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Evaluative Thesaurus as Instrument in
Coding Values of the English
Linguocultural Community

Olga Byessonova

Introductory notes. Basic terminology

Evaluative thesaurus is an important part of any language vocabulary,
which contains systemic information about concrete and abstract
notions that language speakers consider valuable. Evaluative thesaurus
incorporates semantic information, connected with the category of
evaluation. Evaluative thesaurus constitutes part of the language
model of the world and coincides with the corresponding sector of the
conceptual model of the world, called the values model of the world
(Byessonova, 2012, p. 5-6). The values model of the world is arranged
through the system of cultural universals, i.e., a set of interconnected
universal notions, which can be encoded by language means. As a
result, a detailed list of concepts is suggested in the present paper,
which makes a basis for the description of the values system of the
English linguocultural community and the way it is expressed in the
language vocabulary.

The approach pursued in the present research enables us to focus
on how human mentality can be reflected in the language. It also
addresses the dependence of the English-speaking community values
system perception upon the communicants’ gender. The language
model of the world, with a word being its basic unit, is an essential
constituent of the national linguoculture. The language model is
identified with the language system, its units, and their interrelations.
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The language units encode the values system of a cultural community
in general and individual language speakers in particular.

Value is a positive or negative significance of the objects of the
surrounding world for the speaking community. This significance is
determined not by the objects’ properties as such, but by their role in
the life of an individual language speaker and in the life of the speaking
community in general. As a category of logic, value correlates to the
linguistic category of evaluation. Evaluation is defined as a speaker’s
objective or subjective attitude to a certain object, which is explicitly
or implicitly expressed by language means (Kunin/Kyuun, 1980,
1996). As a semantic category, evaluation is based on the logical
notion of “value.” This correlation is interpreted by the following
proposition “A (subject of evaluation) considers that B (object of
evaluation) is good/bad” (VoI'f /Bonbsd, 2002).

Evaluative meaning is understood as information about the
speaker’s attitude to a certain property of an object in terms of the
opposition “good/bad”. Evaluation can be part of both a word
denotative and connotative meaning. Connotation is a
macrocomponent of a word meaning, which incorporates the
emotional and evaluative attitude of a speaker to the subject of
nomination. I. Arnold singles out four types of connotation: stylistic,
evaluative, emotional, and expressive (Arnol'd/Apuonba, 1986).
Connotation can be treated as a specific superstructure over the logical
content, which combines evaluative, expressive, emotive, and stylistic
functions.

Evaluation has a complex structure. It can be represented in the
form of a frame with the following slots: 1) subject of evaluation, 2)
object of evaluation, 3) character of evaluation (positive/negative), 4)
basis of evaluation (explicit or implicit), 5) aspect of evaluation (place,
type of evaluation, evaluative stereotypes), 6) content of evaluative
procedure (action of evaluation), 7) result of evaluation.
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Dictionary evaluation is built up by the slots subject of evaluation,
object of evaluation, character of evaluation, basis of evaluation. For
example, the dictionary meaning of the adjective humane is definitely
positive: showing human kindness and the qualities of a civilized
person. In this case, the evaluative connotation is part of the
denotational component of word meaning and is elicited through the
evaluative words kindness, civilized.

The rest of the slots, i.e., aspect of evaluation (place, type of
evaluation, evaluative stereotypes), content of evaluative procedure
(action of evaluation), result of evaluation are relevant in the
evaluative utterance. For instance, in the evaluative utterance, “I hate
her!” she cried desperately. Red-headed thing! Calling me ‘darling’
and ‘honey,” and sending me handkerchiefs for C-Christmas — and
then sneaking off behind closed doors and k-kissing my h-husband”
(K. Brush, p. 88-89) the adjectives darling and honey, which have a
positive dictionary meaning, are negative in the context mentioned
above. It is the case when the character of evaluation changes in the
context, here from positive to negative. In the example that follows,
the neutral in terms of evaluation word property acquires a negative
shade of meaning: ‘Mr Crich can’t see you. He can’t see you at this
hour. Do you think he is your property, that you can come whenever
you like?’ (D. H. Lawrence, Women in Love, p. 288-289).

