactions).
Instead there was a lot of compassion and even intention to help. Presumably, the reason
is that many Iranians or their relatives now are “strangers” around the world (as emi-
grants or students abroad), so their personal experience impacted the results of the expe-
riment.

Thus, the psycholinguistic experiment held among Persian speakers and the further
cognitive interpretation of its results reveals that the content of the concept of OTHER in
the consciousness of Persian speakers consists of universal features mostly. It can pre-
sumably be explained by the universal character of “self — other” binary opposition and
conventional perceptions of Otherness as something negative, unknown, and dangerous.
Therefore the ideas of Persian speakers about Other have completely matched the com-
mon worldview, in which the notions of Self and Other play a considerable role in con-
ceptualization of human value system as a whole. There was the only ethnically marked
reaction that is “an Arab”, which points out a low degree of the respondents’ need for dif-
ferentiating themselves from other ones on a national ground. In general, the analysis
proved that the respondents demonstrated mostly tolerant attitude toward the Other: al-
most no hostility had been expressed. We assume that such a tolerance, compassion and
intention to help the Other may be partly explained by the ta’arof tradition, which sup-
poses demonstration of exaggerated politeness toward the counterpart, especially if he/
she does not belong to internal (andarun / baten) space.

It seems that combination of the tools of Psycholinguistics and Cognitive linguistics
when reconstructing certain conceptual structures in the consciousness of a given lan-
guage speakers enables a better comprehension of not only the mechanisms of their cul-
turally specific conceptualization, but also particularities of their communicative behavior
in both interpersonal and intercultural contacts. The importance of the conducted analysis
for further research is, firstly, that it opens the way to relevant cross-cultural studies, and
secondly, it is of interest in the aspect of intercultural interaction, during which commu-
nicators not only should be aware of ethno-specific concepts of another linguistic culture,
but also should consider the peculiarities of conceptualization of universal concepts by
their communication partners.

Appendix
Table 1
Thematic classification of valid reactions
to the word-stimulus qaribe ‘other’(‘strange’)

Ne Thematic field Reaction Total | %
1 | Human characteristics naasna budan ‘to be unfamiliar’ (18), bigane ‘for-| 48 |49.48
and states eign’ (11), bi e’etemadi ‘mistrust’ (3), dusti ‘friendship’

(3), asna budan ‘to be familiar’ (2), tanhayi ‘loneliness’
(2), komak ‘help’ (2), arames ‘rest’, asib didan ‘to be
harmed’, bi ertebat ‘unrelated’, bi hess budan ‘to be in-
sensitive’, harf nazadan ‘not talking’, seks ‘sex’, Sakk
‘doubt’
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2 Abstract concepts duri “distantness’ (9), jadid budan ‘to be new’ (3), xub| 16 | 16.5
ya bad ‘good or bad’ (2), tark ‘leaving’, marg ‘death’
3 | Emotions and feelings tars ‘fear’ (8), ehsdas-e bad ‘bad feeling’, negarani| 15 |15.46
‘anxiety’, hayajan ‘agitation’, xejalat ‘shame’, xos-am
nemiyad ‘1 don’t like’, loving ‘loving’, na ‘no’

4 People dosman ‘enemy’ (4), rahgozar ‘passerby’ (3), hame| 13 | 13.4
‘all’ (2), alber kamu ‘Albert Camus’, danesju-ye xareji
“foreign student’, dozd ‘thief’, arab ‘an Arab’

5 | Objects and phenomena tariki ‘darkness’, siyah ‘black’, orupa ‘Europe’, surat| 5 | 5.16
of the world ‘face’, cesm ‘eye’
Total 97 | 100
REFERENCES

Baranov A. N. (2001), V'vedeniye v prikladnuyu lingvistiku, Editorial, Moscow. (In Russian).

Bargiela-Chiappini F. (2003), “Face and Politeness: New (Insights) for Old (Concepts)”, Jour-
nal of Pragmatics, Vol. 35, Issues 10—11, pp. 1453—1469. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-
2166(02)00173-X

Beeman W. O. (2001), “Emotion and Sincerity in Persian Discourse: Accomplishing and Rep-
resentation of Inner States”, International Journal of the Sociology of Language, Vol. 148, pp. 31—
57. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1515/ijs1.2001.013

Beeman W. O. (2020), “Ta’arof: Pragmatic Key to Iranian Social Behavior”, in Ostman J.-O.
and Verschueren J. (eds), Handbook of Pragmatics, John Benjamins Publishing Company, Am-
sterdam, pp. 203—-224. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1075/hop.22.taal

Belyanin V. P. (2003), Psikholingvistika, Flinta, Moskovskiy psikhologo-sotsial’nyy institut,
Moscow. (In Russian).

