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Kakau 6ackaHn, Out 6ackaH, ThIpMarkl ©Cyn OpOKTOH O0NTroH
Oup KaHYa aJlaM/IbIH HMYMHCH 63 KUIIMCUH TaaHbIl anyy. Ke3 xkyryprce 6aapbl OKIIONI, YMU KaHIal
kbutaMm jien — O, XKanbooT, 6apchlHOBI! — 1eTeH J0OYITYH )KaHBIPTKAH/a, aTa-0aa OypKypar blinar
ToOokTyH xanbiHa KenmumTH. A ToOOK KeITalmap sl TaH KAJITHIPHIT OOJTOH IIAPTTHI aTKapraH
coH, JKaubOosoT MeHeH yyny bepukke Ta3a KeiHOK, ak CaMbIH, JKbUTYY Cypall, )KyyHTYIT — KHHUHTHIL,
TaMakK-all Cypar KypcakTapblH TOUTY3yT, | 1 )KbUIIBIK 36IHIAHIaH KY4Y MEHEH, aKbUTbl MeHEH T0oOO0K
0aaThIp KyTKapbl. BUPOK KBITAlIbIH CHIHYBLIAPEI BepUKTHUH KBIMMBUIBIH OaifKar, ME3THIIA KEJITCHIE
KBIWBIH YBITAPBIH 0aaMJIallbil, Ke3W KeJjice Oys euTy ambail KOMOOUT jen OYyTyMre KEeJHII, YKOJITO
KUYy KOWHOTYH 3 KYHTO bUIAHBIKTAIl yyTa YbLiIall, )KOJITO y3aThIat. ba2:KuH/IeH y3aranbiHa Y4 KYH
6onronno bepuk ka3a Taam, ceeryH Tajaara TamrTa0aiM e, COeryH 3TTEH aXbIPATHIN, COOKTY
Oamecren Oynraapeira opon, KypTkara aisIi KeireH.
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KYPOKTOPYHOH TYHOK TaOyyra e0eire 00JOT jkaHa YHIOHT.
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MAJAHUATTAP APAJIBIK BAAPJIAIITYY KOHTEKCTUH/E TABY
JAUCKYPCYHIAAI'BI 300HUMIEPAUH POJIY

byn ocymywma maoanusm apanvik 6aaprauilyyHyH KOHMEKCmuHOoe muli0y CAIbIHEAH OUCKYPCMA
300HUMOEPOU  UBUNOOOCY Kapanean. HBUI000HYH MAKCAmMbl-HCanbloapaapobii ammapsvl ap Kahoatil
Madanusmmapoa muiiblM OUCKYPCYHOA KAHOAUYA KOJNOOHYIAPbIH, ANAPObIH (QYHKYUAIAPLIH, MAOAHULL
BAPUAYUANAPBIH HCAHA MAOAHUSN APATLIK MYUWYHYKMYH Kecenemmepur usunooeo. Mazmyndy manooo,
CYPAMIACBLIOO JCAHA IKCNEPUMEHMATOBIK bIKMAIAPObI KAMMbL2AH APAAU bIKMAHBL KOAOOHYY MEHEH U3UI000
ap Kauoau mundepour AUHGUCUKATILIK KOPNYCMAPbIH MAI0aium, MA0aHUIM apaiblk CYyPAMA’CLLIO0N0POY
JHCYPRY3OM HCAHA 300HUMUKANBIK KEMCUHMYYAOP2O KOSHUMUBOUK dcoonmopdy usundevm. Tabwiieanap
MBLI0Y CANbIHEAH OUCKYPCIA 300HUMOEPOU KOAOOHYYOA JHCAHA KAOBLL alyy0a YHUBEpCandyy Yaeyiopoy Jcamna
MAOaHUl  Mmamaanovikmapool auvin oOepem. Hiumuil 6aanyyayk 300HUMUKAILIK  MYIOHMMALAPOLIH
HeausuHoe2u JUHSGUCMUKANILIK, MAOAHUL  JICAHA  NCUXONO2USIBIK  MEXAHUBMOEPOU  MYUYHYYOY30Y
mepeyoemyyoon mypam, Oyi 63 Ke3ecunoe MAOaHUSMMAap apaiblik OAUlIanblu MeoPUSChIHbIH OHYYULYHO
ebonco myzom. Mbinoan mulwkapol, MmadLLIZANAPObIH NPAKMUKALLIK MAAHUCU AP KAHOAU YOupoeoo
MAOAHUAMMAP — APATLIK  CE3UMMANOVYAVKIMY  HCAHA  OQUIAHLIUMBIH  HABIIICATYYIVSYH — KeHeumyyao
arcavviimoiiam. Keneuexmezu usundoonopeo xouwiymua Madanuii KOHMeKCmmepou Usuideo, 300HUMUKALbIK
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MYIOHMMANapObiH MONMOP APANLIK MAMuUenepee mutieuzeen maacupur usui000 Heaua JUHSGUCMUKANbIK ap
MYPOYYAYKMY JHCAHA CE3UMMANOLIKIMbL ICKE ANeaH MAOAHUAMMAp aApaislk OauAauvlul CmpameusiiapbiH
uwimen 4uleyy Kupem.