The fundamental principle of evaluation is the opposition “good” /

“bad.” This opposition is the basis for all types of evaluation and a
prototypical axiological scale. Other indications of the “good” / “bad”
opposition can be “true” / “false,” “important” / “unimportant”,
“beautiful” / “ugly”. Some linguists also include here the oppositions
“up” / “down,” “forward” / “backward,” “active” / “passive,” “here” /
“there,” interpreting them as options of the opposition “good” / “bad”
(Lakoff, Johnson 1980). As any opposition transforms into the “good”
/ “bad” opposition, the concepts GOOD and BAD can be considered

metaphoric ones.
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The axiological scale can be modeled in different ways
(Byessonova, 2012). According to one of the patterns, it has three
zones on it: positive, negative, and zero. The speaker’s attitude and his
or her evaluative qualification vary from mere ascertaining the
existence of properties in the object to the positive or negative attitude
to them. Thus, “zero” or “neutral” evaluation expresses the speaker’s
indifferent attitude to the properties of the referent. “Zero evaluation”
is @ semantic component of words, which express the norm of a certain
quality or property and make the background against which positive
or negative evaluative deviations are perceived.

On another type of the axiological scale, the evaluation norm
coincides with its positive edge (Arutyunova/ApytioHoBa, 1999; Vol'f/
Bomed, 2002; Bolinger, 1972). In this way, the norm acquires an
axiological function, being perceived as something positive.

There is also an axiological scale, which includes seven elements:
“very good” — “rather good” — “good” — “average” — “bad” — “rather
bad” — “very bad” (Markelova/Mapxkenogsa, 1996). The sectors “good”
— “bad” can be treated in a very abstract way, as they replace more
specific axiological attributes. So GOOD and BAD seem to be general
evaluative concepts with high metaphoric potential.

The positive and the negative zones seem to be asymmetrical in a
natural language because “good” cannot always be opposed to “bad.”
The pragmatic aspect of evaluation does not admit the “+” / “-”
symmetry. The language material proves that positive evaluation is
more regularly focused on the speaker’s attitude to a certain event
(success), while negative evaluation specifies object properties and
actions (coward). The analysis shows that in the language system,
negative connotative fields seem to be more powerful than the fields
with a positive connotation. For example, in English negative nouns
denoting a person make 76% of the general number of nouns denoting
a person (Byessonova/becconona, 2010). According to N. Arutyunova
(Arutyunova/Apytionosa, 1999), positive evaluation is treated as the
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primary and the basic one in language vocabulary, as negative senses
are derived from the positive ones (comfortable — uncomfortable,
pleasant — unpleasant, pleasure — displeasure, happiness -
unhappiness). Vocabulary enrichment with positive evaluations,
correlating with the norm, shows the pragmatic factor influence on the
vocabulary. Concentrating on positive evaluations, a speaker tries to
eliminate or soften unpleasant themes. In psycholinguistics, the
emphasis on the positive edge of the axiological scale is called the
“Polliana” principle (Osgood, 1980). Positive evaluation signals the
object’s advantages and their prevalence. Negative evaluation
indicates the object’s limitations and lack of advantages to compensate
for it. The asymmetrical type of the axiological scale, where the norm
is associated with the scale, a positive edge is considered to be
universal and the most consistent. In this way, the positive norm is
idealized.

