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Pe3rome

Crarts npucBsiueHa npodiaeMam (opMyBaHHS TEPMIHOJIOTII. 30KpeMa aBTop
CTaTTI PO3TIISAZAE 3arajbHI METOU TBOPEHHS TEPMIHIB Ta 30CEPEIKYE CBOIO yBary
Ha JOCTIIKEeHHI MEeTO/1B ()OpMYBaHHS JIHTBICTUYHUX TEPMIHIB Ta 1X MOXOIKEHHS
B AHIIINACHKIM Ta yKpaiHCHKiIM MOBax, KOPUCTYIOUUCH CTATUCTUYHUM METOIOM
BH3HAYA€E KIJIbKICHI XapaKTEPUCTUKH JIIHT'BICTUYHOT TEPMIHOJIOTIi 000X MOB.

ENGLISH AS LINGUA FRANCA IN CONTRAST TO HEBREW AND
ARABIC LANGUAGE INFLUENCE IN THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE
NEGOTIATION PROCESS

lvana Pastirikova
University of P. J. Safarik, KoSice, Slovakia

Abstract English language as an officially chosen and aeckjainguage for
communication and negotiation at international mddies with a status of Lingua
Franca implies to bring also an English (westerofess of decision-making in
peace talks in American-Israeli-Arabic relationsleeed in the Middle East
conflict resolution. Therefore, it calls for a coanigon of a mechanism necessarily
involved into the process. Limits of English withs i representations and
consequent interpretations are investigated throwiglan article. A review is
considerably based on a study of the Middle Easgol&tion Lexicon and
a comparative study of English, Hebrew and Arabiglage by Raymond Cohen,
a professor of negotiation studies at the Hebrewessity in Jerusalem.

English as Lingua Franca English language has been appointed as an
international language for diplomacy and decisiakimg at political, diplomatical
negotiating sessions in the Middle East (ME). ,,@fi¢he reasons why English is
so readily adopted as a second language is bedaasatinues to enjoy high
status. It is associated with many positivalues, such as objectivity,
professionalism, trendiness, authority, and balisation (Crystal, 2003).
Another explanation for English language supremadiat ,English is regarded
as a neutral, flexible, direct, and emotisslelanguage, and has gradually

become the language of international [commuroc¥ti (Radbout Repository,
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Face and Identity Management in Negotiation, 200#4)h material objects like is
a table, interpretations in other languages areasatrucial as abstract notions of
Jpeace,” ,conflict, ,reconciliation,” ,justice,” safety,“ ,aspiration“ etc. In
addition, ,words and their translations are not jugerchangeable labels denoting
some given, immutable feature of the world but keyening the door onto
different configurations of the world“ (Cohen, 2@)1To find a common ground
for arelevant diplomatical comprehension in the,M&erences to a historical
origin of significant words, codes and phrases rm@eessary. Studies done in
a field of peace negotiation process in the pasttimdéeant on a culture matter.
Nowadays, an orientation in the ME peace negotigii@cess is led to an analysis
and understanding the mechanism of lingua franessusho are influenced by
their own lingual, mental competencies and hisaéri@pproach to the
interpretations. Based on a premise that ,languaag culture are inseparable;
language reflects culture and culture is reprodumethnguage” (Cohen, 2001a),
a generally held idea of English language supremacythus, questioned,
especially with reference to Hebrew and Arabic toids. The reason for
importance of lingua franca language versus culbe® in the implication that
language espresses evidently different nuancdseo$dme objects in dependence
on a particular way of thinking.

To reflect a division according to which an anays done in regard to
a historical impact on three languages, Cohen’seimoidterminology of conflict
resolution has been adopted (Cohen, 2001a). Aad&inglish concerns it is: a)
industrial relations, b) engineering c) Christiarntinology and d) sports and
games. The Arabic aspiration reflects: a) honoidstgmic ethics. For Hebrew
orientation it is: a) legal terminology, b) milifaterminology (Cohen, 2001a).
Concerning Arabic language | would also include @uaran tradition and Islamic
religious terminology and referring to Hebrew laaga, the Biblical heritage of
the Torah and prophets with Judaistic religiousiteology will be contained.

~When negotiation takes place across languagescaltgres the scope for
misunderstanding increases. So much of negotiatisalves arguments about
words and concepts that it can not be assumedathgtiage is secondary and all
that "really" counts is the "objective" issues take. Can one ever speak of purely
objective issues? When those issues include ematitangible concepts such as
"honor", "standing", "national identity", "securityand "justice" can we really take
it for granted that the parties understand eacéargibrfectly? And if not, what can
be done to overcome language barriers?* (Coherl 00 he language users of
lingua franca have atendency to cover things bydwmdes and make them
appear lighter. It serves to avoid real or tertaking words as codes but also its
potential meanings, which in an English interpretatan be counted as definite or
stative. In a conflict issue, the articulation thi@nguage is also a window how
people organize both their understanding and esgmesof conflict, often in
keeping with cultural patterns and ways of opetftihederach, 1996 In: Cohen,
2001a) simply denotes to an importance of tracirrgoa It is alanguage as
a general system of codes used for encoding anddoer expressions dealing

with diplomatic schemes and resulting in adequatd tomprehension. English as
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the political and diplomatical directive with itsvo code system in the ME region
Is used to meet that expectations. For exampleptinase ,fighter for freedom® is
not an exact ME equivalent to English ,suicide bensi*

Language and peace negotiation process in the Mal@ast Negotiation
as stated by the professor Raymond Cohen, classifegotiation [as] an exercise
in language and communication, an attempt to cre@deed understanding where
previously there have been contested understaridi@ghien, 2001a). Moreover,
Kamel S. Abu Jaber, a president of Jordan InstiutéMiddle Eastern Studies, an
Arabic counterpart to Israeli Cohen lyricizes tidiplomatic language is the child
of the language of communication. Its formalisatioto special patterns, with
a chosen cadence and sometimes repetitive pasteand has been designed to oil
the joints of relationship between people and natio(Jaber, 2001). Both sides
refer to setting an environment pragmatically cazhensible for all parties
involved. Language becomes a tool and a directive.