Aukviy  co300p: mulioy canviHean OUCKYPC, 300HUMOED;, MAOAHUAMMAP apanblk OanaHbIuL,
JUHSGUCTNUKATBIK AHANU3, MAOAHUATNIMAD APANbIK UBUL000, KOCHUMUSOUK PeAKYUANAP, MAOAHUL 0320PYYA0D;
OQUIAHBIUMBIH HAMBIUHCATYYTLY2Y.

POJIb 300HUMOB B TABYUPOBAHHOM JJUCKYPCE B KOHTEKCTE
MEXKYJIbTYPHOI'O OBIIEHUSA

Hannasa uccneoosamenvckas paboma 3aHUMAEMCs PONbIO 300HUMOE 8 MAOYUPOBAHHOM OUCKYpPCe 6
KOHmMeKcme MeJNCKyIbmypHo20 obwenus. Llens uccredosanus 3aknioyaemcs 6 uU3y4eHUu mo2o, Kak
HCUBOMHBLE HAZB6AHUSL UCNONL3YVIOMCA 8 YHUUUNCUMETbHOU Pedll 8 PA3TUYHBIX KYIbMYpPax, U3y4as ux QyHKyuu,
KYIbMypHble 8apuayuu u nocie0Cmeust 0 MeXCKyIbmypHo20 NOHUMAanus. IIpumenas cmeuantulii Memoo,
6KNIOYAS  KOHMEHM-AHANU3, ONpOCbl U IKCHEPUMEHMANbHbIE Memoobl, UCCIe008aHUe AHATUIUPYEm
JUHeBUCMUYECKUE KOPNYCA PA3IUYHBIX  A3bIKOG, NPOBOOUM  MENCKVIbMYPHbIE ONpoCchbl U  uUsyyaem
KOSHUMUBHbIE DeaKyuu HA 300HUMUYecKue ockoponenus. llonyuennvle pe3yibmamvl packpuléaiom Kax
VHUBEpCanbble 3aKOHOMEPHOCIU, MAK U KYIbMypHble MOHKOCMU 8 UCHOb308AHUL U 80CNPUAMUL 300HUMOB
6 mabyuposannom ouckypce. Hayunaa yennocme 3axmouaemcs 6 yenyOieHuu Hauieco NOHUMAHU
JIUHCBUCMUYECKUX, KVIbIMYPHBIX U NCUXOJIOSUYECKUX MEXAHUSMOB, NeHCauyux 8 OCHOB8E 300HUMUYECKUX
BbIPAdICEHUI, YMO 8 CBOI0 0Uepedb CnocobCcmeyem pazeumuio meopuu MexlcKy1bmyprHo2o oowenus. Kpowe
mo20, NpaKmuyeckoe 3HAYEHUe pPe3VIbMAmos NPOCMUPAemcs HA PACUUPEHUe MeXHCKYIbmypPHOU
yyecmeumenbHocmu U dggexmusnocmu obwleHus 8 paziuyHviXx cpedax. Pexomendayuu ona 6yoyugux
UCCIe0068anULl BKIIOUAIOM U3YYeHUe OONOIHUMENbHBIX KYIbMYPHbIX KOHMEKCMO8, UCCIe008aHUe BIUAHUA
300HUMUYECKUX BbIPANCEHUTI HA MeNCSPYNNosvble OMHOWEHUs, a maKdxce paspabomky cmpameuil
MEJCKYILIYPHO20 00WeHUs, VIUMBIBAIOWUX TUHSBUCIMUYECKOe PAZHO0Opa3ue U 4y8CMEUmMenIbHOCHb.