The basic character of “good” and the derived nature of “bad” can
be explained within the framework of the theory of natural
morphology  (Dressler/Jipeccnep, 1986; Mayerthaler, 1988).
According to this theory, semantic (or conceptual) markedness
coincides with the notion of derived markedness, i.e., category
encoding is deeply rooted in people’s perception of the surrounding
world. The natural, basic things are coded in a more transparent way;
thus, basic (or semantically simpler) categories are characterized by
unmarked coding (Mayerthaler, 1988). In the English evaluative
thesaurus, the notions ‘“semantically simple/complex” and
“semantically basic/derived” do not coincide, ie., “bad” is
semantically simple, and “good” is semantically basic. As an
anthropocentric category, evaluation depends on the system of norms
and principles of a language community and is inseparable from the
national specifics of the perception of the world by language speakers.
Evaluation is characterized by a number of criteria, which are reflected
in the national culture and which gain particular value importance,
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expressed in the evaluative thesaurus. Thus, the evaluative thesaurus
functions as an instrument of coding the values system of a
linguocultural community.

Research methodology
The description of the evaluative thesaurus as an instrument of coding
the linguocultural community values is based on the cognitive
approach to the treatment of mental structures and language
phenomena corresponding to them. The recognition of the fact that
language data helps to reconstruct mental structures enables to
establish the interaction between semantic and cognitive processes
with the priority of the latter. Semantic processes are identified as the
processes of verbalization, which express sign-referent relations.
Cognitive processes occur in the human brain when visualizing and
conceptualizing the processes and events of the surrounding reality.
As a result, conceptual structures are built up bearing certain
knowledge, which occasionally goes beyond the limits of pure
semantics. Knowledge embodied by conceptual structures is broader
than meaning. The cognitive approach to word semantics assumes that
word meaning is constituted not only by the features necessary and
sufficient to identify the denotatum but by the sum total of knowledge
about the denotatum irrelative of the degree to which this knowledge
is expressed in the language. These meanings incorporate the extra-
linguistic experience of a language community, the sum total of intra-
and extra-linguistic information within a word. In such a way, the
lexical meaning is connected to its conceptual basis, which enables, to
a certain degree, to reconstruct the concept by its language expression.
The analysis of publications in the field of cognitive linguistics
reveals a strong theoretical and methodological basis, where there
coexist  various approaches (Karasik/Kapacuk, Krasavskii
/Kpacasckuii, Slyshkin/Caeimxua 2009; Kognitivnaya lingvistika
/Koruutusnas nuarsuctuka 2011; Kubryakova/KyopsikoBa 2001;
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Levitskii/Jlesunxmit  2016; Lingvokontseptologiya: perspektivnye
napravleniya/JIMHrBOKOHIIENTONIOTHsI: TIEPCIICKTUBHBIC HANpaBiIeHus/
2013; Kolesov/Konecos, Pimenova/llumenosa 2011; Potapenko/
IMoranenko, 2009; Prikhod’ko/TIpuxoxeko, 2008; Sternin/Crepuuw,
2016; Croft, Cruse, 2004; Fauconnier, 1994; Fillmore, 1985; Geeraerts
2006; Historical Cognitive Linguistics 2010; Lakoff 1990; Langacker
1987, 1991; Taylor 2006). According to V. Maslova, “the method of
cognitive science is, first and foremost, an attempt to combine the data
from various fields, harmonize these data and find the sense of
semantic continuity” (Maslova/Macnosa, 2004, p. 44).

Cogpnitive linguistics employs a wide range of research procedures
with different present-day linguistic theories being a ground for an
adequate and manifold conceptual analysis (Kognitivhye
issledovaniya yazyka/KoruutuBHble ucciemoBanus s3bika, 2011,
Protseduri kontseptual'nogo analizu v riznostrukturnikh movakh/
[Ipouieaypy KOHIENTYaIbHOTO aHANi3y B Pi3HOCTPYKTYPHHUX MOBAX,
2012). Linguistic conceptology is one of the branches of cognitive
linguistics with its own terminology and principles of language
research, which employs various methods including propositional
approach, categorization theory, conceptual analysis, frame modeling,
conceptual metaphor approach, “mental spaces” theory, cognitive
mapping, etc. One fact remains indisputable, namely, that the choice
of a method depends on the research objectives.

