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Aim of the study. The article presents the results of the research into the
verbalized concept “holy fool” in the linguistic world-image of the Russian-
speaking population of Ukraine.

Materials and methods. The main method of the conducted research was the
psycholinguistic experiment. Thesamplecomprised204 respondents aged 18-35, males
and females being equally represented.

Results. The conducted research resulted in the description of the
psycholinguistic meanings of “holy fool”. The experiment showed that the concept
“holy fool” in the everyday linguistic consciousness is primarily associated with
mental or physical deficiency, which was reflected in three core (more than 15%)
psycholinguistic meanings: “strange fellow or old man”, “ugly fellow or old
man’”, “mentally sick fellow or old man”. Foolishness as “simulated madness” (‘’for
Christ’s sake”) is replaced by natural foolishness in everyday linguistic
consciousness. Modern people no longer tend to consider a holy fool to be “a
peculiar zealot of piety”. However, this meaning still remains more or less
understandable, which is supported by the psycholinguistic meaning “blessed fellow
or old man” (14,2%). The word “holy fool” itself'is perceived as obsolete by some
modern native speakers.

The results of our research confirm the conclusions made by Russian and
Ukrainian scholars who analyzed and described the concept “holy fool” in
everyday linguistic consciousness, i.e. its ambivalent nature; the peripheral location
of theological associates, most of which reflect a certain type of holiness
(“blessed”); singular emotive associates.

On the whole, the core semantics of “holy fool” does not depend on gender.
Regardless of gender, respondents evaluate the stimulus both negatively and
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positively. 41% of respondents display repulsion to this stimulus “holy fool”. Male
respondents tend to use rude and obscene lexemes.

As far as the prospect of further research is concerned, there is a need to
describe the behavioral pattern of the ludic competence “holy fool” taking into
consideration both core and peripheral psycholinguistic meanings of holy fool and
actualizing the personified associates that help to build the model of behavior
typical of a holy fool.

Keywords: ludic competence, ludic position, holy fool, psycholinguistic
experiment, free association experiment, psycholinguistic meaning.

IIcuxouiHrBicTHYHI 3HaYeHHs Bep0aIi30BAHOr0 KOHIIENTa IOPOAUBHID (32
pe3yJIbTATAMH NCHXOJIHIBICTHYHOI 0 eKCIIePUMEHTY)
T'opoienko-Mumpoganosa I.B., Cinina A.I1., Koozeea I0.A.,
Xapxiecvkuil HayioHanbHUll nedazo2iunuil yHigepcumem imMeHi
I'.C. Crogopoou, Yrpaina

Mema. Cmamms npucesuena O00CniOdceHHIO 8epbaniz308aHo20 KOHYenmy
«IOPOOUBUIL» 8 MOBHIL KAPMUHI CEIMY DPOCIUCOKOMOBHO20 HACENCHHS JHCUMENIE
Ykpainu.

Memoou i eubipka. OCHOBHUM MemMOOOM BUCMYNUE HNCUXONTHSBICTNUYHULL
excnepumenm. Bubipky ckaanu 204 ocobu monodoeo sixy (18-35 pokis) 6 pisnomy
cnisgioHowenti 40108i4oi i Jcinouoi cmami.