Butakova L. O. (2012), “Znacheniye slova kak dostoyaniye individa (na primere eticheski
znachimykh leksem pravda / lozh’)”, Vestnik Kemerovskogo gosuniversiteta, No. 4 (52), Vol. 1,
pp. 198-204. (In Russian).

Eslami Z. R. (2005), “Invitations in Persian and English: Ostensible or genuine?”, Intercultu-
ral Pragmatics, Vol. 2, Issue 4, pp. 453—480. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1515/iprg.2005.2.4.453

Goroshko E. L. (2001), Integrativnaya model’ svobodnogo assotsiativnogo eksperimenta, RA-
Karavella, Kharkiv and Moscow. (In Russian).

Hofstede G. (2011), “Dimensionalizing Cultures: The Hofstede Model in Context”, Online
Readings in Psychology and Culture, Vol. 2, No. 1, available at: https://scholarworks.gvsu.edu/
orpc/vol2/iss1/8/ (accessed December 1, 2021). DOI: https://doi.org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014

Izadi A. (2015), “Persian honorifics and im/politeness as social practice”, Journal of Pragma-
tics, Vol. 85, pp. 81-91. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2015.06.002

Izadi A. (2016), “Over-politeness in Persian professional interactions”, Journal of Pragmatics,
Vol. 102, pp. 13-23. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2016.06.004

Izadi A. (2019), “An investigation of face in Taarof”, Journal of Researches in Linguistics,
Vol. 10, pp. 67-82.

Keshavarz M. H. (2001), “The role of social context, intimacy, and distance in the choice of
forms of address”, International Journal of the Sociology of Language, Vol. 148, pp. 5-18. DOI:
10.1515/1JSL.2001.015

Koutlaki S. A. (2002), “Offers and expressions of thanks as face enhancing acts: Ta’arof in
Persian”, Journal of Pragmatics, Vol. 34, Issue 12, pp. 1733—-1756.

Koutlaki S. A. (2009), “Two sides of the same coin: how the notion of ‘face’ is encoded in
Persian communication”, in Bargiela-Chiappini F. and Haugh M. (eds), Face, communication and
social interaction, Equinox, London, pp. 115-133.

Langacker R. W. (2008), Cognitive Grammar. A basic introduction, Oxford University Press,
New York.

Selivanova O. O. (2012), “Opozytsiya sviy-chuzhyy v etnosvidomosti (na materiali ukrayin-
s’kykh paremiy)”, in Selivanova O. O., Svit svidomosti v movi. Mir soznaniya v yazyke, Yu. Cha-
banenko, Cherkasy, pp. 196-218. (In Ukrainian).

Sharifian F. (2007), “L1 cultural conceptualizations in L2 learning. The case of Persian-
speaking learners of English”, in Sharifian F. and Palmer G. B. (eds), Applied Cultural Linguistics:

The World of the Orient, 2022, Ne 1 155



O. Mazepova

implications for second language learning and intercultural communication, John Benjamins Pub-
lishing Company, Amsterdam, Philadelphia, pp. 33-51. DOLI: https://doi.org/10.1075/celcr.7.04sha

Sharifian F. (2013), “Cultural conceptualisations in learning English as an L2: Examples from
Persian-speaking learners”, Iranian Journal of Language Teaching Research, Vol. 1, Issue 1,
pp- 90-116.

Sternin 1. A. (2007), “Psikholingvistika i kontseptologiya”, Voprosy psikholingvistiki, No. 5,
pp. 37-46. (In Russian).

Zalevskaya A. A. (2001), “Psikholingvisticheskiy podkhod k probleme kontsepta”, in Ster-
nin I. A. (ed.), Metodologicheskiye problemy kognitivnoy lingvistiki, 1zdatelstvo VGU, Voronezh,
pp- 36—44. (In Russian).