Conceptualization and categorization

One of the cognitive science objectives is the identification of
mechanisms of thinking and categorization structure. Cognitive
linguistics deals with the correlation between language and mentality
in general, and the interpretation of mechanisms related to transmitting
concepts with language means in particular. In other words, cognitive
linguistics focuses on the processes of categorization and
verbalization, which presuppose the linguistic representation of
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concepts through certain meanings, grammatical forms, syntactical
structures. Conceptualization and categorization are classificatory
processes that differ in their aims and results. Conceptualization is
aimed at identifying the minimal content units of human experience
and knowledge structures, whereas categorization has a purpose of
uniting the units of the kind or identical ones into bigger categories
(Kratkii  slovar' kognitivnykh terminov/ Kpartkuit crioBapb
KOTHUTHBHBIX TepmuHoB, 1997, p. 93). E. Selivanova defines the
connection between conceptualization and categorization in the
following way: “The former is directed at organizing ideal
interconnected structures in the mind, the latter is supposed to integrate
these structures into the hierarchy of classes according to the principle
‘from concrete to general’ as well as the principle of family
resemblance within the categorial network” (Selivanova/CeniBanoBa,
2010, p. 299-300).

A number of convergences and divergences characterize the
conceptualization of the world in various linguocultural communities.
Despite a certain degree of limitation in intercultural communication,
the isomorphic variety of semantic elements is a basis found in all
languages. However, the mere existence of lexicalized universals does
not mean absolute equivalence in language use, because the semantic
systems of different languages are unique and reflect the
corresponding cultures.

It is also worth mentioning that there has long been a need for a
systemic description of concepts as mental structures reflected in the
language, as well as a sufficient description of such parts of the
conceptual model of the world as the one associated with the values
system of a cultural community. As part of the conceptual model of
the world, the system of values is verbalized in the language evaluative
thesaurus. The research of its hierarchical character is suggested in
(Byessonova/becconosa, 2003). The paper in question offers
theoretical premises of the language evaluative thesaurus analysis,
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with thesaurus being viewed as a hierarchical model. The key
assumption is that a natural language serves as an instrument for the
reality cognition and as an embodiment of world perception by a
human. Thus, the functions of the language are nominating objects of
the world, building up and transmitting notions and thoughts. It is only
fair that the evaluative thesaurus is considered to be a complex means
of verbalizing the universal values. Going in line with the suggested
hypothesis and grounding on the corpus of the English evaluative
lexical units as well as on the linguistic experiment results, the values
hierarchy of the English speaking community has been developed,
with the principal features of the English evaluative thesaurus being
highlighted.

Ideographic approach to the description of vocabulary systemic
organization

Language mentality is reflected by means of systemic organization
principles, first, at the lexical level. The systemic nature of lexis, with
various types of semantic fields of a hierarchical type in particular,
synonymic, antonymic, homonymic, and other types of microsystems
are looked upon in (Trier 1973, Ufimtseva/Ydumimesa, 2010,
Karaulov/Kapaynos, 2000, Apresyan/Ampecsn, 2009, Uberman
2006), as well as in lexicographic works (thesauruses, ideographic
dictionaries, dictionaries of synonyms, antonyms, homonyms, etc.).
One of the examples of a new approach to the language lexical system
research is “The Russian semantic dictionary” edited by N. Shvedova
(Russkii semanticheskii slovar'/Pycckuii ceMaHTHYECKH# CIOBaph,
1998). Kiihn (1979) sheds some light on an interesting effort of
applying a complex system of semantic parameters when analyzing
the German vocabulary. The author strives for creating a
communication-aimed paradigmatic dictionary of the basic German
vocabulary combining the onomasiological, and the semasiological
approaches.
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The English evaluative thesaurus is a constituent part of the
language vocabulary and contains systematic information about the
concrete and abstract notions possessing a value significance for a
language user. According to (Karaulov/Kapaymos, 1981), a thesaurus
is looked upon from two perspectives, i.e., as a dictionary and as a
worldview. Y. Karaulov admits that the view-of-the-world thesaurus
is constantly changing, although it can be recorded as a dictionary-
thesaurus. The thesaurus of different language speakers and the
thesaurus of the same language speaker but fixed at different moments
will not coincide. Despite this, there is a possibility of finding a core,
or invariant, common for different individual thesauruses that makes
understanding possible.