Pesynomamu.  Iliocymkom — npogedeno2o  OOCHIOJNCEeHHs ~— CMA8  ONuUC
NCUXONIHSBICIUYHUX 3HAYEHb «lIOpoousuily. Pesynomamu excnepumenmy noxaszanu,
WO KOHYenm «Hpoousully 6 MNOBCAKOeHHIll MOGHIU ceioomocmi, nepui 3a 8ce,
nos'azanutl 3 OyweeHor abo MINeCHOK 3IUOEHHICIO, WO 3HAUUWIO C80€
8i000Opacicennss 6 mpoox sdepHux (Oinvuie 15%) ncuxonineGiCMuYHUX 3HAYEHHSX:
«OusHUll Xn0neyb abo cmapuily, «NOMEOPHULL XJoneyb ab0 CMapuily,«NCUXIYHO
xeoputi xaoneyb abo cmapuily. IOpoocmeo sk «yssne 6ooicesininy («Xpucma
paou») 8 NOBCAKOEHHIll MOGHIU C8I00MOCMI 3MIHIOEMbCA NPUPOOHUM. Posyminns
H0pOOUBO2O  AK  «OCOONUB020 pesHUmenss Onazoyecmsay CY4acHow JHOUHOI
NOCMYNO80 8MpA4AEMbCs, e MaK Yu iHaKue 6ce uje 3anIUaEmsbCs 3p03yMiTuUM,
WO 3HAXOOUMb CEOE NIOMBEPONCEHHS 8 NCUXONIHEBICIMUYHUI 3HAYEeHHT «OnadiceHHull
xnoneyv abo cmapuity (14,2%). [leskumu cyyacHumu HOCIAMU MOBU came ClO60
«opoousutly  cnputimacmovcs Ak - 3acmapite. Ompumani Hamu — pe3yrvmamu
3HAX00AMb CB0E NIOMBEPONCEHHSL 8 POOOMAX AK POCIUCOKUX, MAK I GIMYUSHAHUX
BUEHUX, NPUCBAYEHUX AHATIZY | ONUCY CEHCY KYTbMYPHO20 KOHYENmy «opoousuily é
NOBCAKOCHHIN  CEIOOMOCII,  SAKUL — XAPAKMEPU3YEMbCA.  aMOI8aNeHMHICMIO;
nepucghepicio meonoziuHux acoyiamis, 6elUKa UYACMUHA SKUX 8I000Opadicae mun
ceamocmi («6nadcennutly); oOunuuHuMU emomughumu acoyiamamu. Cemanmuyne
HANOBHEHHs A0pa  «IOpoOUo20» 8 YiloMy He 3anexcumsv 6i0 cmamegoi
ioenmuixayii. [na pecnowoenmis 060x cmameill XAPAKMEPHi NOZUMUBHI,
HelimpanvHi ma Heeamuehi oyinku cmumyny. Y 41% pecnonoenmis «iopoousutiy
sukaukae giomopenenns.. OOHax 015l YON0GIKI6 MUnosi epyoiwii i HeHOpMamueHi
JeKcemu.

Knwwuoei cnosa: icposa komnemenmHicms, epauiugicms, iepoéa NoO3uyis,
opoousuUl, NCUXONIIHBICIMUYHUL eKxcnepumenm, GLIbHULL acoyiamusHuil
excnepumenm, NCUXONIHe8ICMUYHe SHAYEHHS.
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Introduction.The present article continues a series of articles devoted to
ludic competence (Gordienko-Mytrofanova, 2015; Gordienko-Mytrofanova
& Sauta, 2016; Gordienko-Mytrofanova & Kobzieva, 2017; Gordienko-
Mytrofanova et al., 2018).

Ludic competence is formed alongside with the development of
playfulness, which is a stable personality trait in the modern world of
gamification (Gordienko-Mytrofanova & Kobzieva, 2017a, 2017b).
Playfulness reveals itself in the way how a person creatively adapts to the
reality of one’s own “Self” (individual identity) and to the reality of the
World (socialization), accepting this task as an exciting challenge.

The components of playfulness as an integral personality trait are also
the components of ludic competence. These are defined as “motivated
abilities” (Raven, 1994:5) that help individuals to achieve personally
meaningful goals. In this case, the goal is to develop individual identity to
the extent which ensures successful socialization.

The present research into playfulness is performed with the help of a
psycholinguistic experiment. It is a collective effort of students and PhD
students of the department of practical psychology of H. S. Skovoroda
Kharkiv National Pedagogical University under the supervision of professor
I. V. Gordienko-Mytrofanova. The most extensive free association experiment
has been undertaken with the stimulus word “playfulness” (4,795 respondents).
19 psycholinguistic meanings of playfulness were described as a result of the
psycholinguistic experiment with a sample of 1,600 respondents (Gordienko-
Mytrofanova, 2015; Gordienko-Mytrofanova & Kobzieva, 2017a, 2017b;
Gordienko-Mytrofanova & Sauta, 2016b, 2016c).

Relying on the previous theoretical and empirical research into
playfulness as a personality trait (Barnett, 2007; Guitard et al., 2005;
Staempfli, 2007; Proyer, 2012; Proyer & Ruch, 2011;Yarnal & Qian,
2011;Yue et al., 2016), as well as on the analysis of the outlined
components-scales of playfulness (Glynn &Webster, 1992; Tsuji et al.,
1996; Schaefer & Greenberg, 1997; Barnett, 2007; Yarnal & Qian, 2011;
Proyer, 2012; Shen et al., 2014; Proyer, 2017), high-frequency reactions of
the biggest sample of 4,795 respondents, and the established
psycholinguistic meanings, we managed to single out the following
components of playfulness (Gordienko-Mytrofanova & Kobzieva, 2017a,
2017b; Gordienko-Mytrofanova et al., 2018): “sensitivity”, “humor”,
“ease”, “imagination”, “flirting” (as an intention to attract the attention of
the opposite or one’s own sex), “mischievousness”(as a particular example of
self-challenge), “fugue”(as provocative and/ or eccentric behavior)

(Gordienko-Mytrofanova & Sauta, 2016; Gordienko-Mytrofanova &
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Kobzieva, 2017a, 2017b; Gordienko-Mytrofanova et al., 2018).

