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RUSSIAN AND ENGLISH EMOTIONAL CONCEPTS!
PYCCKHME U AHIVIMACKHUE YMOIMOHAJBHBIE KOHIIENIThI

Apresjan V.Ju. (valentina.apresjan@gmail.com)
Institute of Russian Language, Moscow

B coBpeMeHHOW STHOIMHIBUCTHKE OIHOM M3 LEHTPAIbHBIX SBISETCS MBICIb O TOM, YTO PA3IN4Ms B SI3BIKE
OTpPaXaloT pa3IW4Yusi B HAIMOHAIbHOW MeHTanbHOCTH. COOTBETCTBEHHO, OCHOBHAs Macca COBPEMEHHBIX
STHOJIMHTBUCTHYECKUX palbOT, B TOM YHCIIE HA PYCCKOM MaTepHaie, COCPEloTOUYeHa Ha TOMCKE TaKMX pa3induil W, B
YaCTHOCTH, HAa CPABHEHUH «KIIIOUEBBIX CIIOB)» Pa3HBIX S3BIKOB (TIOHATHE, BBeleHHOE A. BexOmuIikoii) — cioB, koTopsie
SIBISTFOTCS] 0COOCHHO BayKHBIMM BBIPA3UTEISIMH ITIABHBIX MEHTAJIBHBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH HOCHUTENEH TOTO MIIM MHOTO SI3bIKa
(xmaccmueckre mpumepsl A. BexOuIkoit — 3To mymra, Tocka, cynpoa).