Thus, a semantic description has to be formulated by means of
universal concepts being the core of a vocabulary. By “the basic
lexical core”, M. Swadesh means the following vocabulary units: 1)
the ones with universal or almost universal meanings in the sense that
in all (or almost all) languages, they are expressed by simple language
forms (i.e., words or morphemes); 2) the ones with a high-frequency
value in everyday communication (not in the scientific style or any
other specialized style); and 3) the ones, which in all languages show
the greatest resistance before historical changes or borrowing
(Swadesh, 1955). “The basic lexical core” is formed under the
influence of cognitive and communicative factors.

The compilation of the basic lexical core list and the limits of the
evaluative thesaurus enables to create the necessary ground for further
analysis of this communicatively important layer of the language
vocabulary, including the comparative aspect. It is important to
mention a discovery made by M. Swadesh, consisting in the fact that
the main part of the vocabulary (the basic lexical core) in all languages
changes and updates at a constant rate (Swadesh, 1955, p. 300). This
means that singling out and describing the basic concepts of the
evaluative thesaurus enables us to reveal and compare the universal

268



and divergent features in the values system of different language
communities.

Language material and analysis procedure

The problem of limiting the corpus under analysis is one of the
research challenges. The suggested method of distinguishing lexical
units as parts of the English evaluative thesaurus consists of several
stages. The first stage involved identifying the preliminary set of basic
evaluative concepts, which constitute the English evaluative
thesaurus. The basic vocabulary corpus included evaluative nouns,
adjectives, verbs, adverbs selected by means of continuous sampling
from the ideographic dictionary Longman Lexicon of Contemporary
English by McArthur (LLCE). The basic sampling was supplemented
from Roget’s II Electronic Thesaurus (RET). In the second stage, a
method of componential analysis was applied in order to study
dictionary meanings of the selected units. The analysis addressed those
dictionary entries, in which the meanings of evaluative concepts’
components were indicated. For this matter, a number of authoritative
dictionaries of the English language were explored. The empirical
material was also supplemented by contexts from fictional and
publicist texts, namely by various by content male and female
evaluative utterances.

The basic empirical corpus numbers 5000 evaluative lexical units,
which makes 14% from the total body of the dictionary (LLCE). The
extension of the evaluative thesaurus from other dictionaries resulted
in 2600 more evaluative units. On the ground of the quantitative
analysis, it should be admitted that the core evaluative vocabulary (2/3
of the empirical corpus), i.e., which is a constituent part of the basic
dictionaries, appears to be richer in evaluative connotations than the
peripheral vocabulary (1/3 of the empirical corpus). We should point
out that the share of stylistically marked substandard units in the
empirical corpus is limited. The inclusion of the stylistically marked
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substandard evaluative units would have enlarged the evaluative
thesaurus. However, such words are typical of specialized dictionaries
(e.g., of colloguial English, of slang). The ideographic dictionaries
register stylistically marked evaluative words characterized by a high-
frequency value.

The conceptual analysis involves the use of a range of methods,
namely: “the semantic analysis of the words denoting names of
concepts; etymological analysis of these words; the semantic analysis
of the figurative, associative meanings embodied in concepts;
interpretational semantic analysis of the contexts, in which the words
and word-combinations denoting and verbalizing concepts are used,;
interpretational cultural analysis of associations related to a certain
concept; interpretational analysis of evaluative utterances (maxims,
proverbs, sayings) related to certain concepts; analysis of informants’
verbal reactions in associative experiments” (Karasik/Kapacuk, 2005,
p. 33).

