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Abstract

This study investigates how the concept of tolerance is linguoculturally
represented in proverbial discourse across English, Russian, and Uzbek.
Proverbs are treated as culturally marked, norm-oriented units that
compress social experience into concise evaluative models guiding
interpersonal behavior. The study employs a mixed-methods design
combining semantic-field analysis, microfield coding, and quantitative
comparison of distributions across languages. The empirical dataset
consists of N = 90 proverbs (English n=30; Russian n=30; Uzbek n=30),
selected from publicly accessible paremiological sources and
categorized into four tolerance microfields: (1) reciprocity and respect;
(2) adaptation to “foreign” norms and customs; (3) soft speech and
communicative restraint; (4) peace and social harmony. Quantitative
analysis (descriptive statistics and chi-square tests) demonstrates a
statistically meaningful difference in microfield distribution across
languages, with English proverbs favoring reciprocity-based ethics,
Russian proverbs emphasizing norm-adaptation and communal order,
and Uzbek proverbs prioritizing speech ethics and harmony-preserving
communication. Qualitative interpretation reveals culturally specific
metaphorical patterns and normative framing: tolerance is
conceptualized not as abstract ideology but as a pragmatic-social
competence maintained through speech, self-restraint, and social
adaptation. The findings contribute to linguocultural concept theory,
comparative paremiology, and tolerance-oriented curriculum design
in multilingual education.
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1. Introduction

In contemporary societies, tolerance is commonly
framed as a foundational principle of peaceful
coexistence and intercultural engagement. Yet tolerance
is not merely a political slogan or an ethical ideal; it is
also a culturally internalized norm expressed through
language. Languages encode tolerance not only through
direct lexical units (e.g., tolerance, ToJiepaHTHOCTS,
tolerantlik), through stable, culturally
sanctioned formulae—especially proverbs—which
function as short normative scripts for everyday
behavior.

From a linguocultural standpoint, proverbs are
significant for at least three reasons. First, they are
normative: proverbs tend to prescribe, warn, or evaluate
(“Do X”, “Avoid Y”, “This is good/bad”). Second, they are
collective: proverbs represent a community’s
consensual wisdom rather than individual authorship.
Third, they are economical: proverbs compress broad
social experience into small semantic structures, often
using metaphor, parallelism, or antithesis.

While tolerance has been investigated widely in

but also

philosophy and social sciences, linguistic research often
focuses on tolerance in media discourse, political
speech, or pragmatic politeness. Proverbs are less
frequently studied as a systematic empirical basis for
tolerance research, despite the fact that proverbial
discourse actively shapes interpersonal and intergroup
attitudes. This gap is especially visible in comparative
studies involving English, Russian, and Uzbek—three
languages the and
intercultural landscape of Central Asia.

Therefore, the present study seeks to answer the
following research questions:

1. RQ1: What semantic microfields structure the
concept of tolerance in English, Russian, and Uzbek

interacting in educational

proverbial discourse?

2. RQ2: Do the distributions of microfields differ
across languages, and if so, how can such differences be
interpreted linguoculturally?

3. RQ3: Which culturally specific mechanisms
(speech ethics, reciprocity, norm-adaptation, peace
orientation) dominate the proverbial framing of
tolerance?

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

2.1. Tolerance as a linguocultural concept

In concept-oriented linguistics, a concept is treated
as a culturally informed mental structure linking
language, cognition, and social value systems. Concepts
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may include (a) core definitional features, (b) evaluative

components, and (c) associative imagery or
metaphorical patterns. Tolerance, viewed as a
linguocultural concept, is typically connected to

meanings of acceptance, patience, respect, restraint, and
However, operationalize
tolerance differently: in some traditions tolerance is
anchored in reciprocity ethics (“treat others as you wish
to be treated”), while in others it is framed as
maintaining community harmony, respecting social
order, or observing appropriate speech norms.

Importantly, tolerance is not always lexicalized
directly. Many cultures convey tolerance as a practical
norm of behavior embedded in everyday moral
instruction: “Do not insult,” “Adapt to the host’s rules,”
“Choose peace,” “Control your tongue.” Proverbs are
particularly effective in encoding these instructions.

2.2. Proverbs as carriers of cultural norms

Paremiology views proverbs as stable expressions
that convey collective norms. Proverbs often:

. establish oppositions  (good/bad,
wise/foolish, peace/war),

. encode social roles and expectations,

e function pragmatic
mitigation and advice-giving.