The semantic interpretations of very basic concepts negotiation
terminology ¢onflict, peace, compromisein English, Hebrew and Arabic
language will serve as the theoretical ground féurther analysis. An English
version operates and differentiates two wordksputeandconflict. A disputecan
be a basis for a ,conflict* but it does not havenecessarily mean the conflict
itself. Conflictis viewed differently in Hebrew. Since in a Hebrewtion it names
major and minor situations from disruption to hlisti,the word has less fateful
connotations than ,conflict® (Cohen, 2001a). A Habrequivalentsichsuchis
a part of the natural order of things, but therehis implication that the same
methods of reasoned persuasion used for tacklimgner quarrel are equally
appropriate for settling a major case of st(ifed). An Arabic counterpart ofiza
as well as the Hebrew wosdchsuchcovers both meanings of a minor dispute or
a major conflict. Additionaly, the Arabic use ofzai,as the term of choice for
"conflict" indicates it to be treated as a solutdgspute” through negotiations”
(Alon, 2010).Peacein English understanding influenced mostly by thigtian
terminology reflects a state of no war, fighting ronflict (Longman dictionary of
contemporary English, 2001). In other words,glationship established by treaty
between states concluding war, an ideal prophetsiorv of harmony and
tranquility* (Cohen, 2001b). A Hebrew expressiralomhas multiple meanings.
Generally it refers to ,wholeness and completene®dl, being, wellfare, health,
greetings, safety(ibid). An Arabic salamalsocovers a semantic field of ,peace,
safety, security, health, wellbeing.“ On the contraArabs distinguish between
two subwords ofsalam, which are salm and sulh. Salmin political and
international contexts denotes a formal state ofrestual peace and formal peace
between, usually, non-Arabic nations and governmenthile sulh marks
a situation of a true reconciliation between pedpllewing the conclusion odalm
(ibid). Compromisas a situation for finding a mutual ground, a agrtsettlement
when both sides are willing to lose something tan gamore comlex and an
expected peace modesharain Hebrew is more identical to English compromise
than Arabic phrases. The concept of making commens not welcomed in the

Arabic world, since it implies a kind of submissidosing face and ,if there is to
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be a workable solution, neither party must be sléir(ibid). Socially this status
indicates ,win, win“ conclusion to any niza. Insteathe Arabic situational
applying to the negotiation process does not hiat direction.

Words as frames and mechanism of negotiatidteople in the ME peace
talks might speak, negotiate and communicate idigingut they think in Hebrew
and Arabic, their mother tongues. From a cognilinguistic point of view these
references are entitled as ,mind frames* (e.qg.:dffakvan Dijk). Some authors,
like Cohen, uses a computerized term ,programmifog”creating mind maps,
frames in an interpreting system: It is the pragnaing of the human system — the
software — that translates potential to actualitgre the diversity is enormous.
Human cultural software is made up of ideas, memmirconventions, and
assumptions. It moulds our perceptions, it shapesctions, defining the rules for
interaction, meeting, parting, and bestowing hadipyt trading, begging, giving,
and negotiating” (Cohen, 1993). Using English agda franca in the ME region
with Hebrew and Arabic influences, communicatiorairgocial situation is more
burdened for senders and recipients and theirtyhidi appropriately code and
decode a content. Bearing in the mind own frameseénings, Szalay, whose
model was used, points out that ,the idea itsesdaot really travel, only the
code; the words, the patterns of sound or priné Mieaning that a person attaches
to the words received will come from his own mindis interpretation is
determined by his own frame of reference, his id@#srests, past experiences,
etc. — just as much as the meaning of the originessage is fundamentally
determined by the sender’s mind, his frame of egigg” (Szalay In: Cohen, 1997).
In the crucial ME peace talks, it is not only setirmmeanings of terms, but also
its social understanding with historical and religs impacts. ,For a message to be
correctly understood there must be sufficient sinty, if not identity, between the
intention of the sender and the meaning attribbiethe receiver. Put another way,
the content encoded by the sender must be consigitdnthe content decoded by
the receiver. If the parties involved are able tawd upon similar semantic
assumptions, if they both use the same sort of tod®nvey a certain meaning,
then they will be able to communicate successfullth each other” (Cohen,
1997).

Conclusion Using English as a lingua franca in the ME peacegss with
unsolvable results over more than four decadeprsaf that the study needs to be
taken into a deeper, linguistic analysis than tduceng it only to cultural
interpretations of cultures (Israeli, Arabic) oethegion. The honor cause, islamic
ethics of dignity and standing with a face are dlighly infiltrated into linguistic
representations of the Arabic peace process re8itgeli willingness for dispute,
debate, polemic, discussion shows a positive dditlisplayed by a rich and varied
vocabulary of argumentation. The USA as a mediatthr English linguistic realm
of thinking and its dimension creates a mental laxglial frame for a systematic
constructive communication in the ME peace procegsvever, its mental and
social limits are required to be taken into sericosisideration for productive
results.
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