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FORMATION OF LANGUAGE PERSONALITY AS A REFLECTION OF
CONTEMPORARY PROCESSES OF INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION
The article deals with role and significance of phraseologically marked units of the

formation of a secondary linguistic personality. The aim of this study is determination of the
place and role of idiomatically colored units in the formation of the linguistic consciousness
of foreign students.

The article gives a detailed analysis of class of lexical units from the position of their
ability to reflect the extralinguistic reality that forms the linguistic picture of the world of two
ethnic groups — Russian and Arabic. Phraseological units are compared, representing a mental
essence lying deep in the mind of a person. The formation of a secondary linguistic personality
reflects a new system of values and allows a new way to model the process of teaching Russian
to foreign students. The main idea of the article is as phraseologisms help to understand the
national and cultural identity of the speakers of the language studied by foreign students, as
well as to establish a dialogue of cultures.

The article is of interest to linguists who study the formation of language personality. The
article is of great help to teachers who work with foreign students.

Key words: secondary linguistic personality, phraseological unit, linguistic picture of the
world, dialogue of cultures.
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ASYMMETRIES OF EMBODIMENT: WHY THE BODY BOTH HELPS AND
HINDERS OUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE WORLD

This essay deals with the issue of how and why the body both helps and hinders our
understanding of the world. There is a curious dichotomy at work between two aspects of
embodiment when it comes to meaning-making. On the one hand, we regard the experiences
immediately related to the body as inherently meaningful and rely on them to make sense
of more abstract ideas. On the other hand, it is common to speak about the ineffability of
subjective experience. In this essay, I argue that literary scholars and linguists need to outline
the contours of the underlying tension between meaningful and incomprehensible bodily
experiences.

Key words: asymmetry, comprehension, embodied realism, embodiment, metaphor,
language
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On 2 June 2014, shortly after 3pm, [ was talking to my mother on the phone when I heard
an explosion on the other end. My mother was at home in the city of Luhansk in eastern
Ukraine, when rockets hit the regional administration building close to her block of flats. I had
left my home town a few weeks before, because my then employers — a team of international
observers — had decided to move to another location for safety. As their language assistant, I
followed them because staying seemed unreasonable in view of the developing conflict. During
the phone call, I was hundreds of kilometres away from my mother, and my new employers
(another monitoring team) had just been detained by armed men. I was supposed to come back
to Luhansk, but the escalation caused my plans to fall apart. I could relate to my mother’s voice
on the phone. It was familiar and understandable. We shared our worries and tried to process
the rapidly unfolding events. The war had not yet distorted our perception, and the blast did
not make sense to us when we heard it. My mother’s voice, which had given meaning to much
of my life, was shattered by a sensory assault that resists description. In what follows, I argue
that the juxtaposition of the deeply meaningful with the incomprehensible and inexpressible
is far from extraordinary. On the contrary, it is one of the fundamental asymmetries that shape
our lives.

In Phenomenology of Perception (1945), Maurice Merleau-Ponty argued that we are our
bodies [1]. Today embodiment is one of the key ideas in cognitive psychology. From this
perspective, sensory impressions, emotions and even abstract thoughts are the product of the
body. The mind is part of the body. In its turn, the body interacts with its environment and
cannot be abstracted from the world in which it is situated. All meaning emerges through the
interaction between the body and its environment. Merleau-Ponty suggests that we make sense
“by being this body and this situation” [1: 525].

There is a curious tension at work between two aspects of embodiment when it comes to
meaning-making. On the one hand, we regard the experiences immediately related to the body
as inherently meaningful, and rely on them to make sense of more abstract ideas. On the other,
it is common to speak about the ineffability of subjective experience. Language and conscious
thought do not encompass all that we feel and perceive.

If I say that something is a “hot topic”, I am using the embodied experience of heat
to comprehend, and make comprehensible, the abstract idea of importance or relevance.
However, the same sense of heat might defy my capacity for intellectual comprehension and
self-expression in the case of a painful burn. I might engage figurative speech to say that it
hurts as if I were on the surface of the sun, or I might choose to swear to alleviate my pain
or not to speak about it at all. In this second case, the embodied experience of heat becomes
incomprehensible and inexpressible in literal thought and language.

Embodiment appears to be ambivalent: it both creates and confounds meaning. The first
facet of this ambivalence has recently drawn the attention of cognitive psychologists, linguists
and philosophers, whereas the second has long been intuited by the practitioners of meaning-
making, including dancers, writers and everyday speakers of natural language. Both aspects
have been explored separately in philosophy, psychology and linguistics, but their interplay
has not been previously in the limelight of research. To fill this lacuna, literary scholars,
psychologists and linguists will need to outline the contours of the underlying tension between
meaningful and incomprehensible bodily experiences.
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This conundrum can be thought of in highly specific terms such as metaphor and sensory
impressions, and at the same time it can be scaled up to the general ambivalence of human
existence. The imbalance between meaningful embodiment and ineffable bodily experience
both plays out in everyday language and lies at the heart of being human.