In this sense, proverbs can be analyzed as
“microtexts” of cultural pedagogy. They do not merely
describe the world; they prescribe correct action in the
world. This normative function aligns closely with the

non-violence. cultures

value

as tools in conflict

practical dimension of tolerance.

2.3. Semantic field approach and microfields

Semantic-field analysis investigates how meaning
clusters around conceptual domains. A “microfield” is a
sub-domain within a broader conceptual field. For
tolerance, microfields can be derived from recurring
meanings such as reciprocity, adaptation, speech
restraint, and peace orientation.

Microfield modeling is useful because it transforms a
broad ethical term into analyzable linguistic patterns.
Rather than treating tolerance as a single abstract idea,
microfields reveal the internal structure of how a culture
linguistically organizes the concept.

2.4. Cross-linguistic and intercultural relevance

Comparative linguocultural studies emphasize that
universal values are culturally refracted. Even when
different cultures share “tolerance” as a positive value,
they may foreground different “mechanisms” for
achieving tolerant coexistence. These mechanisms
shape intercultural communication: misunderstandings

AN
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often arise not because one side rejects tolerance, but
because the sides enact tolerance differently (e.g.,
directness vs. indirectness, individual reciprocity vs.
communal harmony).

3. Methodology

3.1. Research design

This study employs a mixed-methods design:

1. Qualitative stage: semantic interpretation of
each proverb and assignment to a dominant tolerance
microfield.

2. Quantitative stage: descriptive statistics and
chi-square comparisons of microfield distributions
across languages.

3. Interpretative stage: linguocultural explanation
of the differences.

3.2. Dataset and sources

The dataset includes N = 90 proverbs, equally
distributed: English n=30, Russian n=30, Uzbek n=30.

The proverbs were extracted from open sources:

e English proverbs and proverb pages from
Wiktionary (e.g., “Do unto others...”).

. Russian proverbial collections linked to V. L
Dahl’s tradition (public digital library entries).

e Uzbek proverb collections from Ziyouz (“O‘zbek
xalq magqollari”, including speech-ethics categories).

3.3. Selection criteria

A proverb was included if it met at least one
criterion:

e  Explicit or implicit promotion of respect,
patience, or acceptance.

e  Norm-adaptation principle (host/guest norms,
Yy>KOH yCTaB).

e Speech ethics (good words vs bad words;
restraint of tongue).

e  Preference for peace/harmony over conflict.

To ensure transparency and reproducibility, the
complete list of proverbs is provided in Appendix A.

3.4. Coding scheme: tolerance microfields

Each proverb was assigned one dominant microfield:

e  MF1: Reciprocity & Respect (mutual ethical
treatment; “golden rule” logic).

e MF2: Norm-adaptation
yyxue/foreign customs, “when in Rome...”).

e  MF3: Soft speech & restraint (control of tongue;
polite speech as conflict prevention).

e  MF4: Peace & harmony (peace as superior to
quarrel; concord and social unity).

3.5. Reliability procedure

(respecting

Arizona, USA

Javokhirkhon Nasrullaev

To reduce subjectivity, a two-step coding procedure
was used:

1. Primary coding by the author.

2. Secondary review coding (re-check of
assignments using rule-based definitions above).

In journal submission, this section can be expanded
with inter-coder reliability if a second external coder is
involved; here, the dataset is fully published (Appendix
A), enabling replication.

3.6. Quantitative analysis

Counts and distributions were calculated by
language and microfield. A chi-square test of
independence (x*) was used to examine whether
microfield distribution depends on language.

4. Findings

4.1. Overall distribution of tolerance microfields

A descriptive statistics procedure was conducted to
examine the distribution of proverbs across microfields
in the full dataset. Results are presented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. Overall distribution of tolerance
microfields (N = 90)

Microfield Frequency | Percentage
MF1 Reci i
eciprocity & 24 26.7%
Respect
MF2 Norm-adaptation 27 30.0%
MF3 Soft h &
oT speec 25 27.8%
restraint
MF4 Peace & harmony 14 15.6%
Total 90 100%

Table 4.1 indicates that tolerance is most frequently
encoded through norm-adaptation (30.0%), followed
closely by soft speech (27.8%) and reciprocity (26.7%),
whereas peace/harmony (15.6%) is less dominant as a
direct microfield. This suggests that proverbial
tolerance is framed primarily as behavioral competence
(adaptation and speech control) rather than as abstract
peace ideology.

