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as a certain semantic field with its core and periphery. Linguistic, figurative and associative tools that mark the
main components of the image are revealed. The concept of the linguocultural image of the country as a dyna-
mic and diachroic semantic field is clarified. The article includes the description of the core of this field: proper
names, different compounds, dynamics of the entry of certain units, and the role and place of proper names in
the construction of the cognitive space. At last, the paper emphasizes the historical variability of the field in its
configurations and structure.

Keywords: linguocultural image; semantic field; Russian language; national world picture; realias; onomas-
tics; toponyms; anthroponyms

For citation: Shaklein, V. M., Afshar, M. (2022). Linguocultural Image of Iran as a Constantly Changing Cog-
nitive Space in Russian Language World Picture. In Philological Class. Vol. 27. No. 3, pp. 77-86. DOI: 10.51762/1FK-
202.2-27-03-06.

JIUHTBOKYJIBTYPHBIM OBPA3 UPAHA
KAK ITOCTOSIHHO MEHSIOIIIEECS KOTHUTUBHOE IPOCTPAHCTBO
B PYCCKOY 13bIKOBOU KAPTUHE MUPA

IMlaxneun B. M.
Poccuiickuit yHuBepcuTeT APy 651 Hapozos (MockBa, Poccus)
ORCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3576-3828

Admap M.
Poccuiickuit yHuBepcuTeT APy 651 Hapozos (MockBa, Poccus)
ORCID ID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5984-0149

AuHnomayus. BcraThe aHAIU3UPYETCS TUHTBOKYILTYPHBIH 06pa3 UpaHa. OCHOBHAS Lielb UCCIELOBAHUS —
OIpeieNIUTh, KaK1e SI3bIKOBbIe eAUHUIIbI, COAepIKALI[e HAIMOHATBHO-KYIbTYPHYIO CIIeLUGUIHOCTb, OTparKas
pasnuyHble GparMeHThl HAIIMOHATBHON KaPTUHBI MUPA, 00/1aal0T CIIOCOOHOCTBIO BRIPAXKATh TUHIBOKYIBTYD-
HbIF 06pa3 3TOM cTpaHbl. Paboyer rUIIOTE30M UCCAELOBAHUS IIOCLY)KUIIO [IPEATIONOXKeHHe, YTO 3TH HHPOopMa-
THUBHbIE eJUHUIIbI MOIYT GBITH BHIPAXKEHbI KAK B S3BIKE: CJIOBAX, OTAEIbHBIX 3HAYCHUSX, Gppaseosorusmax, ce-
MaHTHYeCKHX KaTerOPHUSX, TAK U B pedn: B opmynax, Metadopax.
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B paboTe KOHKPeTU3HUPOBAHO IIOHATHE «IMHIBOKYIBTYPHBI 06pa3» B OTHOLIEHUH K BepOaIN30BaHHOMY
eAMHUI[AMH 3TUX TeKCToB. O6pa3 CTpaHbl IIPeICTaBIeH Kak OIpefe/leHHast CUCTeMa, KOTOPOH IPHUCYIIu aMbu-
BaJIEHTHbIE XapaKT€PUCTUKU Ha LIeHHOCTHOM M CEMaHTUYeCKOM YPOBHAX. B pesysnbTaTe mpoBeieHHOro uccie-
ZOBAHUS OCYIIECTBIEHO MOAeNpoBaHye obpasa MpaHa, 00yCclI0BIeHHOE 0COOBIM B3ITISOM [IPEACTABUTENS OF-
HOM CTPAHBI U KYJIBTYPHI Ha IPYTYIO CTpaHy U Ky/bTypy. [lokazaHa STHOKY/IBTypHas COCTAaBIIONAs 3TOT0 0bpasa
KaK OIpefie/IeHHOTO CeMaHTUYeCKOTO OIS, COCTOSIIEro U3 szpa U ero nepudepun. BrisBieHb! IMHIBUCTHYE-
CKMe 1 06pasHO-aCCOLMATUBHbIE CPEACTBA, MAPKUPYIOLIe OCHOBHbIE COCTABILLOIINe 06pasa. OnpeneneHsl
[parmMarudeckue 0COGeHHOCTH 3bIKOBBIX CPEACTB CO3JAHMUS IMHIBOKYIBTYPHOIO 06pasa 1 Criocobb! ero TpaHc-
JISIUY B APYTUe TUHTBOKYIBTYPHl. YTOYHEHUIO IOJBEPIIOCh MOHITHE TUHIBOKYIBTYPHOTO 06pasa CTpaH:l,
KOTOpO€ IIPe/ICTaB/IeHO KaK JMHAMUUECKOe, IMaXPOHHMUYECKOe ceMaHTHyecKoe 1oje. ONUChIBaeTCs AP0 3TOTo
II0JIS — UMeHa COOCTBEHHbIE, COCTAB, JUHAMUKA BXOXK/ICHUS TeX WIN UHBIX eAMHHUII, & TAK)Ke POJIb 1 MECTO UMEH
COGCTBEHHBIX B [IOCTPOEHUN KOTHUTHBHOIO IIPOCTPAHCTBA. TaK)Ke pacCMaTPUBAETCS COCTAB Iepudepun mons:
TpyIIa HOMUHAIMH, Cpefi KOTOPHIX OOMBIIMHCTBO OKa3aloCh CIOBAMH, HA3bIBAIOLIMMH JI0flel B COOTBETCTBUU
C UX COL[MANBbHBIMU XapPAKTePUCTUKAMH, JIEKCYECKUe eMHUIIbI, Ha3bIBAIOIIe PeaUU Ky/IbTyphl, 0OpasHbIe
cpezcTBa, GOPMHUPYIOLIIE YCTONYUBbIE ACCOLMATUBHbIE CBSI3H. [Io4epKUBaETCsl HCTOPUYECKas N3MEHYMBOCTD
3TOTO MOJISL KAK B OCHOBHbBIX KOHQUIYPALMSX, TAK U [I0 CTPYKTYPe.
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Introduction