In Philosophy in the Flesh (1999), George Lakoff and Mark Johnson devise the paradigm
of “embodied realism” and argue that our bodies give meaning to thought and language [2]. On
this view, reason is embodied, largely metaphorical and mostly unconscious. First, the mind
cannot be separated from the body: “what we call ‘mind’ and what we call ‘body’ are not two
things, but rather aspects of one organic process, so that all meaning, thought, and language
emerge from the aesthetic dimensions of this embodied activity” [3: 1]. Second, we often create
new meaning by metaphorically associating abstract phenomena with familiar experiences.
In their evocatively titled article “Metaphors We Think With”, Lera Boroditsky and Paul
Thibodeau give empirical evidence in support of the idea that “metaphors have profound
influences on how we conceptualize and act” [4: 1]. In his major new book Behave: The
Biology of Humans at Our Best and Worst (2017), Robert Sapolsky highlights the significance
of metaphorical thought and writes that it must be an evolutionarily recent skill that we have
not yet mastered [5: 553-579]. Finally, most cognitive processes remain under the radar of
consciousness. Not only breath, but also abstract thought can be unconscious. In A4 Skeptic's
Guide to the Mind (2013), Robert Burton recognizes that “without unconscious cognition, there
would be no complex thought” [6: 66].

We intuitively use touch, vision, temperature, space, motion, balance and force to understand
politics, social interaction, language, time, causation, physical processes and other ideas. It is
true that all these concepts are ultimately embodied, but our sensorimotor experiences are more
directly related to the body than are politics or time. Theoretical approaches to the study of
the mind account for the processes that allow people to understand more abstract ideas with
the help of concrete phenomena. According to this line of argument, embodied experience
facilitates the understanding of less tangible entities. In linguistic and psychological research, it
1s commonly assumed that embodiment underlies everyday meaning-making. We speak about
feeling warmth when receiving acts of kindness. In English and other languages, loneliness is
associated with being cold. To discuss time, we use spatial language and categories of motion.
Sounds are described using our understanding of space and touch: voices can be characterized
as high or low, soft or flat. Embodiment empowers us to make sense of the world.

The relationship between embodiment and meaning-making, however, can be less
propitious. We often struggle to express our feelings and sensory impressions, and we reach for
familiar images to present them figuratively. In such cases, language appears to lack the means
to help us comprehend and represent our bodily experience, and we fall back on metaphor and
metonymy, or admit that words fail us. Furthermore, it can be challenging to reflect on our
feelings and perception. We do not know ourselves because we do not understand our bodies.
Such embodiment is no less real or immediately relatable than those sensorimotor experiences
that illuminate other ideas. Yet we have difficulty comprehending it and seem to lack the tools
to speak about it. We miss Ludwig Wittgenstein’s “private language” that would allow us to
“refer to what can only be known to the person speaking; to his immediate private sensations”
[7: 89¢, §243].
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Because much of what we think and feel is unconscious, we are not fully aware of our
embodiment. As a result, the body does not always make sense to us. We tend to take the body
for granted without recognizing its limitations or potential bias. The instrument that we use to
measure the world is not precise. How can we be expected to understand the world and present
it in language with the help of such an imperfect tool?

In her recent essay “The Curse of the Perceptual”, Patricia Kolaiti observes that “when
trying to communicate phenomenal states, speakers are, more often than not, likely to see
themselves stumble and fall” [8: 62]. For example, it can be extremely difficult to describe
dance moves or facial expressions. When somebody exclaims: “You should have seen his
face!”, it is far from clear what it means. Not only is it challenging to speak about the emotion
giving rise to the observable physiological change, but it can be hard to explain the physical
movements themselves. Such sensorimotor experiences and emotions may lack their own
concrete language.

When we are overwhelmed with pain and suffering, or joy and happiness, language reveals
its limitations, even though it might let us express such bodily experiences by way of figurative
images. In the best-case scenario, ideas that are presumably less relatable to the body serve as
tools to elucidate how our bodies feel and perceive the world. For instance, we can say that we
are on cloud nine, or down in the dumps. Neither “cloud” nor “dumps” intimately relates to the
body but being up or down is inherently meaningful thanks to our natural ability to maintain
our body orientation, and it helps us reflect on euphoria and melancholy. Unfortunately, we
often neglect our feelings and misunderstand thought, and hence we cannot register the biases
and needs of our fragile bodies. Metaphors can help us make sense of ourselves, but they can
also mislead and obscure our thoughts and feelings.