These components formed the basis for the ludic positions of effective
social interaction: “sensitiveness” — “Esthete”; “humor” — “Real Humorist”;
“ease” — “Balance-master”; “imagination” — “Sculptor”; “flirting” —
“Diplomat”; “mischievousness” — “Frolicsome Fellow”; “fugue” — “Holy
Fool”. Ludic positions are manifestations of ludic competence in various
standard and nonstandard situations, i.e. the behavioral aspect.

Ludic positions are manifestations of ludic competence in various
standard and nonstandard situations, i.e. the behavioral aspect.

As it can be seen from here, fugue is one of the components of ludic
competence. In the coaching session devoted to ludic competence we
considered “fugue” as the ability to “deliberately pretend to be stupid or
insane” which is considered by the players themselves and observed by the
other participants of the interaction in order to enhance the feeling of
identity.

Scholars that study playfulness as a personality trait also tend to
associate playfulness and fugue, or playfulness and eccentricity: Playfulness
Scale for Adults [fun-loving, sense of humor, enjoys silliness, informal,
whimsical]: Schaefer C., Greenberg R., 1997; OLIW questionnaire [Other-
directed, Lighthearted, Intellectual, and Whimsical playfulness]: Proyer, R.
T., 2017.

For the time being, we are aware of only one questionnaire of
playfulness where fugue is present as one of the scales of playfulness. This
is Five-Factor Personality Questionnaire (FFPQ) developed by
Heijiro Tsuji and his colleagues in 1996 (Tsuji et al., 1996). The Japanese
scholars adapted the American Five-Factor Personality Questionnaire to the
Japanese population, and they also introduced bipolarity of each factor,
which, as they believe, helps to characterize an individual in a more
comprehensive way, as long as each of the poles of the trait reflects its
peculiarity. “Playfulness-Practicality” factor consists of the following
facets: curiosity-conservativeness, fantasy-realism, artisticness-
inartisticness, inner sensibility-inner insensibility, rigidity-fugue.

The opposition “rigidity” / “fugue” is represented in the following
questions:

1. I am a witty person.

2. | think life is a gamble.

3. People often call me strange.

4. 1 wish | lived in a different world.

5. Sometimes | think | can discover something new in myself.

6. Sometimes | feel as if | am a trickster that plays tricks on people.

As a component of ludic competence, fugue corresponds to a ludic
position which is known as “holy fool”. One of the goals of the present
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research is to describe the behavioral patterns of ludic positions, in
particular, those of the ludic position “Holy Fool”, considering the
meanings that reflect the reality of the linguistic consciousness of the native
speakers. To this end, free association experiments are conducted with the
stimulus words that correspond to the components of ludic competence.

We are aware of other research works conducted by Ukrainian and
Russian scholars into the concept “holy fool” with the help of
psycholinguistic methods: Yu. Karaulov (Karaulov, 2002) who described
the results of free association experiment with a stimulus word “holy fool”;
N. Chulkina and D. Gomes (Chulkina & Gomes, 2016) who identified and
described the ambivalent character of the concept foolishness for Christ/
holy fool with the help of free association experiment and the method of test
associative field; S. Yurkov who described cultural and semiotic functions
of the foolishness for Christ phenomenon in Orthodox Christianity (Yurkov,
2008). The scientific papers published by Ukrainian scholars also present
the results of the linguistic experiment (Maslii, 2012) and the lexicographic
description of the concept foolishness for Christ/ holy fool (Dolhov, 2014).

Our research into the verbalized concept “holy fool” is part of a long-
standing research into the stimulus “holy fool” which we have been
conducting since 2015. It is a collective research effort of I. Gordienko-
Mytrofanova, S. Sauta. A. Silina, Yu. Kobzieva undertaken on the basis of
the department of practical psychology of H. S. Skovoroda Kharkiv
National Pedagogical University.

Aim and objectives. The aim of the present paper is to use the method
of applied psycholinguistic experiment in order to describe the
psycholinguistic meanings of the verbalized concept “holy fool” in the
linguistic world-image of the Russian-speaking population of Eastern
Ukraine.

As it was mentioned above, the results will be applied later to describe
the behavioral pattern of the ludic position “Holy Fool”, into considerations
the meanings that reflect the reality of the linguistic consciousness of
Russian native speakers.