Research in the field of the national world pic-
ture, the identification, and description of cul-
tural concepts made it possible to talk about the
existence of “linguocultural images”. They can be
described as special cognitive entities that are spe-
cific to one national culture or a group of related
cultures. The establishment and characterization
of linguocultural images is possible by comparison
with other cultures. A set of characteristic linguo-
cultural units can represent a complete linguo-
cultural image of the country. The stable scientific
interest in the way unique sociocultural processes
are reflected in the language of cultural changes
lays in the growing importance of globalization,
the increase in contacts between representatives
of different cultures, the emergence of cultural
conflicts. No doubt, country images require deep
research.

The paper concretizes the concept of “linguo-
cultural image” in relation to the verbalized units
of artistic, poetic and journalistic texts. The coun-
try image is presented as a certain system or se-
mantic field, which is characterized by ambivalent
characteristics at the levels of value and semantics.
As a result of the study, the picture of Iran is mo-
deled through the special view of a representative
of one country and culture on another country and
culture. The ethnocultural component of this ima-
ge is shown as a certain semantic field with its core
and its periphery. Linguistic, figurative and asso-
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ciative tools that mark the main components of
the image are revealed. The ways of transferring
a linguocultural image to other linguocultures
with the help of pragmatic features of language
tools are determined.

The goal is to define the composition of units
with national and cultural specificity that make
up the linguocultural image of Iran in the Rus-
sian language world picture. Achieving the goal
is impossible without solving the following tasks:
1) finding out the theoretical basis of the concept
of alinguocultural image; 2) analyzing literary and
journalistic texts that reveal the linguocultural
image of Iran; 3) identifying, describing, and clas-
sifying language and speech tools that have na-
tional and cultural significance; 4) exploring the
linguocultural image of Iran in the systematic way
and in the dynamics of formation.

The study is based on the works devoted to lin-
guoculturology and linguocultural aspects of com-
munication of established scientists: M. M. Bakh-
tin [1979], Yu. M. Lotman [1996], E. M. Vereshcha-
gin, V. G. Kostomarov [1980, 1990], V. V. Vorobyev
[2006], V. I. Karasik [1996, 2001], Yu. N. Karaulov
[2006], V. V. Krasnykh [1997], V. A. Maslova [2001],
Yu. S. Stepanov [2001], V. N. Telia, V. M. Shaklein
[2012], issues of intercultural communication by
V. S. Bibler [1991], L. I. Grishaeva, L. V. Tsurikova
[2004], O. A. Leontovich [2002] and many others.
And literary and journalistic texts of the famous
witers: poems by V. A. Khlebnikov, S. A. Esenin,



V. V. Kamensky, N. S. Gumilev, “Travel Notes” by
A. S. Griboedov, the novel “The Death of Vazir-
Mukhtar” by Yu. N. Tynyanov, essays on Iran by
L. Reisner, V. V. Ovchinnikov, “Persia. History
of an undiscovered country” by A. Gromov, as well
as materials from the National Corpus of the Rus-
sian Language.

The materials and results of the paper can be
considered a contribution to the study of Russian-
Iranian cultural relationship. The paper reveals the
transformation of the country’s archetypal linguo-
cultural image into a complexly organized system
of the semantic field. Methodical ways of descri-
bing the linguocultural image of Iran can be used
in other similar studies.