The present research objectives determined the employment of the
semantic analysis of concept names to define the semantic volume of
units, verbalizing them along with the etymological features of these
units, as well as using the interpretational linguocultural analysis of
the denotational, notional, and figurative components of evaluative
concepts to detect culture-marked conceptual traits and evaluative
dominants of the language community. In the course of the conceptual
analysis, the concept meaning was presented as a frame structure. The
cognitive mechanisms of evaluative semantics, as well as functional
peculiarities of evaluative lexical units, have been identified.

Results and discussion

The analysis of the language material revealed that it is a human or a
person who is the core and the key notion of any classification. This
centrality of a human in classifications is always factual. Linguists
engaged in the process of ideographic dictionaries compilation stress
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its importance. The semantic volume and differentiation of this notion
may vary in different languages and are accounted for by the speakers’
national peculiarities and the social structure of the society. There are
numerous lists of notions, constituting the thesaurus of the national
community language and culture (Stepanov/Crenanos, 1997).

In the cause of the analysis, a conclusion is made that the evaluative
thesaurus is constituted by axiological and parametrical concepts
distinguished by the importance of the subject and the object, in other
words, by the pragmatic relevance of the object expressed through the
value and measure forms. The basis of axiological evaluation is the
pragmatic importance in the form of value. The basis of parametrical
evaluation is parametrical features of events and objects, namely,
scale, size, intensity, force, quantity, quality, and other parameters,
acquiring the speakers’ social and normative evaluation.

It is worth mentioning that from the perspective of concept
typology (Vorkachev/Bopkaues, 2003, 2005, Karasik/Kapacuk,
2005), non-parametrical concepts appear to be of special interest (in
contrast to such parametrical concepts as space, time, quantity, and
quality). The heterogeneity of non-parametrical concepts is caused by
the possibility to classify them into regulatory and non-regulatory
(syncretic mental entities of different nature, like voyage, gift, and
health). “Regulatory concepts express the evaluative code of a certain
linguoculture” (Karasik/Kapacuk, 2005, p. 31). In their turn,
“regulatory concepts” are not homogeneous, which means that it is
possible to single out teleonomic concepts among them. Teleonomic
concepts are defined as verbalized data connected with the spiritual
culture universals and which are of crucial importance for a person”
(Vorkachev/Bopkaues, 2003, p. 4). It is the regulatory concepts that
are of particular interest in distinguishing peculiarities of a speaking
community mentality.

The English evaluative thesaurus can be presented as a network
model, in which concepts are grouped into semantic clusters
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associated with basic evaluative concepts. The semantics of basic
concepts is analyzed in terms of part-of-speech characteristics of the
evaluative lexical units verbalizing them. The basic concepts are fixed
in the cognition, reflect various spheres of human activity, and
facilitate mental processes. These concepts supply us with an
experimental context, in which the perceived ideas can be adapted and
understood. The cognitive role of the English evaluative thesaurus
elements lies in modeling the lexical units’ semantic meaning through
corresponding propositions. This important role manifests itself in
systemic speech realizations and in the language analogy.

The construction of the list of the evaluative thesaurus main lexical
core, as well as the evaluative thesaurus limits, is a prerequisite
enabling further analysis of the development of this communicatively
important vocabulary layer, including the gender aspect perspective.
The detection and description of the evaluative thesaurus components
(i.e., its basic concepts) contribute to exposing the convergent and
divergent features of the evaluative worldview of male and female
speakers.

The basic evaluative thesaurus in English numbers at least 7620
lexical units arranged into 91 groups. 7592 words form 90 groups
verbalizing separate concepts. One group is represented by evaluative
lexical units, which remained outside the classification as their
semantics does not correspond to any suggested criterion, or the
number of potential groups does not meet the minimal quantitative
requirement.