In accordance with the aim of the research, the following objectives
were outlined: to define the general and specific features of the verbal
behavior of young respondents in the framework of studying the stimulus
word “holy fool”; to suggest major strategies and methods for describing
the psycholinguistic meanings of the verbalized concept “holy fool”.

Research methods. The main method of the conducted research is the
psycholinguistic experiment, whose main stage was the free association
experiment with the word-stimulus “holy fool”. As additional methods,

22



Bicank XHITY imeni I'.C. CxoBoponu. [Icuxonoris....

surveys (in order to refine the results of the free association experiment) and
questioning (in order to specify the characteristics of the sample) have been
applied. As a mathematical-statistical method to analyse the results of the
research, frequency and cluster analysis was used, which allowed us to
identify tendencies in the distribution of associations produced by the
experimental group.

The free association experiment with the stimulus word “holy fool” was
conducted in the written form. According to the instruction, the respondents
were supposed to state their gender, age, education/specialization,
occupation/position, marital status, and write down first five words that
occurred to them and that were somehow associated with “holy fool”
(“topoousvlii”).

The total number of respondents who took part in the experiments was
204 young people (18-35), males and females being equally represented. As
far as the education criterion is concerned, 51.5% had not fully completed
their university education, 36.7% of the respondents had a university
degree; 9.3% - secondary education, 2.5% - did not indicate their
educational background. As far as the marital status is concerned, 19% of
the respondents were married, 77.6% were single, 7% were in some sort of
relationship, 1% — were divorced, 1% were engaged; 3.4% did not indicate
their marital status.

Research results

1. Associative fields for five reactions and for the first reaction. The
results of the frequency analysis of the free association experiment with the
stimulus word “holly fool” enabled us to build the associative fields for five
reactions, as well as for the first reaction. 979 reactions were produced by
the respondents to the stimulus word “holly fool” (the results of the free
association experiment were processed for the first five reactions). 519
reactions out of these were unique reactions, including 41 word combinations
or complete sentences, 166 reactions with the frequency higher than 1, 353
individual reactions, and 0 refusals, 2 — did not know the meaning of the
word.

As far as the first reaction is concerned, the results of the free association
experiment with the stimulus word “holly fool” yielded 204 associations. 108
reactions out of these were unique reactions, including 11 word
combinations or complete sentences, 33 reactions with the frequency higher
than 1, 75 individual reactions, and 0 refusals, 2 — did not know the meaning
of the word.

The comparative analysis of the associative fields (for five reactions and
for the first reaction) prompted a conclusion that the scope and the nature of
the reactions have not considerably changed (see fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. The results of the comparative analysis of the associative fields
for the first and for five reactions to the stimulus word “holy fool ”

What has changed, though, is the sequence of reactions, as well as the
quantity of peripheral and individual reactions. The latter can be easily
explained, as the increase in the number of respondents causes the increase
in the number of individual reactions that reflect individual meanings
generated by the respondents.

The following reactions occur in the associative field for five reactions:
madman, pauper 5 (0,96%), another, awkward, lunatic, religion, wise,
Yura 4 (0,77%), a cripple, dushbag, family, happy, honest, irresponsible,
lame-brained, legal, Pakhom, prophet, reckless, repulsive, truth 3 (0,58%),
blockhead, born, butt of the joke, butthead, deviation, different from
everybody else, disadvantaged, distinguished, freak, G. Marquez, hermit,
humpbacked, idiot, infantile, inferior, interesting, laughter, limited,
marvelous, mean, naive, non-standard, old, outcast, poor, Quasimodo, seer,
slanting, slowpoke, The Old Man and the Sea, unhappy, verity, wanker,
Whipping top, yellow, Young man 2 (0,38%).

However, it should be mentioned that the associative field for five
reactions contains a lexeme with intellectual semantics, i.e. “wise”
4 (0.77%), whereas the associative field for the first reaction primarily
contains associates that refer to some sort of intellectual deficiency (foolish,
fool, crazy, insane, mentally challenged, loony, feeble-minded, stupid),
with only one exception, which is a singular reaction “educated”.

The associative field for five reactions also shows some meanings of the
word “holy fool” that are not present in the associative field for the first
reaction. These are “prophet” 5 (0.96%) (prophet3 (0.58%), seer2
(0.38%)) and “hermit” 2 (0.38%).

Besides, the associative field for five reactions helped to single out
respondents that do not know the meaning of the stimulus word in focus. For
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instance, it was found out that 4 people did not know the meaning of the word
“holy fool” even “approximately”.