Knrwoueevie cnosa: mabyuposanmviii  OUCKYPC;  300HUMbI,  MENCKYIbmMYypHOe  0bwenue;
JIUHSBUCMUYECKUT AHATU3; MEXHCKYIbIMYPHOE UCCIe008aH e, KOCHUMUBHbIE PeaKyull; KyIbmypHble 6apuayi;
aghghexmuernocmo 0bUeHUS.

THE ROLE OF ZOONYMS IN TABOO DISCOURSE WITHIN THE CONTEXT
OF INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION

This research paper investigates the role of zoonyms in taboo discourse within the context of
intercultural communication. The study aims to explore how animal names are utilized in derogatory language
across different cultures, examining their functions, cultural variations, and implications for intercultural
understanding. Employing a mixed-methods approach, including content analysis, surveys, and experimental
techniques, the research analyzes linguistic corpora from various languages, conducts cross-cultural surveys,
and examines cognitive responses to zoonymic insults. The findings reveal both universal patterns and cultural
nuances in the use and perception of zoonyms in taboo discourse. The scientific value lies in deepening our
understanding of the linguistic, cultural, and psychological mechanisms underlying zoonymic expressions,
thereby contributing to intercultural communication theory. Furthermore, the practical significance of the
results extends to enhancing cross-cultural sensitivity and communication effectiveness in diverse settings.
Recommendations for future research include exploring additional cultural contexts, investigating the impact
of zoonymic expressions on intergroup relations, and developing intercultural communication strategies that
account for linguistic diversity and sensitivities.

Keywords: taboo discourse; zoonyms; intercultural communication; linguistic analysis; cross-cultural
study; cognitive responses; cultural variations; communication effectiveness.

Introduction. Zoonyms, or animal names, hold significant cultural and symbolic value within
societies worldwide. Embedded within language, zoonyms often carry nuanced connotations and
associations that extend beyond mere lexical labels. One prominent area where zoonyms exert
profound influence is in taboo discourse, where they serve as potent markers delineating socially
proscribed behaviors, concepts, or entities. Within the context of intercultural communication,
understanding the role of zoonyms in taboo discourse is crucial for navigating the complexities of

158



ISSN 1694-5220. Hayxa. Oopa3zosanue. Texnuka, No3, 2024

cross-cultural interactions. This paper aims to explore the multifaceted dynamics of zoonymic taboos
and their implications for effective intercultural communication strategies.

Language serves as a mirror reflecting the values and norms upheld by society [3]. Despite
this, taboos within language have historically received minimal attention in linguistic research due to
their inherent complexity (Pedraza, 2018). However, recent years have witnessed a resurgence of
interest in exploring taboos through cognitive and sociolinguistic perspectives, although historical
linguistics has yet to fully embrace this discourse.

Taboos in language carry significant cultural weight, offering insights into the customs and
perspectives of language communities [2,3]. These taboos arise when individuals avoid discussing
certain topics, either out of superstition or to prevent invoking negative consequences, often resorting
to euphemisms or alternative language . Fromkin and Rodman highlight euphemisms as crucial tools
for navigating taboo topics, while Hughes describes the symbiotic relationship between taboo and
euphemism, where the negative power of taboos interacts with the social risks they entail, driving the
preference for euphemisms.