The description and research techniques can
be used in the educational process in courses on
linguoculturology, linguistic analysis of a literary
text, and intercultural communication. Individu-
al research materials can help in the preparation
of textbooks for translation and cultural analysis
of literary and journalistic texts. Also, individual
results of the study can be applied in the classroom
to study Russian as a foreign language.

Discussion and results

The concept of “linguocultural image” is pro-
ductive to study based on the interaction of cul-
tures at the level of national language world pic-
ture, at the level of cultural concepts and at the le-
vel of interpersonal intercultural communication.
As it is implemented at the lexical and discourse
levels. The concept of “linguocultural image” was
first formed within the boundaries of the linguo-
culturology. Later, it started to be used in works
devoted to the study of the national world pic-
ture in cognitive linguistics. Thus, V. V. Vorobyov
singles out “linguocultureme” and “linguocultu-
rological field”. Linguocultureme is the smallest
unit of description (inventory unit), which cor-
relates with such units as lexico-semantic variant
in vocabulary, sign in semiotics, concept in cogni-
tive science. It can be expressed in the language
as a separate meaning, word, phrase, statement.
“Linguocultureme reflects the results of the inte-
raction of two semiotic systems — language and
culture, and therefore is heterogeneous in its es-
sence” [Vorobyev 2006: 43]. Linguoculturemes are
units of the “linguocultural field”. They have hier-
archical relations and paradigmatic and syntag-
matic connections. The concept of “linguocultural
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field” corresponds to the semantic field in seman-
tics, or world picture in cognitive science.

The notion of “linguocultural image” correlates
with such cognitive units of description as “pro-
totype” and “complex concept”. A. D. Makarova
tried to clarify the content of the notion: ‘A mental
stereotyped representation of phenomenons and
facts that take place in the world... A linguocul-
tural image is studied in the unity of language,
consciousness, and culture on the basis of a dis-
course in which it is mainly used. It is important
to realize that a linguocultural image reflects na-
tional and cultural features that are significant
for the linguocultural society where it is formed”
[Makarova 2011: 245]. In a study by A. V. Taskae-
va the “linguocultural image” is considered as
a complex multi-level concept [Taskaeva 2009]. It
consists of a number of small informative units
that have such qualities as national and cultural
specificity. In Cui Liwei’s dissertation “Linguistic
and Cultural Images of Russia and China in the
Works of Art of the Russian Far Eastern Emigra-
tion” the author uses this term as “a cultural con-
cept which has national and cultural specifics but
at the same time contains distinctive features and
signs of a recognizable representative of a particu-
lar ethnocultural community” [Cui Liwei 2015: 6].
Thus, the notion of “linguocultural image” is com-
plex. Its structure is a combination of information
elements of various origins: some are universal,
others have national specifics or characterization
of certain groups of cultures. Those paradigms
are distinguished on the basis of the opposition
“friend or foe”.

Linguistic and cultural images are special in-
formatively complex units that have national and
cultural specificity and express it based on various
life processes in the national world picture. These
units can be expressed both in language: words,
individual meanings, phraseological units, seman-
tic categories. And realized in speech: in formulas,
scenarios of verbal and non-verbal behavior.

Linguoculturological study and description of
the units of the national world picture is impossi-
ble without referring to the text. Since is a certain
cultural dominant that determines the essence
of the era and its contribution to other cultures.
Such linguocultural dominants unfold in each spe-
cific linguoculture in different ways. As for their
function and nature, culture and text have simi-
lar roots. They form the conditions and means
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of communication between people and create
a special semiotic environment, which can be
called culture. Thanks to the unique nature of
cultural objects and their perception, there are
intersections in the cultural spaces of the sender
and receiver, even if they are representatives of
various social and cultural groups. And because
of communication culture is preserved, deve-
loped and created in order to be perceived, known
and understood. Cultural texts don’t just convey
meanings. They are internally dialogic and require
a response in the form of interpretation and eva-
luation.

The conceptual center of the linguocultural
changes in different periods of its development.
At the initial stage, ideas about the country arise
as a result of interpersonal communication or cul-
turally mediated contacts. Different elements are
at the forefront: primarily proper names. The lin-
guocultural image doesn't exist outside of culture
and outside of chronology. It is emphatically dia-
chronic. The linguocultural image of the country
is ambivalent, because it doesn’t only represent the
main properties of the national mentality, it re-
flects the “foreign” through the eyes of “one’s own”.