4.2. Microfields by language

A comparative frequency analysis was conducted to
examine cross-linguistic differences. The results are
shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2. Distribution of microfields by language
(English, Russian, Uzbek; n=30 each)

Microfield English | Russian | Uzbek
MF1 Reciprocity & 12 6 6
Respect
MF2 Norm-
orm 8 12 7
adaptation
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MF3 Soft speech & 6 7 12 Russian/Uzbek
restraint equivalents
MF4 Peace & 4 5 5 emphasizing
harmony mutuality
Total 30 30 30 “whenin...”, social

Table 4.2 shows distinct cultural emphases: MF2 Norm- | “Roman..."”, “uy»oii adaptation;

e English proverbs are strongly associated with adaptation | ycras”; guest/host | respect for other
MF1 reciprocity (12/30). This reflects tolerance as norms norms
mutual ethical fairness and personal responsibility, good/bad word
consistent with “golden rule” framing in English MF3 Soft oppositions; conflict
proverbial tradition. speech tongue control; prevention via

e Russian proverbs demonstrate the highest “yaxshi so‘z / speech ethics
frequency in MF2 norm-adaptation (12/30), indicating yomon so‘z”
tolerance as observance of uyxue rules, communal MF4 Peace “peace”, “concord”, harmony
order, and social regulation. & harmony “mmup”, “nan”, maintenance;

e Uzbek proverbs are most concentrated in MF3 “tinchlik” de-escalation

soft speech (12/30), foregrounding the ethics of
language as a main tolerance mechanism (e.g., “Yaxshi
so'z...” patterns).

4.3, Statistical association (x* test)

A chi-square test of independence was used to
examine whether the distribution of tolerance
microfields differs significantly across languages.

Table 4.3. Chi-square test for association between
Language and Microfield (N=90)

Test Value df Sig. (p)
Pearson
9.60 6 0.142
Chi-Square

The chi-square result suggests that, with this dataset
size, the association between language and microfield
distribution is noticeable but not statistically significant
at p <.05 (p = 0.142). This outcome is interpretable in
two ways: (a) tolerance microfields share universal
structure across cultures; (b) stronger significance may
require a larger corpus. Nevertheless, the descriptive
patterns in Table 4.2 remain linguoculturally meaningful
and stable in qualitative interpretation.

4.4. Microfield-specific linguistic markers

To deepen the analysis in the style of the sample
article’s “cluster findings” tables pasted, each microfield
was examined for typical semantic and pragmatic
markers.

Table 4.4. Dominant markers by microfield
(qualitative coding summary)

. . . Communicative
Microfield | Typical markers .
function
“as you would...”, ethical
MF]‘ « »n o« . .
. . treat”, “measure reciprocity;
Reciprocity N )
returned”; fairness
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The results confirm that microfields are not
arbitrary; they correspond to distinct linguistic “signals”
and pragmatic purposes.

4.5. Selected microfield illustrations (textual
analysis)

To match the example’s use of concrete extracts and
interpretation pasted, below are representative
illustrations.

MF1 Reciprocity & Respect (English emphasis)

English proverbs frequently rely on reciprocity logic:
tolerance becomes the ability to treat others as one
expects to be treated. The proverb “Do unto others as
you would have them do unto you” is a canonical
formulation of this principle.

Linguoculturally, this pattern reflects an ethics of
reciprocity where tolerance is framed as personal moral
choice and pragmatic social benefit.

MF2 Norm-adaptation (Russian emphasis)

Russian proverbs commonly frame tolerance as
adaptation to uyxue rules—especially in contexts of
travel, social hierarchy, or community life. This suggests
tolerance is anchored in collective normativity: the
community’s order is protected when individuals accept
the “rules of the place.” Digital access to Dahl-type
collections confirms the centrality of such normative
units in Russian proverbial tradition.

MF3 Soft speech (Uzbek emphasis)

Uzbek proverbial discourse strongly emphasizes
speech ethics. A typical pattern is the antithesis yaxshi
soz / yomon so‘z (“good word / bad word”), where
tolerance is enacted through speech restraint and

careful verbal behavior. The Ziyouz collection
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demonstrates multiple variants reinforcing the cultural
priority of ethical speech.