Table 1
Ne | Associates Tol| % F%EIB f;/g; “@S Z%Iesor
strange [strange 18, peculiarity 1] 19 | 931 12 176 7 6.86
ugly [ugly 11, ugly creature 4] 15| 736 3 2% 12 1176
crank [orank 3, cranky 3, weird 4] 10 | 49 10 98 0 0
mﬁyﬁmm 7, smpeminded) g | 4y | 3 204 | 6 | 58
blessed 8 | 32 4 3P 4 3R
plain 8 | 3 7 686 1 0%
lavwyer [lawyer 4, legal 3] 7 | 348 1 098 6 58
insane [insane4, insane people 1] 5 | 245 3 2% 2 19%
.| cumning 4 | 1% 1 098 3 2%A
10. | fool [fool 3, helf-wit 1] 4 | 1% 0 0 4 3%
funy 4 | 1% 2 19% 2 19%
sick 4 | 1% 2 1% 2 1%
13. | AncientRus [Andent Rus2, Russian] 3 | 147 1 098 2 1%
crazy 3 147 1 08 2 1%
15. |crippled 3 147 2 1% 1 08
16. | not like all the others 3 147 1 098 2 1%
17. | peculiar 3 147 3 A 0 0
18. |abnormal 2 098 1 098 1 08
19. |amazing 2 | 098 1 08 1 08
20. |amusing 2 | 098 1 098 1 08
21. | beautiful 2 | 098 1 098 1 0%
22. |fearful 2 | 098 1 098 1 08
23. |fellow 2 | 098 0 0 2 196
24.|God [God, godlike 1] 2 | 098 1 098 1 0%
25. |joyful 2 | 098 1 098 1 0%
26. |mentally challenged 2 | 098 0 0 2 1%
saint 2 | 098 2 19% 0 0
28. |unclear 2 | 098 1 098 1 08
29. |wrong 2 098 1 098 1 098
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2. Partial semic interpretation of the results of the frequency
analysis in the course of the free association experiment with the
stimulus word “holy fool” according to the first reaction. Afterwards,
we conducted partial semic interpretation of the results of the frequency
analysis within the framework of free association experiment with the
stimulus word “holly fool” according to the first reaction.

The analysis of the data received in the course of partial semic
interpretation resulted in the change of the sequence of some high
frequency associates in comparison with the reactions. However, the
composition and the nature of associations remained the same (see Table 1).
Singular reactions that are not included in table 1 are described below.

3.The general and specific features of the verbal behavior of young
respondents. Partial semic interpretation helped to reveal the general and
specific features of the verbal behavior of young respondents (see Table 1).
The general features of the verbal behavior of young respondents are
reflected in the following lexemes (produced both by male and female
respondents): “strange” (18 (8.82%)), “ugly” (11 (5.39%)), “blessed” (8
(3.92%)), “foolish” (7 (3.43%), “insane”, “sick”, “funny”, “cunning” (4
(1.96%)), “not like all the others”, “crazy” (3 (1.47%)), “joyful”,
“amazing”, “amusing”, “beautiful”, “unclear” (2 (0.98%)) (see fig. 2).

crank
cranky
legal

L=}
l
1 |
|
orippled :I_

we
miracul ous

ugly
blessed

fa

strange

pe

not like all the

=]
&
=

B Females, % of the total number of responses by the first reaction (102)

uMales, % of the total number of responses by the first reaction (102)

Fig. 2. The results of the comparative analysis of male and female
associative fields of the stimulus “holy fool”
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The associates listed above reflect the ambivalent nature of the concept
“holy fool” which is expressed both in negative and positive definitions of
“holy fool”.

“Male” and “female” associative fields for the stimulus word “holy
fool” were built in order to identify the specific features of the verbal
behavior of respondents by their gender. The reason for considering certain
specific features to be characteristic of female or male respondents was the
absence of the corresponding lexemes in the “female”/”male” associative
fields or the significant difference in the frequency of these lexemes.

For example, female specific features are represented in such lexemes as
“crank”’(4.9%/0%), “plain” (3.43%/0.49%), “peculiar” (1.47%/0%),
“saint” (0.98%/ 0%); the figure after the slash referring to the frequency of
these reactions for male respondents.

Male specific features are represented in such lexemes as:
“crank”(5.88%/1.47%), “lawyer” (2.94%/0.49%), ‘“fool” (1.96%/0%),
“mentally challenged”, “fellow” (0.98%/0%,); the figure after the slash

referring to the frequency of these reactions for female respondents.