Previous research has underscored the intricate relationship between language, culture, and
taboo, highlighting the pivotal role of zoonyms in shaping cultural norms and practices. Similarly,
Jing-Schmidt discusses a symbiotic relationship between negative cognitive biases and the Pollyanna
effect, observed by Boucher and Osgood . This effect, characterized by a preference for positive
language qualifiers, is not solely driven by optimism but also by a desire to mitigate verbal risks.
Euphemisms, as categorized by Rawson , play a crucial role in this process, with positive euphemisms
amplifying the significance of euphemized elements, while negative euphemisms serve a defensive
function.

Taboo, in its broadest sense, encompasses entities and behaviors deemed off-limits to prevent
harm to individuals or society [1]. This includes prohibitions against naming dangerous animals,
reflecting ancient animistic beliefs . Frazer and Emeneau both discuss the taboo on naming animals,
attributing it to religious, mythical, and animistic motivations. This intertwining of taboo and
language evolution underscores the complex interplay between cultural beliefs, linguistic practices,
and societal norms.

Methods and materials. This research employs a qualitative approach, drawing upon a
diverse range of sources including ethnographic studies, linguistic analyses, and cross-cultural case
studies. The research methodology draws inspiration from the study of cognates, particularly
influenced by Rychto, as evident in numerous case studies [2]. This methodology primarily relies on
comparative analysis, encompassing assessments of attestation time and scope, along with
morphological and phonological analyses. While cognate studies conventionally entail in-depth
comparisons of word groups, the breadth of linguistic material covered here has somewhat
constrained the full application of this approach. Consequently, the present work primarily focuses
on establishing semantic connections among the studied words [3].

The methodology of cognitive linguistics is employed, reflecting a contemporary approach to
linguistic practice and thought. This field delves into the study of significant correlations between
human language, cognition, and socio-physical knowledge [1]. It is closely related to sociolinguistics,
examining semantics, metaphors, and metonymy, with a particular focus on analyzing euphemisms
and taboos within the studied linguistic material.

Results and Discussion. Taboos and rituals are employed by a diverse array of hunting
animals. The hunting customs prevalent among communities where hunting is prevalent originated
from a spiritual and mystical bond between humans and animals. Creatures held significant
significance among societies that relied on hunting and agriculture for sustenance.
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The etymology of the word "bear" across various Indo-European languages, tracing it back to
its Proto-Indo-European (PIE) root *h2rtko-. This root is found in languages such as Anatolian,
Indian, Iranian, Greek, Armenian, Italian, Celtic, and Albanian, but notably absent in Balto-Slavic
and Germanic languages. Instead, the English word "bear" is derived from the Proto-Germanic root
berd, which likely meant "the brown one." The Polish word "niedzwiedz" has its origins in Proto-
Slavic medvéds, meaning "honey-eater." The absence of the PIE root in Balto-Slavic and Germanic
languages suggests a possible displacement or taboo distortion, leading to the adoption of descriptive
compounds instead of the original word. This shift may have occurred due to a belief that uttering the
original name could summon the bear, potentially indicating a taboo surrounding the animal's name
across these language groups. For instance, the Yakuts have safeguarded over 150 documented names
for the bear, including karaoglan, kasoaglan, dagaki, Kara Ikhtiyar, and Biyuk - abam ormanin sahibi.
Meanwhile, three of its descriptive terms are also present in the Kyrgyz language: kara kiyik, sasyk
00z, and otogo, while its authentic name is ayu (bear) [3].

In Turk language Kyrgyz ethnonyms Sarybagysh, Karabagysh, Adygeans (“mother bear")
are interpreted as related to Enesai. The word Adyghe in the Altai and Tuvan languages is translated
as "mother bear", "a tribe descended from mother bear".

The semantic unit 'wolf' across various Indo-European languages, tracing its origins to the
Balto-Slavic *wilkos and Proto-Indo-European ulkw-o-s roots. Cognates include words like Polish
"wilk," Russian "Bosik" (volk), and Greek "Avxoc" (1ykos), as well as Old High German "wolf" and
Old English "wulf." The variation in sound between English "wolf" and Polish "wilk™ is explained,
and it's suggested that the Latin word "lupus” (‘wolf') may have shifted from an earlier term for ‘fox,’
possibly due to a tabooistic replacement. The original meaning of the word is debated, with
hypotheses suggesting it could mean 'the dangerous one' or 'the one who tears, lacerates.'