The linguocultural image of another country,
another people, another culture forms in the pro-
cess of contacts. The contacting parties compare
each other and single out the common and the
different. The common creates the basis for fur-
ther relations, the search for joint solutions and
joint activities. The differences form the basis of
the linguocultural image and turn into distinctive
features. Subsequently, they help to identify both
culture and its bearer. Cultural contacts can be di-
rect (associated with the traveling representatives
of two contacting cultures) and indirect (through
works of art, literature, cinema, and the media).
“The processes of cultural exchange are repeatedly
mediated: artistic, intellectual and spiritual con-
tacts occur on the basis of economic and political
ties. Political trust arises on the basis of know-
ledge of each other and a correct understanding of
other cultural realities. With a gradual, purposeful
and comprehensive contact of cultures with each
other, many things become natural and explai-
nable” [Martynova 2007: 59]. As we know from
history, the initial contacts between Russian and
Persian cultures were personal (through indivi-
dual travelers) or professional (thanks to mer-
chants who sought trade exchange). Today it is
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necessary to establish interstate contacts, as in the
modern world a lot depends on them. The denser
the interstate contacts of countries, the more of-
ten other named forms of contacts arise. And as
aresult of cultural exchange and tourism, cultural
contacts will also expand.

The linguocultural image of Iran (Persia) in
Russian culture begins to shape in the 16-17 cen-
turies as a result of the stories of merchants who
visited Persia. But a complete image of the coun-
try develops because of increased political and
economic contacts between countries in the 18—
19 centuries. This image is initially detailed in the
form of proper names - toponyms and anthro-
ponyms. They represent the idea of important
places and significant people who deepen the in-
teraction between the countries. The linguocultu-
ral image of the country shifts over the centuries.
The direction of following changes can be charac-
terized as expansion and transformation. On the
one hand, the increase of information flow and in-
formation exchange leads to the expansion of the
linguocultural image. On the other hand, the cul-
ture itself is gradually changing. The “focal points”
of linguistic and cultural spaces are becoming dif-
ferent. It leads to the transformation of the coun-
try image.

Speaking about the structure of the linguocul-
tural image of Iran in the Russian language world
picture, it is necessary to clarify something.

The main components of the linguocultural
image of Iran are organized along several direc-
tions: geography (significant political and cultu-
ral places), history (places and people — names of
historical and cultural figures), political and so-
cial structure of society (customs, morals, beliefs).
The image of Iran isn't evaluative, but to a certain
extent it is a projection of the image of the reci-
pient country in the Russian culture. The dyna-
mics and diversity of ideas about the country can
be illustrated by the analysis of the words “Persia”
and “Iran” in the National Corpus of the Russian
Language. The word Iran is more common: it has
937 occurrences in 435 documents. The word Per-
sia has 372 occurrences in 242 documents. By
the number of references in documents, Iran is
2 times more frequent than Persia, which is un-
derstandable. Most of the texts in the corpus
were created after 1935, when Persia was already
renamed Iran. If analyze only newspaper texts
of the corpus, the ratio changes dramatically: Iran



is used 5870 times in 3041 documents, Persia is
mentioned 11 times in 10 documents. If we com-
pare the mentions of words in poetic texts, Iran
has 24 occurrences in 10 documents, and Persia
has 15 occurrences in 11 documents. Oral texts do
not use Persia at all. Iran is mentioned in 35 do-
cuments 81 times (in the conferences, reports and
television programs).

The described picture refers only to the mo-
dern times. It doesn't allow us to compare the use
of words in journalistic and artistic discourse. But
at the same time it clearly shows that the “linguo-
cultural image” is closely connected with the “lin-
guocultural situation”. Both “synchrony” and “dia-
chrony” can be clearly distinguished in it. For that
matter, poetic devices that rely on stable associa-
tions reflect the development of the image in a his-
torical perspective, as opposed to the synchrony of
“journalistic” discourse. In poetic examples, Persia
appears not as a state, but rather as a mythological
country and the center of the Eastern culture. In
this context the notion of culture can include many
different semes referencing to the art of the East,
its political culture, as well as to ancient history:
1) Ymo npuspax 304, 2ayxas Iepcus, U donomonmuiii
Apapam? [M. A. Kysvmun]. «Tenepv s 8uxcy: Kpen-
Kum n060dom...» [Mask arobeu, 8] (translated by the
author: What is the ghost of evil, deaf Persia, And an-
cient Ararat?) 2) Kposv 3acmuvira 6 HaC, UAb 008em-
wara, Hawa nepememuas cyma? 30pascmayii, Ilep-
cus! 30opogo nouesaara, [loryconnas 6ozamas kyma!
[H. H. TypoBepos. «Umo mvi, 6pamuyb, no-nycmomy
cnopum...» (1920-1965)] (translated by the author: The
blood froze in us, or decayed, Our saddle bag? Hello,
Persia! You had a great night, our Half-asleep rich
godmother!).