As it can be seen, male respondents tend to have an explicitly negative
attitude to holy fools. It can be assumed that men’s aversion to holy fools is
connected with deliberate violation of the accepted norms of behavior.
Female reactions, on the other hand, reflect a sacred attitude to holy fools.

4. The peripheral and individual reactions. On the next stage of the
research we analyzed peripheral and individual reactions. Singular reactions
that only occurred in the male associative field that reflected individual
meanings of the respondents are the following: asocial, Bible, Ceasar,
church, crooked, cross, desman, devil, devious, dictionary, dirty, dorky,
Dostoevsky, educated, enlightenment, gypsy, hard, inhumanity, insult,
loony, ludicrous, Old Russian, Orthodox Christianity, refined, restroom,
secretive, shitty, spacey, stupid, weak, white crow, wry.

As for singular reactions that occurred solely in the female associative
field, these are: a boy born to a poor family, ancient, attractive, broken leg,
careless, circus, courage, creepy, curly, cute, different, false, fearless,
feeble-minded, horse, inadequate, jester, Judas, lame, Mark, Middle Ages,
Old man, original, outsider, playful, poor man, possessed, sincere, small,
stupid illiterate thug, uncustomary, unlike others, unpredictable, unusual.

The analysis of peripheral associates and associates from the extreme
periphery enabled us to outline the following semantic groups: “LAWYER”
(professional background); “Ancient Rus” (territorial origin and time of
appearance); age-related associates(fellow; old man; a boy born to a poor
family), “HARD”(emotive associates). Peripheral and singular reactions
significantly expand the behavioral cluster involving the following
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subgroups (less than 4%) — “CUNNING”, “PECULIAR”, “WRONG”,
“FEARLESS”, “EDUCATED”, “SINCERE”, as well as the cluster of
“appearance, looks” involving the following subgroups (less than 3%)
“POOR MAN”, “HANDSOME”, “DIRTY”.

The response given by one of the male respondents showed that the very
word “holy fool” is perceived as an insult (meaning “INSULT”).

5. Semantic clusters of the verbalized concept “holy fool”. The
results of the cluster analysis are described in the paper written by I
Gordienko-Mytrofanova and Yu. Kobzieva “The concept “holy fool” in the
linguistic world-image of the Russian-speaking population of Ukraine” (the
article is in press). The cluster analysis showed that the core of the
verbalized concept “holy fool” is represented in three semantic clusters:
“behavior” (46.57%); “appearance, looks” (21.57%); “cognitive
disorders” (16.67%).

6. Negative reactions. Having counted the negative reactions, a
conclusion can be made that 41% of respondents react negatively to the
word  “holy  fool”:ugly 11, foolish, plain 7, insane, sick, ugly
creature 4, fool, crazy, crippled 3, mentally challenged, abnormal, wrong,
fearful 2, asocial, poor man, insane people, inhumanity, possessed, stupid
illiterate thug, simple-minded, stupidity, dirty, half-wit, devious, Judas, wry,
false, inadequate, loony, ludicrous, careless, insult, broken leg, crooked,
feeble-minded, weal, creepy, stupid, hard, shitty, lame, dorky, devil 1.

7. Psycholinguistic meanings of the word “holy fool”. The final
outcome of the research was the description of the psycholinguistic
meanings of the word “holy fool” According to I. Sternin, the
psycholinguistic meaning can be rightly considered as the most adequate
and realistic model of the systemic meaning of the word which reflects the
reality of the linguistic consciousness of native speakers (Sternin, 2011:
188). The algorithm of describing psycholinguistic meanings is thoroughly
explained in our publications:

Holy Fool (204 respondents).

Semantic interpretation of the results of the experiment produced the
following results.

1. STRANGE 41(strange 18, peculiarity 1, crank 3, cranky 3,
weird 4, not like all the others 3, unclear 2, white crow, different, ludicrous,
spacey, unusual,uncustomary, unlike others 1) FELLOW 2 or OLD MAN
1; can seem FUNNY 11(funny 4, joyful, amusing 2, playful, circus,
jester 1); CUNNING 8 (cunning 4, devious, false, secretive, gypsy I)as a
DEVIL 1, PECULIAR 7 (peculiar 3, miraculous 2, refined, original 1);
CARELESS 1; UNPREDICTABLE 1; WRONG 4(wrong 2, asocial,
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inadequate 1);such kind of behavior is typical of a LAWYER7 (lawyer 4,
legal 3) and some famous people -DOSTOEVSKY 1, JUDAS,
MARK 1, CEASAR 1. Cumulative index of brightness 88.