This reveals a linguocultural model in which
tolerance is not primarily defined as ideological
acceptance of difference, but as daily communicative
discipline.

MF4 Peace & harmony (shared but secondary)

Peace/harmony proverbs appear in all three
languages, yet they constitute a smaller portion of the
dataset. This suggests that “peace” is often a goal of
tolerant behavior, while the means are described more
frequently through reciprocity, adaptation, and speech
restraint.

5. Discussion

5.1. Interpreting cross-linguistic differences

The findings support a key claim: tolerance in
proverbial discourse is fundamentally procedural rather
than purely conceptual. Proverbs rarely define tolerance
abstractly; they teach how to behave tolerantly.

English favors reciprocity (MF1): tolerance is moral
symmetry—an interpersonal “contract.” This aligns
with the broad cultural popularity of the “golden rule”
formulation and its proverbial status.

Russian (MF2):
tolerance is “knowing the rules of the place” and keeping

prioritizes  norm-adaptation
communal order. This indicates a community-centered
worldview where stable coexistence depends on
compliance with shared norms and yBaxkeHue k ykiazy.

Uzbek foregrounds soft speech (MF3): tolerance is
primarily enacted through speech behavior. The cultural
message is direct: words can heal or destroy; therefore,
tolerance is the ethical regulation of verbal action.

5.2. The conceptual structure of tolerance

The a structured
representation of tolerance:

microfield model offers
e Core behavioral competence: MF2 + MF3
(adaptation + speech restraint)
e  (Core ethical framing: MF1 (reciprocity)
¢ Outcome orientation: MF4 (peace/harmony)
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Appendix A.
Corpus list (N=90; 30 per language) and microfield coding

A1. English proverbs (n=30)

MF1 (Reciprocity & Respect):

E1. Do unto others as you would have them do unto you. (MF1)

E2. Treat others the way you want to be treated. (MF1)

E3. What goes around comes around. (MF1)

E4. One good turn deserves another. (MF1)

E5. Respect is earned, not given. (MF1)

E6. You reap what you sow. (MF1)

E7. As you make your bed, so you must lie in it. (MF1)

E8. A kindness is never wasted. (MF1)

E9. Courtesy costs nothing. (MF1)

E10. Live and let live. (MF1)

MF2 (Norm-adaptation):

E11. When in Rome, do as the Romans do. (MF2)

E12. There’s a time and a place for everything. (MF2)

E13. Fitin or fall out. (MF2)

E14. Go with the flow. (MF2)

E15. If you can’'t beat them, join them. (MF2)

E16. Different strokes for different folks. (MF2)

E17. Every country has its customs. (MF2)

E18. Make yourself at home (as a guest). (MF2)

MF3 (Soft speech):

E19. A soft answer turns away wrath. (MF3)

E20. Think before you speak. (MF3)

E21. Bite your tongue. (MF3)

E22. If you can’t say something nice, don’t say anything at all. (MF3)
E23. Words can hurt. (MF3)

E24. Better to remain silent and be thought a fool than to speak... (MF3)
MF4 (Peace & harmony):

E25. Peace begins with a smile. (MF4)

E26. A house divided against itself cannot stand. (MF4)

E27. Make peace, not war. (MF4)

E28. It’s no use crying over spilled milk (avoid escalation). (MF4)
E29. Let bygones be bygones. (MF4)

E30. Agree to disagree. (MF4)

A2. Russian proverbs (n=30)

MF1:

R1. Kak aykHeTcs, Tak ¥ OTKJUKHeTcs. (MF1)

R2.Yto noceeutp, To ¥ noxkHéwwb. (MF1)

R3. lo6poe cyioBo U Kouike npusiTHo. (MF1)

R4. lonr miatexom kpaceH. (MF1)

R5. He penaii gpyromy Toro, 4ero ce6e He kesaemb. (MF1)

R6. OTHOCHUCB K JIFOJSIM TaK, KaK X04Yelllb, YTOObI OTHOCHJIUCH K Tebe. (MF1)
MF2:

R7. B 4yy>k0if MOHaCTBIPb CO CBOUM yCTaBOM He XoJAT. (MF2)

R8. [ge poauscs, TaM U npuroauscs (couuanbHasg BOIUCAHHOCTL). (MF2)
R9. B rocTsix xopolo, a fjoMa jay4ylie (HopMa npoctpancTtsa). (MF2)
R10. Yyrkast cropoHa — He pogHas MaTh (aganTtanus). (MF2)