The relative adjectives modeled after word
“Persia” clearly reflect the width of this concept.
On the one hand, “Persian” means “originates from
Persia’: Persian carpet, Persian cat, Persian silk.
On the other hand, it can mean something indef-
inite. According to the speakers, it may even have
a weak connection with Persia: 3) K momy sce npu-
KACNUTICKUE 3eMAU NOCMAGAIAU ObL «33¢H20YM060 Je-
peso» OA POCCutickozo groma, Hedmv, Medv, cuHey,
mabax, 6UHo, cyxue GPyKmvl, NPIHOCMU U — 8aKCHee
8cezo — nepcudckuii weak. [Meopv Kypyxun. «Boc-
MOUH020 Nymu 6pama omeopumbv»: Kacnutickuii no-
x00 Ilempa I» || «<3HaHue-cuna», 2013] (translated
by the author: In addition the Caspian lands will sup-
ply the “ezengout tree” for the Russian fleet, oil, copper,
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lead, tobacco, wine, dry fruits, spices, and most impor-
tantly Persian silk); 4) XKena 6vira noxoxnca Ha myxnca
KaK €20 MEHLUEHHAS KONUSL— A e MOHKOCTb, ThOM
Jice nepcudckuii pucynok auya. [JTroomura Yruyxas.
Kasyc Kyxoyxozo (Ilymeutecmaue B cedvmyr cmo-
pony ceema) /| «HoBbi#t Mup», 2000] (translated
by the author: The wife looked like his reduced copy of
her husband. They had the same delicacy, the same
Persian face pattern); 5) B paii mom Hesecmb ueil.
B paii mom nepcudckuii... B chacmv u 6 cmpada-
Hve —Jati —uepes pyxy! [M. 1. IIBeTaeBa. «HaBop-
KOBasa..» (1922.03.10)] (translated by the author:
To heaven that knows who, To that Persian paradise...
In sweetness and suffering — Give —through the hand)!).

In this poetic texts, we can see that the linguo-
cultural image of Persia that exists in Russian cul-
ture. It is a country with its history, myths, and
certain notable features — patterns, ornaments,
fairy tales, the sybarite lifestyle of the elites.

Describing the Onomasticon of the linguocul-
tural image of Iran in the Russian language world
picture, some notes has to be made. The seman-
tic field representing the linguocultural image of
Iran is based on proper names - toponyms and
anthroponyms. The core of the field starts for-
ming first. It consists of the names of political-
ly significant places and the names of politically
and historically significant characters, as well as
toponyms and anthroponyms associated with the
country’s culture. Then this core starts to expand
by anthroponyms representing other historical
eras associated with various historical events. The
periphery of the field is formed by the realias and
the names of people according to theirs social sta-
tus. “The features of national onomasticons aren’t
only determined by their belonging to a particular
national language. It depends on the specifics of
the national culture - the environment that crea-
ted and formed each national omonamy” [Kidarov,
Kerimbaev 1990: 3].

The most common cities that Russian poets
and writers use are Shiraz, Isfahan, Tabriz, and
the capital of Iran — Tehran. Among them, special
attention is given to the city of Shiraz. This city
is at least 3000 years old and has been repeatedly
named as the capital of Persia over the course of
history. It is famous as the “city of roses”, “city of
poets”, “city of love and wine”. Great poets such
as Khayyam, Saadi and Hafiz lived in Shiraz and
created many world famous works. Such names
of cities as Abbas-Abad, Mezanderan, Erivan, Yezd,
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Luristan, Kerman, Ferahan, Anzeli, Rasht, Persepolis
are less common. Some of these cities are included
in the general semantic field of the linguocultural
image, as they concretize it and are remembered
by native speakers due to geographical and histo-
rical connections. Others can be easily replaced by
different language units. The toponymic system
is a reflection of material and spiritual culture of
various peoples that has been preserved for many
centuries. Toponyms are a relic heritage of past
generations. They are the reason we know about
certain historical events, parts of spiritual culture
(ex. rites and rituals), and religious beliefs. The
development of social relations and the spiritual
image of society in any period of history depends
on the material basis of the society itself [Ayubov
2018:56]. It is important to note the role of Persepo-
lis. The name of this place has real magnetic power
and links modern Iran with Ancient Persia.

A special place among toponyms is occupied
by the names of memorable places: the Shah’s pa-
laces (Bagishumal, Negeristan, Ali-Kapu), mosques
(Imam-Zume, Jami Mosque), and other famous
points of attraction (Nagsh-e Rustam necropolis).

The second group of onomastic components
are anthroponyms. They are also capable of re-
flecting national and cultural specifics. Each per-
son whose name is expressed by anthroponyms is
associated with the history and culture of a certain
country. According to A. V. Superanskaya: “Despite
the fact that anthroponyms only refer to the na-
ming of people, they give as an extremely complex
range of naming categories. It is connected with
the history of culture, traditions, the peculiarities
of the people’s psychology, etc.” [Superanskaya
2007: 174]. Anthroponyms found in the analyzed
texts are mainly the names of Persian poets, reli-
gious figures, historical and mythical characters.