2. UGLY15 (ugly 11, ugly creature 4) FELLOW 2 or
OLDMAN 1 that has PLAIN 13 (plain 8, fearful 2, wrong, creepy, shitty 1)
appearance or CRIPPLED 3 — WRY, CROOKED, with a BROKEN
LEG, SMALL, WEAK 1; his life is HARD 1.Cumulative index of
brightness 40.

3. mentally SICK 5 (sick 4, lame 1) FELLOW 2 or OLDMAN
1: FOOLISH 17 (foolish (masculine form) 7, simple-minded, foolish
(feminine form), stupid illiterate thug 1, fool 3, half-wit 1, loony, mentally
challenged, stupid 1); INSANE 11 (insane 5 [insane 4, insane people 1],
crazy 3, abnormal 2, possessed 1), FEEBLE-MINDED 1. Cumulative index
of brightness 37.

4, BLESSED 17 (blessed 8 (God 2 [God, godlike 1], saint 2,
Bible, cross, Orthodox Christianity, enlightenment, church 1) FELLOW 2
or OLDMAN 1 of OLD RUSSIAN ORIGIN 6 (4ncient Rus3 [Ancient Rus
2, Russian], Old Russian, ancient, Middle Ages 1): EDUCATED I,
SINCERE 1, FEARLESS 1. Cumulative index of brightness 29.

5. Indirect meaning. CRIPPLED 4 (crippled 3, poorman 1),
DIRTY 1 (dirtyl) FELLOW 2 or OLDMAN 1, or CUTE 3 (cute,
handsome, attractive 1), CURLY 1 BOY BORN TO A POOR FAMILY 1.
Cumulative index of brightness 13.

6. INSULT 1. Cumulative index of brightness 1.

The word is not relevant for the linguistic consciousness — 2
respondents. Only two out of 204 respondents said, “I have no idea what it
is” and “What does that mean after all?”

Reactions that defy interpretation (4 respondents): associates that
describe the outer world (animals, objects): animals-
associates: desman, horse 1 — 2 (0.98%), f.1 (0.49%), m. 1 (0.49%);
things-associates: restroom, dictionary 1 — 2 (0.98%), m.

Discussion. The psycholinguistic meanings of the verbalized concept
“holy fool” that have been described above reveal its ambivalent character.
The contradictory nature of this concept is confirmed in the works of
Russian scholars— Yu. N. Karaulov, G. A. Cherkasova, N. V. Ufimtseva,
Yu. A. Sorokin, Ye.F. Tarasov (Karaulov et al., 2002), N. L. Chulkina,
D.V.B. Gomes (Chulkina & Gomes, 2016), as well as in the work of
Ukrainian researcher Ye. Maslii (Maslii, 2012). As supposed by N. Chulkina,
the ambivalence of the concept “holy fool” is caused by the fact that there
are two types of foolishness for Christ. One of them refers to people
suffering from mental deficiency, i.e. natural foolishness. The other type
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refers to those who embarked on the way of “voluntary martyrdom” on their
free will. Having consciously accepted homelessness and poverty, these
people demonstrate “simulated madness” and by doing so they gain the
right to “condemn the haughty and vain world”, no matter who they are
talking to. This 1is voluntary foolishness for Christ’s sake
(Chulkina & Gomes, 2016; Panchenko, 2000: 337).

The contradictory attitude to holy fool is also reflected in the polarity of
the way it is evaluated, i.e. it triggers not only “negative” (see p. 6 above),
but also “positive” reactions: amazing, handsome 2, joyful, refined, cute,
attractive, educated, original 1 etc. The highest evaluation of foolishness
for Christ, which was “wise”, was found in the associative field built on the
basis of five reactions.

It should be mentioned here that the Russian-speaking respondents from
Eastern Ukraine and representatives of Russian linguistic culture tend to
evaluate this concept in three different ways: positive, negative, and neutral.
Their percentage demonstrates the predominance of neutral reactions
(Karaulov et al., 2002: 744; Chulkina & Gomes, 2016: 299; Maslii, 2012).

The results of the cumulative index of brightness showed that the word
“holy fool” is perceived by some modern Russian native speakers as
obsolete: Ancient Rus 2, ancient, Old Russian, Russian, Middle Ages 1.

The presence of singular reactions that defy interpretation
(desman, horse, dictionary, restroom) may be explained by the fact that a
small number of respondents (1.96%) do not know the meaning of this
word.

One of the respondents considered the word Zoly fool to be insulting,
which was reflected in the reactions insult.