As a systemic network model, the evaluative thesaurus most
adequately reflects the hierarchy of the speaking community values.
11 clusters of the network model are made up by groups of concepts,
among them are general concepts, concepts of emotions, social
concepts, biological concepts, concepts of moral qualities, traits of
character of a person, concepts of state, concepts of action, concepts
of relations, parametrical concepts, concepts of perception, gender
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concepts. There are at least 28 core concepts (e.g., LOVE,
ADMIRATION, RIGHT, WRONG, EVIL (general evaluation), GOOD
(general evaluation), LAW, ORDER, POWER, APPEARANCE, LIE,
TREACHERY, HONESTY, LOYALTY, COMMUNICATING, DEATH,
WAR, STRENGTH, EASY, etc.). The concepts with a more concrete
integral seme are verbalized by a lower number of evaluative words,
which means that the concept nominative density is related to the type
of the integral seme.

The evaluative thesaurus network model can be presented as a four-
level hierarchy of values. The concept’s hierarchical arrangement is a
complicated process due to the absence of clear limits of the network
model clusters, as well as due to the fact that hierarchization is only
possible in the core part of the thesaurus. Four axiological levels of the
values hierarchy are singled out, namely: sensory values, related to the
sensory experience (DESIRE, FEAR, UNEASINESS, ANXIETY,
CONCERN, GRIEF, SORROW, SADNESS, DANGER, THREAT,
LUCK, DESPAIR, DISAPPOINTMENT); vital or life values,
connected with physiological and psychological activities, states,
relations that are axiological important for a person (FRIENDSHIP —
ENMITY, LIFE — DEATH, FREEDOM — SLAVERY, PEACE — WAR,
HEALTH — ILLNESS); spiritual values, related to moral and ethical
norms (KINDNESS — UNKINDNESS, HONESTY, LOYALTY - LIE,
TREACHERY, COURAGE, BRAVERY — COWARDICE); as well as
the absolute values, which are connected with faith in a broad sense
(FAITH, BELIEF). General evaluative concepts GOOD — EVIL are
concepts of the highest abstraction degree, consequently traced at all
levels of the axiological hierarchy. Thus, the scale with the “good” and
“bad” zones is prototypical in the lexical units’ analysis.

The analysis revealed that the evaluation conceptual core is made
up of frequently used words in their direct meaning that are close to
the cognitive prototype. As a rule, the concept’s core words are coded
in a simpler way, which means that they mainly are structurally non-
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derivative units of an optimal length, denoting the simplest and natural
ideas from the extra-linguistic point of view. These observations serve
as an evidence of the natural morphology mechanisms in action
(Mayerthaler, 1988) when speaking of the semantic peculiarities of the
English evaluative thesaurus. Thus, the English evaluative thesaurus
is a system with a hierarchical structure, based on the
nucleus/periphery principle and incorporating conceptual universals.
The thesaurus iconicity means not a semantic (i.e., the subject-object
connection) but a pragmatic relation (i.e., the connection between
designation, an object, and a speaker).

Within the framework of the research, a linguistic experiment was
carried out in the course of which 100 English speakers were
interviewed. The participants of the associative experiment were
encouraged to arrange their verbal reactions to the given stimuli in
order of importance, beginning with the most significant ones. The
respondents’ reactions to the given stimuli made up a basis for the
description of the basic concepts in the English evaluative thesaurus
and the peculiarities of the evaluation expression in the communicative
behavior of male and female English speakers. The experiment data
enabled to identify the hierarchy of values in the English language
model of the world (Byessonova, 2012).

The experiment data cast light upon the fact that language means
used by men and women to verbalize the core concepts of the English
evaluative thesaurus appear to be different. According to the responses
of the people interviewed, the language means used by the men, in
contrast to the ones used by the women, seem to be less diverse. The
quantitative analysis results of the peculiarities of the language means
employed by both genders to express their ideas about the evaluative
concepts are presented in table 1.
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Pattern Women’s | Men’s Example

reactions reactions
(%) (%)

N 54 59 injustice, stress,
ignorance, confrontation,
chaos

Adj 34 29 successful, organized,
honest, responsible,
popular

Adj+ N 4 25 nice person, old age,
uncontrollable fear

Adj+Ad] |2 - strict and harsh, immoral
and dishonest

N+N 1 3 responsibility control,
intelligence respect

N + prep + | 3 2 mind over matter,

N regulation of chaos,
commitment to friends,
search for wisdom

Nis 0.5 - The best love is
unconditional;