A special group of anthroponyms is formed by
the names of Persian poets. As previously men-
tioned, many Russian writers and poets were
well acquainted with such personalities as Hafiz,
Ferdowsi, Khayyam, Saadi. Their traces can be
found in some of Russian works: «Toay6as poduna
Dupdycu, // Tl He MoNceULb, NAMSINDIO NPOCIIBIB...»
[C. EcenuH «Ilepcupckue MOTUBbI»] (translated
by the author: “Ferdowsi’s blue homeland, // You
can’t lose your memory...”); «Bmuz ompasumcs 60
632a90e // Mecaya nceamas nperecmy // Hexcrnocm,
kax nechu Caadu»; «Tv. ckasara, umo Caadu // Llero-
8N AUWD MOAVKO 8 2py0b» [C. Ecenut «Ilepcuzckue
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MOTUBBI»] (translated by the author: “In a moment it
will be reflected in the gaze // The yellow charm of the
moon // Tender like the songs of Saadi”; “You said
that Saadi // Kissed only on the chest”); || «Llym wiy-
mun 0As Hezo wiymauso. Caadu mom 0As Hezo u3da-
gar» [B. A. Cyukuii. «XaH 6bia Xamom, 60AbUUM
HAXAAOM...» (1970—1973)] (translated by the author:
“The jester joked for him playfully. Saadi published
a book for him”); «Cnoii mHe necuio, mos dopozas, //
Ty, xomopyto nea Xaam»; «5 cnow mebe cam, do-
pozas, To, umo cpody He ner Xaam...» [C. EceHun
«Ilepcunckue MOTUBBI»] (translated by the author:
“Sing me a song, my dear, // The one Khayyam sang»;
«Ill sing to you myself, dear, Something Khayyam
never sang...”); <1 moavko Omap Xaiiam, 2505 Ha Hac,
PA3PA3UACS Bl NEUAALIO CIUXA 0 NPEEPAMHOCINY Ce20
mupa...» [A. Y. IIBetaeBa. Ckas 0 3B0Hape MOCKOB-
CKOM, 1976] (translated by the author: “And only Omar
Khayyam, looking at us, would make a sad poem about
the viciousness of this world...”).

Another group is the names of the characters
from famous literary works: Shagane, Scheheraza-
de, Farhad and Shirin. Those names are used as
a symbol of an oriental character: «CrosHo HexcHas
Illaxepe3sada, 3a8era mazuueckuil pacckas» [H. C. T'y-
muneB «O6 03epax, 0 maBniuHaX benbiX..» (1917)]
(translated by the author: “Like a gentle Scheherazade,
she started a magical story”).

The names of rulers and historical figures are
a group of lexemes that are constantly growing.
First, it includes the names of the leaders who
are leading the country at the moment: «Bcmpe-
ua, nouecmu, Gemxaruxan 60umcs KaUMaKama»
[A. Tpuboeznos «IlyreBsle 3ameTKu»] (translated
by the author: “Meeting, honors, Fethalihan is afraid
of kaymakam”) — the second Shah of Iran of the
Qajar dynasty, ruled from 1797 to 1834. Then this
group grows at the expense of the all great politi-
cal figures: «Peuiur 0dHaxncOv wax-Abac // Meuemp
nocmpoums 6 Uchazane»; «— Joznamn! — 63papun-
cs wmax-Abac, - // XKusvim urb mepmevim, Ho docma-
eumv, // A He ucnornume npuxas, // Bcex sac eearo
2 06eszragumy...» [P. TamzatoB «Ilepcunckue cTu-
xu»] (translated by the author: «One day Shah Ab-
bas decided to build a mosque in Isfahan»; «Catch
him! - Shah Abbas was furious, — // Bring him alive
or dead, // If you dow’t follow the order, // I will order
to behead all of you...»). The number of anthro-
ponyms grows due to new and old figures. This
can be explained by the fact that the amount of
information about the country in the public field



is growing all the time. As L. B. Boyko notes: “...the
anthroponym exists in the context of a particular
culture, obeying the rules of the national language
and sensitively responding to the dynamics of so-
ciety development. The name is a piece of the na-
tional world picture. Without national world pic-
ture it would be incomplete and impossible. Even
the absence of a personal name in the cultural
paradigm of society (more on that below) does not
change this conclusion” [Boiko 2013:17].