1.96% of respondents tend to verbalize holy fool with the help of
personification: Dostoevsky, Caesar, Judas, Mark 1. According to
Ye. Maslii, whose opinion we totally share, in this situation “what matters is
not the ontological characteristics, but the figurative analogy that helps to
describe behavioral strategies: being spectacular, eccentric, provocative,
aggressive...” (Maslii, 2012).

In our research, as well as in the works of other scholars who have
analyzed the concept “holy fool”, theological associates appear on the
periphery: blessed 8, saint 2, Bible, God, godlike, cross, Orthodox
Christianity, enlightenment, church, devil 1. It testifies to the fact that
modern people no longer tend to understand the phenomenon of holy fool as
something connected with “aspiration for Christ’s sake (for the sake of
some higher truth)” (Maslii, 2012: 102).
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Emotive associates, both in our research (hard), as well as in some other
works, are represented by extreme periphery.

It is worth paying attention to the fact that unlike the empirical data
obtained by the abovementioned scholars, the associative field for the first
reaction in our sample does not contain reactions that reflect the prophetic
gift of the holy fool. There is only some indirect indication of this fact in the
theological associates. However, as it has been stated above, reactions of
this sort (seer, prophet) are present in the associative field for five reactions.

Besides, our research enabled us to analyze “male” and “female”
associative fields of the stimulus “holy fool”. Regardless of gender,
respondents evaluate the stimulus both negatively and positively. However,
men are more likely to react with rude and obscene lexemes: ugly creature,
fool, mentally challenged, loony, stupid, shitty, dorky. On the contrary,
women tend to use more lofty vocabulary for positive evaluations:
handsome, cute, attractive, educated, sincere, miraculous, refined, original,
fearless, joyful, etc.

The core semantics of the word “holy fool” does not generally depend
on the gender. The semantic groups in the extreme periphery, however, are
represented by reactions produced either by male or female respondents,
which testifies to certain gender-related preferences in the word usage for
the stimulus “holy fool”. For example, the financial situation of the holy
fool (“POOR MAN”) is only reflected in female reactions in the extreme
periphery, while unkempt appearance is reflected in one singular male
reaction (“DIRTY”). Emotive associates are represented by one singular
male reaction “HARD”. Besides, it is worth mentioning that female and
male respondents tend to associate the holy fool with different age groups:
an old man or a young fellow, respectively.

Conclusions. The main goal of the present psycholinguistic research
was to describe the psycholinguistic meanings of the verbalized concept
“holy fool” in the linguistic world-image of the Russian-speaking
population of Eastern Ukraine.

The results of the psycholinguistic experiment showed that in everyday
linguistic consciousness the verbalized concept “holy fool” is associated
with mental or physical deficiency, which is reflected in three core (more
than 10%) psycholinguistic meanings: “strange fellow or old man”
(43%); “ugly fellow or old man” (19,6%); “mentally sick fellow or old
man” (18%).

Therefore, foolishness “for Christ’s sake” (“simulated madness”) is
replaced by natural foolishness in everyday linguistic consciousness.
Modern people no longer consider holy fool to be somebody who is truly
wise, who “deliberately acts like a madman” while remaining in his right
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mind and who becomes a peculiar zealot of piety, whose duty is to “blame
this world” and “condemn the sins of the strong and the weak paying no
heed to social conventions” (Kovalevskii, 2013: 6-17; Panchenko, 2000:
338-339). This “approximate” understanding of the holy fool is reflected in
the peripheral psycholinguistic meaning “blessed fellow or old man of old
Russian origin”(14%).

Nevertheless, as it was pointed out by Ye. Maslii, the modern world still
needs the model of foolish behavior, which was created by culture as a
“need for foolishness” (Maslii, 2012: 102). In our research, this model is
reflected in the meaning “strange fellow or old man” that comprises
personified associates.

On the whole, the results of our research confirm the conclusions made
by Russian and Ukrainian scholars who analyzed and described cultural
concepts and the concept “holy fool” in particular, which is ambivalent and
has a small number of theological and emotive associates. The word “holy
fool” itself is perceived as obsolete by some modern native speakers. The
core semantics of the “holy fool” concept does not depend on gender.

It is also worth mentioning that within the framework of research into the
meanings of cultural concepts where everyday consciousness is particularly
important, the free association experiment based on five reactions helps to
reveal respondents that do not know the meaning of the concept in focus even
“approximately”.

As far as the prospect of further research is concerned, there is a need to
describe the behavioral pattern of the ludic competence “holy fool” taking
into consideration both core and peripheral psycholinguistic meanings of
holy fool and actualizing the personified associates that help to build the
model of behavior typical of a holy fool.
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