There is a strange asymmetry between the way our bodies shed light on things around us,
and those moments when we fail to understand and express how those same bodies feel, look
and function. Some bodily experiences are directly accessible in thought and easily expressible
in language, whereas other aspects of embodiment are ineffable and hard to grasp. This agrees
well with Merleau-Ponty’s observation that “radical reflection amounts to a consciousness of
its own dependence on an unreflective life which is its initial situation, unchanging, given once
and for all” [1: xvi].

Embodiment makes possible our understanding of the world, but we do it imperfectly
because our bodies have their weaknesses. In the paradigm of embodied realism, all meaning is
created by the body and can help it survive and flourish. Merleau-Ponty, who can be regarded
as one of the predecessors of embodied realism, remarks that “because we are in the world, we
are condemned to meaning” [ 1: xxi1]. Our bodies, however, do not always make sense, because
they are fundamentally limited: we misunderstand, make mistakes, hallucinate, create false
memories and forget; in the end, our bodies age and die. While knowledge is highly useful, it
remains deeply flawed. The body both constructs and undermines our image of reality. This
unresolved imbalance merits careful thought.
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Momnin IL.FO., noxTop dinocodii, Bukiagay
Harionanenuit nenaroriunuit ynisepcuret imeni M.I1. JIparomanosa, Kuis

ACHUMETPII BTIJIEHHS: YOMY TLJIO SIK JOIIOMATAE,
TAK I IIEPEHIKOIKA€ HALLIOMY PO3YMIHHIO CBITY
Y cmammi moea tioe npo me, ax i womy mino sk donomazac, max i NEPeULKo0HCAc HAUOMY
po3yminuio ceimy. Konu 6i06yeacmuvcs cMUCIOYMBOPEHHS, BUHUKAE YIKABE HANDYHCEHHS MIXHC
ogoma ocodorugocmaAmMU 6minenHs? 3 00H020 OOKY, MU PO321A0AEMO 00CBI0, U0 Oe3n0cepeoHbO
n08’A3aHull 3 MiIOM, SIK CYMHICHO 3HAYYWULL I HOKIAOAEMOCS HA Hb020, W00 ocmucaumu Oinvlu
abcmpaxmmi ioei. 3 iHWo020 — 3a2a1bHOBI0OMOI0 € OYMKA NPO HEBUMOBHICMb CYO €EKMUBHO20
0oceidy. V yitl cmammi asmop cmeepoxcye, wo imepamypo3Hasyi ma JiHe8iCmu NOBUHHI HA-
Kpecaumu KOHmypu yHOAMeHmManbHoi 83aEMOOTT MIdIC 3HAYYUWUMY MA HEe3PO3YMITUMU Milec-
HUMU NePeACUBAHHAMU.
Kniouosi cnosa: acumempis, sminenuii peanizm, 6minents, memagopa, moea, po3yMiHHs;L.

Monuu I1.YO., nokrop punocoduu, npenonasareib
HanuonansHeiil nenarornuecknii yausepcuret umend M.II. /Iparomanosa, Kues

ACUMMETPUU BOIUJIOEHMUS: IOYEMY TEJIO KAK IIOMOT'AET,
TAK U NPEIIATCTBYET HAHIEMY IOHUMAHUWIO MUPA
B cmamuve peub uoem o mom, kak u nouemy meno Kaxk nomoz2aem, max u npensmcmeyem Ha-
wemy noHumaHnuro mupa. Koeoa npoucxooum nocmpoenue cmvici08, 603HUKAEM UHMEPECHOE
HanpsiceHue mexcoy 08ymsa acnekmamu gonioweruss? C 00HOU CMOPOHbBI, Mbl pACCMAMPUBA-
em Onvlm, HeNOCPeOCMBEHHO CEA3AHHDIL C MELOM, KAK CYUWeCMBEeHHO 3HAYUMbILL U NONA2ACMCSL
Ha He2o, ymobbl ocmbicaums donee abcmpaxmmuole udeu. C Opy2ou — 0ouyeu38ecmubiM s16/sem-
€5 MHEHUe 0 Hegblpa3uMocmu cyoveKmugHo2o onvima. B amoi cmamue asmop ymeepcoaem,
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Umo 1umepamypo8eobl U IUHEUCHIbL OOTINHCHBL HAMEMUMs KOHMYpPbl hyHOAMEHMANbHO20 83a-
UMOOEUCMBUL MENHCOY ZHAYUMBIMU U HENOHAMHLIMU MeNLEeCHLIMU NePENCUBANULMU.