Cyrus, Artaxerxes, Xerxes, Mithridates, Shah-
anshah Khosrow, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, Da-
rius, Shah Abbas, Caliph Umar, Naser al-Din Shah,
Nadir Shah — all of these names belong to the out-
standing rulers of Persia and Iran. These people
are inextricably linked with the various historical
eras of the country. Thus, they can act as certain
culturemes that create a cultural image of Iran:
oseaenue Ha Kapme olikymeHbvl Ilepcuu Kax 6eAuKoi
Jeporcagul HepaspuIHO C8S3aHO ¢ umeHem yaps Kupa I1
BeAukozo, npoucxoduguiezo us duHacmuu Axemenu-
008 u npasusuiezo 6 559-530 zz. 00 H. 3.; Kcepke muya-
MeAbHO 20MmosuUACS k nox0dy 8 [peyuto, 3a6omscnp
He TOABKO 0 0020moeke APMUU, HO U 0 nepenpase
uepe3 nporus Tearecnonm: Oviru HagedeHvl 08a NOH-
MOHHBLX MOCMA OAUHOT G0Aee KUAOMEMPA KANCObLT;
Ilaxunuax Xocpos bvir npoceeuseHHLIM 8AAJLIKOT,
OH NOKPOBUMEALCTIBOBAL HAYKAM U ucKyccmeam; To,
umo 6 1967 200y Myxammed Pesa, nocrednuii wiax ou-
Hacmuu [TexAeeu, KOPOHOBAL COOCTNBEHHYIO CYNPY2y
Papax Juba, He yuumuieaemcs, NOMoMy 4mo OH 6ce
paero ocmasacs npasumerem [A. I'pomos «Ilepcus.
VcTopus HEOTKPHITOM CTpaHbl»] (translated by the
author: The appearance of Persian ecumene as a great
power is indissolubly linked with the king Cyrus
the Great, who came from the Achaemenid dynasty
and ruled in 559-530. BC e.; Xerxes carefully pre-
pared for a campaign in Greece, taking care of the army
and finding a way to cross Hellespont: he made two
pontoon bridges more than a kilometer long; Shahan-
shah Khosrow was an enlightened lovd, he patronized
sciences and arts; The fact that in 1967 the last shah
of the Pahlavi dynasty Mohammad Reza crowned
his wife Farah Diba is not taken into account, because
he still emained the ruler).

When we talk about the realities of national
culture, we can't skip realias or non-equivalent
lexis. They aren’t at the center of the linguocultu-
ral image of Iran, but they fulfill the semantic field
and make it more obvious and diverse. They are
naturally a premise for the expansion of its boun-
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daries. Realias are “words and phrases that name
objects that are characteristic of the everyday life
(culture, society and history) of a specific nation;
Usually they don’t have numerous equivalents in
the common language. Therefore, they can’'t be
translated into mainstream sources. That's why
realias require special care” [Vlakhov 2012: 47]. In
the end realeas aren’t just fullfiling a referential
function. They are always carrying a lot of back-
ground information, which firmly connects them
with the development of national culture.
Among non-equivalent lexemes certain per-
sistent groups can also be distinguished. The
most popular, is one group that names people
according to their social status and occupation.
Firstly, it is the names of the political elite: shah,
emir, mirza, khan, sultan, vizier, ayatollah, rahbar.
Secondly, there are the names of the military per-
sonnel: sardar, sarbaz, bagadyran, serkheng, sartip-
evvel, naib-serkheng, pahlevan. At last, we have
officials and representatives of different profes-
sions: nyuker, naib, gulam-pishkhimet, eunuch, kho-
ja, chaparkhan, ferrash, mukhessil, sadvazam, naib,
kafechi, kebabchi, shcherbetdar, hakim-bashi, tufen-
dar, abdar, sunduktar, dervish, agda, siga. Here are
a few examples: «ITpue3d wax-3udvt // Llax-3udvt,
Gorvuiue u maavle. // Jlowiadu uwiax-3udet cragHble; deHb
KPOMKUTL, 6ecCOAHeUHDLI; ¢ 00eUx CMOPOH NPU2OPKY,
cA0U Bervle, AUHUCBLE, U3 KOMOPOT JOMA CIMPOSMCS»
[A. Tpuboeznos «IlyreBsle 3ameTKu»] (translated
by the author: “The arrival of the shahzid // Shahzids,
big and small. // The horses of shahzids are glorious;
the day is meek, sunless; hills are on both sides, layers
looks like a white clay that is used to build houses”);
Capba3svLybezary, 3mu pazoouHUKY 8MbIKANL WAMBIKY
cebe 8 ncueomul, umob He c0agamucs, bvieuieii podute,
Poccuu; Bopodamulii u myuHviil XaH, Obieuiuil cap-
dap Dpusawnckuii, 2080pum 0py2omy, y3k060podomy...;
Bazadepanuvt. ITo-mamowHemy 3Hauum: 602amoi-
pu. Cmaru omauuamucs; Y waxckozo 2apem-xaua,
HAUCKOCOK uepe3 nepeyrok, cuderu 08oe baxadepaH, ezo
cordampl, u MupHo cnaru; Cepxenz EHuKor0n08 6vir
Opam esnyxa, Manyuexp-xaua, 6ezAviii pyccKuil no-
pyuux [10. H. TeinganoB. CmepTs Basup-MyxTapa]
(translated by the author: “Sarbazes fled, these ban-
dits slaughtered themselves because they didn’t want
to surrender to their former homeland, Russia; The
bearded and obese khan, the former sardar of Erivan,
talked with another narrow-bearded...; Bagaderans.
In the local language it means heroes; At the shal’s
harem-khane across the alley two bakhaderans,
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his soldiers, slept peacefully; Serking Enikopov was the
brother of a eunuch, Manuchehr Khan, a fugitive Rus-
sian lieutenant”).