[Ipn3HaBast BCIO IEHHOCTH 3TOTO TOJXO0/1A, B HACTOSMIEH paboTe MBI XOTENN Obl, COCPEIOTOUUTHCS] HE TOIBKO Ha
KOHIIETITYaJIbHBIX PAa3IMYMAX, HO M HA CXOJICTBAaX MEXIY A3bIKaMH. PaboTa BbINOIHEHA HA MaTepualie SMOIMOHAIBHBIX
KOHIICTITOB B PYCCKOM M aHIIMMCKOM si3bIKax. Hapsoy ¢ HMCIonb30BaHMEM CTaBMIMX KIACCHYECKHMH IOAXOJO0B K
OIMMCAHHIO SMOLHUHU B sI3bIKE — MpoToTunmaeckoro noaxona JI.Mopmanckoit u A.BexxOuIKo#, mpuHATOr0 MOCKOBCKOI
CEMaHTHUYECKOW IIKOJON, a Takxke MeTradopuueckoro moaxoma JIx.JlakoBa m 3.KeBedeca, MONOKUBIIMX Hadalo
KOTHUTHBHCTCKOH IIIKOJIE, JJTaHHasi paboTa mpeiaraeT HedTo HoBoe. Llenbio sBIsieTCsl He cpaBHEHHE OT/EIBHBIX CIIOB
WM KOHIIETITOB, & CPAaBHEHUE IEIBIX KOHLENTYAIbHBIX TOJNIEH M MOCTPOCHHE IMHPOKHX CEMAHTUYECKHX THUIOJIOTHH.
PaccmarpuBaercs 11 rpymm (M KIacTepoB) AMOIMHA — ‘cTpax’, ‘THEB’, ‘OTBpamieHHe’, ‘TPyCTh’, ‘pamocTh’, ‘CTHIA ,
“XKanocTy’, ‘0buma’, <, ‘TOpIOCTh’, ‘pEBHOCTH/3aBHUCTE’, ‘OIaroNapHOCTH . B KaXkIoi TpyIile aHATN3UPYETCs] OCHOBHAS
Macca JIMHTBUCTHYECKUX CPEJICTB, BBIPAXKAIOMINX Pa3HbIE CTOPOHBI AMOINHU — BO-TIEPBBIX, BECh CIIEKTP CHHOHHMOB B
Pa3HBIX YaCTAX PEUH, TPEACTABIIIONINX Pa3HbIe TUITHI M OTTEHKH AMOINH (Hanpumep, it kinactepa ‘CTPAX’ - GosThes,
MyTaTbCsl, TPYCHUTH, CTPAIIATRCS, OMacaThCs, CTpax, O0sI3HB U Ip. I PyccKoro; to be afraid, to be scared, to fear, fear,
dread u mp. U1 aHIIMICKOTO); BO-BTOPBIX, BECHh CIIEKTP YACTEPEIHO PA3HOPOJHBIX CPENICTB, MPEACTABIIONINX Pa3HbIC
ACTIEKTHI AMOIMMHM — Kay3aluio (IyraTh, CTPAIIHBIN), SMOIMOHAIBHOE COCTOSHHE (TPYyCTHO, CTPAIIHO), TOBEICHHE,
MOTHBHPOBAaHHOE SMoIHeH (y’KacaTbCs, KAJIETh), (GU3NOIOTHUCCKUE PEakIu Ha SMOUHio (TIo0eneTh, mobarpoBeTsh,
TIOXOJIONIETh); MOBEACHUECKHE peakiuyu Ha sMouuio (yOexaTb B y)Kace, YIapHTh KyJakOM IO CTOJy OT JIOCAapl).
[Tpoananm3upoBaHHBIA MaTepra JaeT BO3MOKHOCTD YCTAHOBUTH KaK CXOJICTBA, TAK M PA3INUMA B KOHIENTYyaIN3aI[N
SMOITHI B PyCCKOM W QHIIMICKOM SI3BIKAX, a TaK)Ke B CEMAaHTHIECKOM YCTpPOIcTBe 3THX moneil. OOHapyKHUBaeTcs, 94To
1py OECCIIOPHOM HAJIMYMK MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX CEMAaHTHYECKUX KOHTPACTOB MEX.IY OTJACIbHBIMU CIOBAaMH B PYCCKOM H
AHIIMHCKOM, a TaKkKe YacTOM OTCYTCTBHM 0€3yCIOBHOTO IIEPEBOIHOTO SKBUBAJIECHTA, YCTPOHCTBO 3MOIMOHAIBHBIX
KJIACTEPOB B LIEJIOM Y MHOTMX SMOLMN CWIBHO NepecekaeTcsi. Hanpumep, n pycckuil, 1 aHINIMHACKUN SI3bIKU BBIIEIIUIIN
CIIEAYIOIINE TTONBUIBI cTpaxa: oOmmid, HeHTpaIbHEIN cTpax (0oaThCs, cTpax, to fear/ to be afraid), kpaTkoBpeMeHHBII
Oomonormueckmii crpax (myrarhbes, to be scared, to be frightened); cumpHBIM cTpax mepen HETOCPEICTBEHHO
YTPOKAIONIMM, MAacIITaOHBIM U HEM3BECTHBIM (yKac, terrror); CHIBHBIA CTpax Mepes HeM30eKHBIM M OTHAICHHBIM BO
BpeMeHH (cTpammuThes, to dread); paltmoHANBHBINA cTpax (omacartkcs, to be apprehensive); OmaroroBeHsIN CTpax mepen
BEICITUMHY CHJIAMH (TpereTars, to be awed) u nip. [Tpu 3TOM rpaHHIIBI TTOABUIOB SMOLUI HE 00s3aTEIHHO COBIIAIAOT C
JIEKCHYECKUMH: TakK, to be scared MOXeT BBIpakaTh W KpaTKOBpEeMeHHBIN ‘‘Omomormueckmii” crpax (I got scared), m
HelTpanbHbI cTpax-oTHomeHue (I'm scared of dogs). [IpencraBisercs, 9To cpaBHEHHE HE OTICIBHBIX CIIOB, a IENBIX
T10JIeH TI03BOJISIET COCTaBUTH O0JIee OOBEKTHBHOE MPEICTABICHNE O SI3BIKOBOM KOHIENTYaIN3allH KaKUX-TO SBJICHUH, B
TOM YHCIIE SMOLMH, W M30eXaThb HEBEPHOTO OTOXJCCTBICHHUS OTCYTCTBHS M HAJIWYMSA B S3bIKE KAaKHX-TO CJIOB — B
YaCTHOCTH, TOYHBIX IIEPEBOJHBIX SKBUBAJICHTOB CJOBaM JPYroro S3blKa, C OTCYTCTBHEM H HAJIMYHUEM KaKHX-TO
MEHTAJIbHBIX, KOTHUTHBHBIX U 3MOIIMOHAIBHBIX 0COOCHHOCTEH Y HOCUTETEH 3TOTO SI3bIKA.