Zhabotinskaya S. A. (2013), “Imya kak tekst: kontseptual’naya set’ leksicheskogo znacheniya
(analiz imeni emotsii)”, Kognitsiya, kommunikatsiya, diskurs, No. 6, pp.47-76. (In Russian).
DOI: https://doi.org/10.26565/2218-2926-2013-06-04

O. B. Masenosa
Kounent YYJKHWM y cizomocti HociiB mepchkoi MoBH
(3a pe3yJIbTaTaMU MCUXOJIIHIBICTUHYHOTO €KCTIEPUMEHTY)

MeTor0 CTaTTi € BCTaHOBJIEHHs 3MicTy koHmenty YUY KW sik unena 6inapHOi omo3uii “cBiif —
Yy~ y CBIJOMOCTI HOCIIB MEPChKOi MOBH Ha OCHOBI MIPOBEACHOTO 3 HUMH MCUXOJIIHTBICTHY-
HOTO EKCTIEPUMEHTY Ta TIOAAJIbII0I KOTHITHBHOI 1HTEpHpeTaIii Horo pe3ynprariB. HeoOXiqHICTh
BHUBYCHHS CIIEIU(IKN KOHIIENTYali3aii i€l OMO3HuIlii y CBIOMOCTI NMPEICTABHHUKIB PI3HUX KYJIb-
Typ 3yMOBJICHA i CYTTEBUM BIUIMBOM SIK Ha MIXKOCOOWCTICHI CTOCYHKH JIIOZICH BCepeuHI OAHIET
JIHTBOCIINBEHOTH, TaK 1 HA MIKKYIBTYpHI B3a€EMHUHH B LIIOMY. Y JOCIi/KEHHI BUKOPUCTAHO J1Ba
METO/IM TICUXOJIIHTBICTUYHOTO aHali3y CEeMaHTHKH CJIO0BA: BUILHUI acolliaTUBHHI €KCTIEPUMEHT Ta
METOJI MPSIMOTO TAyMaueHHs a0o po3ropHyToi AediHimii ciiB. Bcboro B ekcriepuMeHTI B3sIH
yuacTth 102 HOCIi mepchkoi MOBH Pi3HOTO BIKY 1 COLIIAIBHOIO CTaTycCy. 3a pesyasratamu oopoo-
JIEHHSI JJaHUX, OTPUMAaHUX Ha MEPUIOMY eTall eKCIepUMEHTY, Oyn10 c(hOpMOBaHO acoliaTUBHE
T0JIe JTOCJIIIPKYBAaHOTO KOHUENTY, a BHACIIJOK aHaji3y PO3rOpHYTHX HpeIuKaliil y mpoueci ce-
MaHTHU3aIi]l 3alPOIIOHOBAHMX CIIiB — HOro ceMaHTH4YHE Toiie. B ocHOBY 00OpoONeHHs eKcriepu-
MEHTAJIBHHUX TaHHUX MMOKJIAICHO OCOOJIMBY METOAWKY I'PYITyBaHHS MOBHOTO Marepiany i3 3acTo-
CYBaHHSM KOHTEHT-aHAJI3y: ONMUHHISIMHU aHaJi3y ITOCTaBaJIM OMOPHI CIIOBA, IO IOBTOPIOBAIIHCS
y BIJMOBIJSX PI3HUX PECIOHICHTIB 1 PO3IISAAAIUCS SIK KIFOYOBI KOHIIENITYaJIbHI O3HAKH. 3aBep-
IaJILHUM €TaloM aHalli3y CcTajla KOTHITHMBHA IHTEpIpeTallis JaHuX, 0a30BaHa Ha MPHUHIMIAX
“KOHCTpYIOBaHHS~ 3MicTy MoBHOTO Bupasy P. Jlenekepa. OTpumani pe3yasTaTé 3aCBiIIyIOTh, 110
yaBJIeHHS mpo Uykoro y mepchKiii MOBHIM CBIJOMOCTI MOBHICTIO BKJIAJAIOTHCS B 3arajibHOJION-
CBKY KapTHHY CBITYy, B IKiif TOHSTTS CBoro i Uyskoro BifirparoTh 3HAUHY pOib y KOHIENTyasi3amii
CUCTEMH JIFOICHKUX IIHHOCTEH.

KmiouoBi caoBa: xourent YYIKUIA, OiHapHa OMo3uIlis “CBifl — UyXwHii”, mepcbka MOBa, Tep-
ChbKa MOBHA CB1JIOMICTb, IICUXOJIIHI'BICTUYHUNA €KCTIEPUMEHT
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