Knrouesvie cnoea: acummempus, onioujeHue, 80NJI0WEHHbIL peanusm, memagopa, no-
HUMaHUe, 53blK.
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[acTuTyT MOBO3HaBcTBa iMeHi O. O. [Tore6ni HAH Ykpainu, Kui

®PA3EOJIOI'I3MHU B KA3KAX BOJTOAUMHUPA KOPOTKEBUYA:
CEMAHTHUKO-CTUJIICTUYHA XAPAKTEPUCTHUKA TA BIZIOBPA’KEHHS B
CYYACHIA BLIIOPYCBHKIU ®PA3BEOI' PADII

Y cmammi pozensamymo natiuacmomuiwi ¢ppazeonociuni oOunHuyi 6 xazkax kiacuxa 0i-
Jopycokoi nimepamypu opyeoi nonosunu XX cm. Bonooumupa Kopomrxesuua xpizo npusmy
IXHbLOI ceManmuKo-cmulicmuyHoi xapakmepucmuxu. Buseneno, wo 6 nainosuiwux gpazeo-
epagiunux KooeKkcax cy4acHoi 6inopycvKkoi 1imepamyproi Moy He ONUCAHA Ne8HA KiIbKICMb
@pazeonozizmis, ujo 3ac8i0ueHi y meopuocmi yb020 NUCbMeHHUKa. Ichyroms yci niocmasu 0ns
66€0eHHsl HU3KU NPOAHANI308AHUX 360pOMiE 00 (pazemHoi Hopmu CyuaAcHOi OLopyCcbKoi Aime-
PamypHOI MOGU.

Knmwouoei cnosa: ¢pazeonociuna oounuys, ghpaseonoeis 0inopycokoi Mosu, cyyacHa 0ino-
pycvka nimepamypha mosa, Bonooumup Kopomxkeeuu, ¢ppaseocpaiunuii kooexc.

Bononumup KopotkeBuu (1930—-1984), kinacuk 6110pyChKOi JliTepaTypH, LTUPOKO BiTOMHIMA
CBOIMHU TBOpaMH B HalPI3HOMaHITHIIIMX >kaHpax. Bakko 3HaiTH sickpasilly ocTaTh y 0110-
PYCBKiil JiTeparypi apyroi mosoBuHU XX cT. [loeT, aBTOp YMCICHHUX TOBICTEH, OIMOBI/IaHb,
pomaHiB, B. KopoTkeBud Takoxx nucas Ka3ku. [leski 3 HUX €KpaHi30BaHO 3a JOMOMOTIOI0 3aC0-
01B animauii. Hanpuxmnan mynsrdinem “Komy dopt aitok konume” (611, “Kamy dopt n3erax
kaneima”) (1992) ctBopeno Ha ocHoBi ka3ku B. Koporkesuua “YHopray ckap6”. MynbTdhinem
“Mix” (611. “II3en”) (2009), sik 3a3HAYEHO B TUTPax, 3aCHOBAHO HA MOTHBaX HAPOJHHMX Ka3OK,
OJIHAK, CIOKET Ma€ CITUThbHI prcH 3 ka3koro B. Koporkernya “Hemiunuii 6aTeko” (“HsaMors
6anpka”). [luceMeHHUK CITpaB/i BUKOPUCTOBYBAB CIOKETH HAPOAHHUX Ka30K, 1[0 POOUIIO HOTO
BJIACHY Ka3KOBY P03y HAOJIMKEHOIO JI0 OLIOPYCHKO1 (OJIBKIOPHOI TPATHUIII].

Oco6nuBy yBary B. KopoTkeBud npuaiisB MUTaHHIO HAllIOHAJIBHOT cB11OMOCTI. [{e MoxkHa
MPOJAEMOHCTPYBATH W HA MPUKIA HOro Ka3oK, 110 Oy/IM CIpPsSMOBaHI Ha BUXOBAHHS MOYYT-
TSI MOASTHOCTI Ta Jr000B1 70 OarpkiBmmHaN. Y “Kasmi mpo Ilerpa-po36iitauka™ (61, “Kaska
nipa [IsTpa-pa3zboitHika”) MiAKPECICHO TYMKY, IO KOJUIITHIHN KaX TUBUN PO3OIMHIK Ta BOUBIS
3100yB MPOIIECHHS HaBITh HE 3a CBOI Mi3HIMII J00p1 CIpaBH, SKUMH HaMaraBcsl CIIOKyTyBaTH
IPOBUHY, a JIUIIE 3a 3HUILEHHS TOT0, XTO 3HYIIABCS 3 MaM’ATi MaTepi Ta 31 CBOET piTHOT 3eMJIl.
B. KopoTtkeBruu ohopMIiTroe Ka3ku B CTHIII JIETEH/, TSDKI€ 10 OMOBIAHOT MaHEPH, SKa Haraaye
HOTO0 i1CTOPHYHY TIPO3Y.
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