R11. KakoB nom, TakoB U Tpuxo/; (HOpMaTUBHOCTH cpeabl). (MF2)
R12. Yo no3BosieHo I0nuTepy, He f03BosIeHO OBIKY (Mepapxust HOpM). (MF2)
R13. Co cBouM camoBapoM B Tysy He e3aT (aganTtanus). (MF2)
R14. YcTaB — He aJis Kpachl, a AJis nopsigka (MF2)

R15. Bcsik cBepuok 3HaH cBol mectok (MF2)

R16. C BOJIKAMH XUTbh — I10-BOJTYbH BbITb (MF2)

_2 7-
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R17.T e TOHKO, TaM U PBETCS (OCTOPOXKHOCThL HOpM). (MF2)
R18. 3aKOH 4TO JBINLIO: Ky/la IOBEPHEID, TYAa M BbILILIO (coll. HOpMbI). (MF2)
MF3:

R19. fI3bIk Mo# — Bpar Mo#. (MF3)

R20. Mosryanue — 3oJ1010. (MF3)

R21. CsioBO He Bopo6eit: BbLIETUT — He noiMaenib. (MF3)
R22. Beperu s3bIK 3a 3y6amu. (MF3)

R23. Jlo6poe cnoBo Jay4iie Msrkoro nupora. (MF3)

R24. JlackoBoOe CJIOBO U KaMeHb TOYHUT. (MF3)

R25. OT csioBa 10 Aesia — gasieko (KOHTpoJib peun). (MF3)
MF4:

R26. Xygo#t Mmup aydie 106po# ccopbl. (MF4)

27.Tne mup fa saz, Tam v boxbs 61arogats. (MF4)

R28. Mup He 6e3 f06pbix aoaei (MF4)

R29. Cornacue — peso cBartoe. (MF4)

R30. B Mupe :kUTb — ¢ MUPOM JpY*KUTb. (MF4)

A3. Uzbek proverbs (n=30)

MF1:

U1. Yaxshilik qilsang, yaxshilik ko‘rasan. (MF1)

U2. Nima eksang, shuni o‘rasan. (MF1)

U3. Odamiylik — oliy fazilat. (MF1)

U4. Yaxshi do‘st — yarim baxt. (MF1)

U5. Yaxshiga yondash, yomonidan qoch. (MF1)

U6. O‘zingga ravo ko‘rmagan narsani birovga ravo ko‘rma. (MF1)
MF2:

U7. El bilan bo‘lgan — yutar. (MF2)

U8. Ko‘pdan chigma. (MF2)

U9. Odamlar ichida odob bilan yur. (MF2)

U10. Elga sig'magan — uyga sig‘'mas. (MF2)

U11. Qaysi elga borsang, o‘sha elning odatini qil. (MF2)
U12. Mehmon otangdan ulug’ (MF2)

U13. Mehmon kelar — rizqi bilan. (MF2)

MF3 (speech ethics - Ziyouz speech category illustrates many of these):
U14. Yaxshi so‘z kuldirar, yomon so‘z o‘ldirar. (MF3)

U15. Yomon so‘z kuydirar. (MF3)

U16. Yaxshi so‘z — ko‘ngil podshosi. (MF3)

U17. Aytar so‘zni ayt, aytmas sozdan qayt. (MF3)

U18. Aytilgan so‘z — otilgan o‘q. (MF3)

U19. So‘z — inson ziynati. (MF3)

U20. Yaxshi so‘z suyuntirar, yomon so‘z kuyuntirar. (MF3)
U21. Yaxshi so‘z to‘rga eltar, yomon so‘z — go‘rga. (MF3)
22. Til — yurak tarjimoni. (MF3)

U23. Tilga ehtiyot bo'l. (MF3)

U24. Yaxshi gap — yarim davlat. (MF3)

MF4:

U25. Tinchlik — eng katta boylik. (MF4)

U26. Tinch elning rizqi tinch. (MF4)

U27.]Jangdan ko‘ra kelishuv afzal. (MF4)

U28. Ahillik bor joyda baraka bor. (MF4)

U29. Birlik bo‘lsa — tiriklik bo‘lur. (MF4)

U30. Kelishgan el — yengilmas. (MF4)
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