Right is something a
person perceives as
correct

V+N 0.5 0.5 to lack will, to respect
integrity

Others 1 4 no challenge, others’
favorable perception,
feeling helplessness

Total 100 100

Table 1. Quantitative analysis of the language means used by men and
women to express evaluative concepts
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The language material analysis indicates that, on the whole, both
men and women employ identical means expressing their ideas
concerning the English evaluative thesaurus. However, the results of
the conducted quantitative analysis prove that males’ communicative
behavior, compared to that of females’, is characterized by more
frequent use of nouns (table 1) and N+N structures when defining
evaluative concepts. The structure N+N was seldom or never used by
women in their responses to the stumuli. As compared to men’s
speech, women’s communication is similarly characterized by
frequent use of nouns, though to a lesser degree. A larger part of
women’s speech belongs to adjectives (table 1). There is a trend in
women’s speech to use the patterns Adj+N, N+prep+N more
frequently than men do (see examples in Table 1). The patterns
Adj+Adj and N is ..., that are traced in women’s speech, were not used
by men.

The comparative analysis of the peculiarities of the evaluative
concepts’ verbalization in men’s and women’s speech enabled to
distinguish the language units that function as the keywords of the
concepts, i.e., the units coinciding in males’ and females’ speech and
used by more than 50 % of the respondents. The results of the
experiment made it possible to make the following list of the core
concepts’ keywords in the English evaluative thesaurus (the keywords
are italicized):

LOVE (like, fondness, happiness),

ADMIRATION (respect),

GRIEF, SORROW, SADNESS (depression, hurt),
UNEASINESS, ANXIETY, CONCERN (worry, nervous),
INTEREST, CURIOSITY (excitement),

RIGHT (correct, exact),

WRONG (incorrect),

EVIL (general evaluation) (bad),

GOOD (general evaluation) (right),
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FAITH, BELIEF (hope, spiritual),
LAW, ORDER (justice),

POWER (strength, authority),

SOCIAL STATUS (popularity),
APPEARANCE (beautiful, ugly),
ILLNESS (sick, disease),

CLEANNESS (order, tidy),

LIE, TREACHERY (deceit, dishonesty),
HONESTY, LOYALTY (trust, friend),
FOOLISHNESS (stupid, idiotic),
SEVERENESS (harsh, strict),
KNOWLEDGE (wisdom, intelligence),
COMMUNICATING (understanding),
DEATH (sadness, loss),

WAR (death, fighting),

SIZE, AMOUNT (large, small, nothing),
WEAKNESS (not strong),

STRENGTH (power, force),

EASY (simple).

The observations testify to the fact that the value views of the males
and females speaking the same language only partially coincide and
appear to be individual for various respondents. As illustrated by the
analysis results, the difference in the conceptual vision of the values is
gender-dependent. This distinction is not related to biological
peculiarities but is reasoned by the historical idea of the males’ and
females’ roles and stereotypes deeply rooted in the mentality of the
society, as well as by the cultural peculiarities of the society. The
semantic content of the evaluative concepts is individual and depends
on the respondents’ gender, their age, educational background,
occupation, personal interests. The intersection of the concepts
semantic spaces is observed in the concepts’ keywords that are
prototypical objectivators of the semantic structure. As a result, the
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perception of the prototypical part of the English evaluative thesaurus
is common for all the linguocultural community.

The evaluative thesaurus research enables to reveal the cultural
aspects of lexical nomination and aids in reconstructing the
peculiarities of the social and cultural life of the given language
representatives. The study of the cultural coding peculiarities, traced
in the linguistic community’s evaluative worldview, allows
identifying the dominating types of cultural codes. The observations
and results obtained in the process of the empirical analysis offer a
way to limit the evaluative thesaurus corpus and to describe the
semantics of its constituents, which is of crucial practical importance
when teaching a foreign language as well as translation.
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