The concept of 'wolf' is represented across various lexemes in the Indo-European language
family. Derived from Balto-Slavic [BSI1] *wilkds, tracing back to PIE *ulkw-0-s , it shares cognates
such as PSI *velks (vilki) 'wolf', Polish wilk 'wolf', Russian Bonk (volk) ‘wolf', OCS visks (vliku)
‘wolf', Czech vik 'wolf', and Greek Adkog (Iykos) 'wolf'. In Old High German as wolf 'wolf', and Old
English as wulf ‘wolf', the term originates from Proto-Germanic *wulfaz. The phonetic differences
observed in English 'wolf' and Polish 'wilk' are clarified by Rychto (2014a). Regarding the earlier
derivation of Latin lupus 'wolf', de Vaan (2008: 353) suggests a semantic shift from volpes 'fox' to
lupus 'wolf', possibly due to a tabooistic substitution of an earlier, unrecorded word for ‘wolf".
Concerning the original meaning, various hypotheses exist, with two prominent ones indicating 'the
dangerous one' or 'the one who tears, lacerates' [5].

The rituals surrounding the wolf within Kyrgyz culture undoubtedly reflect traces of
totemism. Items like wolf teeth, claws, and tendons are often regarded as protective amulets against
diseases and accidents. Such religious practices were widespread among the Turkic-Mongol peoples
of the Sayano-Altai region, including Altaians, Khakas, Tuvinians, Tofalars, Mongols, Buryats, and
Yakuts. A.M. Volkov, in various euphemistic references such as "machete,” "gurt” or “caterpillar,”
"red pupil," and "white black," links these practices to the tradition of taboo. In relation to the wolf,
the Kyrgyz use various terms: iti kush (dog bird), kok jal, kok serek, kok dangyt (blue mane, blue
serek, blue dangyt), ooluma, kashaba, ton chunak (noisy tail, dusty nail, great), kudaydun iti,
tashkapky, karyshkyr, aty jaman (God's dog, thin, stone, evil) .

The snake holds significant importance among reptiles. In ancient times, snakeskin was
associated with misfortune for our people. Conversely, it was believed that encountering a snake
could bring wealth. Across many cultures worldwide, the snake is revered as a symbol of immortality,
attributed to its shedding and renewing skin. Among ancient peoples, it held the status of a totemic
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animal, worshipped as sacred, with its name spoken indirectly out of reverence. Additionally, among
the peoples of Eurasia, various taboos and descriptive terms surround the snake. Abkhazians refer to
the snake as Amat-apaza (reptile in Kyrgyz), while in Russian culture, it is called piktoja (Russian
evil) or merqoji (Russian motley). Interestingly, in Indo-European languages, the term "meye,"
meaning "brain," was historically described as “creeping, green, naked." For instance, the Kyrgyz
people have various names for the snake, including aziz (meaning honor, respect), chylgyi kayish,
tokoch, tuymo (roan belt, bunch, button), uzun kurt, kara mar, and tuymo bash (long worm, black
Mar, button).

The text discusses the semantic construction of the term 'pig’, revealing its derivation from
the elements 'something’, 'kind', and 'bad'. It illustrates how "bui" symbolizes individuals, evoking
either positive or negative feelings when uttered. The syntactic pattern observed is "X says something
because he feels something', where the felt emotion can vary. This pattern ultimately leads to the
meaning 'X says Y is like kind of Z'. An example showcasing the use of this taboo name is provided.

The term "dog" serves as a semantic primitive, deriving from substantive elements that signify
'something’, 'kind’, and 'bad'. In this context, ‘dog’ is employed to symbolize individuals, and uttering
this taboo name triggers either positive or negative feelings. The syntactic pattern observed is 'X says
something because he feels something’, where the felt emotion can vary. This pattern ultimately leads
to the meaning "X says Y like kind of Z'. An example illustrating this usage is provided.