It is impossible not to notice that most of the
words belong to the periphery of the linguocultu-
ral image of Iran and are rather just oriental exo-
ticisms. They are still important, since their com-
position reflects the social structure of society in
the projection on the society of the recipient coun-
try. It clearly demonstrates what the “other cul-
ture” focuses on and how the “image of the alien”
is formed.

The presence of evaluative names of a person
in this group of words is interesting. The words
with positive connotation (hakim-bashi) and nega-
tive connotation (harab, bazanid) are significant
due to their rich expressive component. They are
often borrowed into other languages, sometimes
changing their meanings and assessment: «Xa-
Pab» umeem MH020 3HaueHuli: JypHas dopozd, onycmes-
WU U PA3ANUSUAUTICS 20P00, 2AYNbLiL UAU BOAVLHOTL Ue-
rogex [FO. H. TeinanoB. CMepTh Basup-MyxTapal
(translated by the author: “Kharab” has many meani-
ngs: a bad road, an empty and collapsed city, a stupid
or sick person).

Realias of other semantic groups aren't so com-
mon and sit far in the periphery of the field. For
example, names of the holidays and the special
dates (Ashura, Muharrem, Rezhzheb, Navruz),
clothing details (jurabs, jubbes, kajari, coolidji),
social signs (jira, kharaj, kururs, amanats, dest-
khat, firman, zulfa). They are unknown to most
native Russian speakers who have not personal-
ly encountered Iranian culture. However, their
meaning can be easily restored from the context:
3adepacusarom dncupy; Xapadnc ucnpaghviii? [ywiu-
CMble KOBPbI, KAK MPasd, NPUMUHAAUCK 100 HOZAMHU, 30-

JIuteparypa

2A0mbie COCYObL CMOSAU HA MAACHLKUX CMOMIKAX, U X0-
PACAHCKUE MKAHU N0 CMEHAM PA36eUaHbl GbiAU MAx,
UMo PAHOYBEMHBIE CTEKAA KA3AAUCH MOl Jice MKA-
HbI0, MOALKO CBemsujeticsi; Imo npoxodur Mumo doma
B0EHHO020 2eHEPAA-2YOePHAMOPA CBOOH VLT 26aPIeTCKUTE
noAK, 8038pawaguiutics u3 Ilepcuu u se3wiuii Kypypot
u mpogeu [1O. TeiHgHOB. CMepThb Bazup-MyxTapal]
(translated by the author: “Stop the jira; Is Kharaj
working? Fluffy carpets, like grass, laid the floor, gol-
den vessels stood on small tables, and khorasan fabrics
hung on the walls; Guards regiment passed by the house
of the military governor-general, they carried kurury
and trophies from Persia”).

Thus, the linguocultural image of Iran in the
Russian language world picture is historically
changeable and undergoes constant transforma-
tion (it is diachronic). These changes are influ-
enced by the density of information flow, which
is constantly growing. Mainly, due to the rise of
interpersonal contacts, the increase of interac-
tions between cultures and evolution of individual
highly specialized discourses (professional, social,
scientific, educational). Culturally marked infor-
mation plays the dominant role in the transfor-
mation of linguocultural image. It also preserves
the national and cultural core of the image. On
this basis, we can say that the core of the country
image consists of proper names — toponyms and
anthroponyms. And the main field of linguocul-
tural image is made up by realias. Significant part
of such words are names that come from diffe-
rent occupations. On the periphery of the field are
stable speech units — cultural artifacts (names of
holidays, clothing details, items of everyday life).
They are individually oriented and depend on level
of awareness about Iranian culture of the bearer of
the Russian language world picture.
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