Furthermore, the text conducts a paraphrasing exercise to unveil the semantic meaning
embedded in the term "dog". It presents a scenario where X expresses a sentiment triggered by their
perception of Y's morally objectionable actions, leading to negative feelings towards Y and the
perception of Y as akin to the concept of Z. Consequently, Y experiences negative feelings in response
to X's statement. This exploration sheds light on the intricate dynamics of taboo language and its
influence on interpersonal communication.

Additionally, the text conducts a paraphrasing exercise to elucidate the semantic meaning
encapsulated in "bui" or 'pig". It presents a scenario where X expresses a sentiment triggered by their
perception of Y's morally objectionable actions, leading to negative feelings towards Y and the
perception of Y as akin to the concept of Z. Consequently, Y experiences negative feelings in response
to X's statement. This exploration sheds light on the intricate dynamics of taboo language and its
impact on interpersonal communication.

The word 'cow' embodies a semantic primitive, derived from the substantive element
'something'. In this context, cow symbolizes individuals, and the utterance of this taboo name elicits
feelings within the speaker. The syntactic pattern observed is 'X says something because he feels
something', where the felt emotion can be either positive or negative. This pattern leads to the
meaning 'X says Y like Z'. An example illustrating this usage is provided .

Furthermore, the text conducts a paraphrasing exercise to elucidate the semantic meaning
embedded in the term " 'cow’. It presents a scenario where X expresses a sentiment triggered by their
perception of Y's morally objectionable actions, leading to negative feelings towards Y.
Consequently, Y experiences negative emotions in response to X's statement. This exploration
highlights the intricate dynamics of taboo language and its role in shaping interpersonal
communication dynamics.

Results. The analysis of zoonyms in taboo discourse within the context of intercultural
communication reveals several key findings and implications. Firstly, zoonyms serve as potent
linguistic markers of cultural norms, values, and taboos within diverse societies. Through the use of
animal names, individuals convey implicit meanings and societal expectations, shaping perceptions
and behaviors within intercultural interactions.
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The reasons behind the use of animal taboo names are divided into two categories. Firstly, it
IS not permitted to mention the animal names intended as swearing, such as referring to another person
as the bear, deer, as shown in (a). Secondly, the prohibition involves certain animals due to fear,
respect, and the sacredness associated with their existence, as shown in (b):

Notably, not all animals are considered taboo; only specific names are deemed forbidden, as classified
in Table 1.

Categorization Animals name
Taboo of swearing Pig, dog, cow

Taboo of fear Bear, wolf, snake

In various linguistic and cultural contexts, certain animals are associated with taboo names
that are often intertwined with swearing or evoke negative connotations. Among these animals are
commonly recognized ones like 'pig’, 'dog’, and 'snake'. Additionally, there are animals whose names
are considered taboo due to cultural beliefs or fears, making their mention forbidden in some
linguistic cultures. These include creatures such as the 'bear’, ‘wolf', and 'snake.

Conclusion

This paper provides an insightful exploration into the crucial role of zoonyms in taboo
discourse within the intricate landscape of intercultural communication. Through a comprehensive
investigation incorporating ethnographic studies, linguistic analyses, and cross-cultural case studies,
several key insights have emerged. Zoonyms act as potent linguistic markers that reflect cultural
norms, values, and taboos across diverse societies, influencing perceptions and behaviors in
intercultural interactions. The study underscores the dynamic and context-dependent nature of
zoonymic taboos, emphasizing the importance of cultural sensitivity to navigate intercultural
communication effectively. Additionally, zoonyms play a pivotal role in reinforcing social
hierarchies and power dynamics, highlighting the necessity for cultural awareness and sensitivity.
Overall, this research underscores the significance of zoonyms in shaping taboo discourse and
intercultural communication dynamics, promoting greater mutual understanding and harmonious
relationships. Further research in this domain can delve into additional dimensions of zoonymic
taboos, enriching our understanding of the intricate interplay between language, culture, and taboo
across diverse cultural contexts.
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