The idea that languages both reflect and shape their speakers’ mentalities, goes back as far as Humboldt’s work and the famous
Sapir and Whorf’s hypothesis. While SWH was empirically and theoretically challenged by the proponents of linguistic innateness
and universality, it has seen a comeback in the works of Wierzbicka [Wierzbicka 1990, 1991, 1992, 1999] and the entire NSM school.
Though SWH is hardly popular nowadays in its strong version, the weaker claim that language reflects mentality is very much a part
of today’s ethnolinguistic discourse. It is strongly featured in Wierzbicka’s line of research, particularly in the notion of key words —
“words which are particularly important and revealing in a given culture”, e.g. Russian dywa ‘soul’, mocka ‘yearning’ and cydsba
‘fate’ [Wierzbicka 1990, 1997:15, 55-84].
' This paper was written with the financial support of the grant for senior regional fellows 2007-2008, of the Davis Center for Russian
and Eurasian Studies, Harvard, as well as partial financial support of the following grants: RF President grant for the leading scienti-
fic schools NSH-56.11.2006.6, RHSF N06-04-00289a for «Developing a word list and samples for an active dictionary of Russian»,
RHSF 07-04-00-202a for “System-forming meanings of Russian Language”, grant of the Program for Fundamental research of the
Department of Humanities of the Russian Academy of Sciences «Russian culture in world history».
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In the last decade, the search for culture-specific vocabulary, including Russian data, has thrived, and researchers have added
a few items to the list of Russian key words, among them agocs ‘perhaps with luck’, cosecms ‘conscience’, acarocms “pity’, ucmuna
‘the Truth, gospel-truth’, dpye ‘friend’, ona “unrestrained physical freedom’, cuupernue ‘humility’ [Wierzbicka 1997:55-84, Bulygina
& Shmelev 1997:481-495, Levontina & Zalizniak 2001: 306-309], maamsca ‘to hang about for a long time yearning’, momumsca ‘to
yearn, to languish’, nenpuxasannocms’ ‘the state of not knowing what to do and where to be, and feeling bad because of that’, nozop
‘disgrace’ [Shmelev 2002:404-410], obuda ‘offence, hurt feelings’ [Levontina & Zalizniak 2001: 306-309], cobpamuca ‘to get around
to doing something’, 3aodno ‘along with, while one is at it’ [Shmelev 2002:300, 406-407], and others, which supposedly reflect vari-
ous aspects of the “Russian soul”.

While the contrastive ethnolinguistic framework has been extremely efficient in dispensing with Anglo-centricity in the
description of language, as well as producing vastly impressive empirical results, it has also raised some general methodological ques-
tions. It is undeniably true that all cultures are unique and that these peculiarities are to some extent reflected in language. However,
it is not entirely clear to what extent language can serve as an objective mirror of culture — in other words, to what extent it is possi-
ble to draw inferences about a culture or national mentality based on linguistic facts, such as a presence of a certain untranslatable
word in the vocabulary of a language. Direct un-translatability is a regular phenomenon across languages, yet it in itself cannot serve
as an indication that speakers of these languages do indeed view the world differently.

The notion of linguistic salience which is fundamental to the contrastive ethnolinguistic framework is not entirely transparent
either: the frequency of a word in a language as compared to the frequency of its translation in another language is not necessarily a
proof of greater salience of a respective concept, as it is often the case that a concept expressed by one polysemous word or a word
with a more general meaning in one language is expressed by several words in another language, as is the case, for example, with the
Russian word oywa ‘lit. soul’, which corresponds to the English sou/ and heart.

Other linguistic factors that are often considered as an indication of a word’s salience, such as, for example, the number of its
derivatives, are not always reliable criteria either, as languages are bound to vary in this respect based on the variation in the richness
of their grammatical and lexical systems, irrespectively of how central or marginal the concept in question might be.

This paper proposes a framework for a semantic typology of emotion concepts in language, which considers both their simi-
larities and differences. The framework incorporates the existing linguistic accounts of emotions, i.e. the scenario-based semantic
approach of [lordanskaja 1972, 1984] and Wierzbicka [1999], also adopted by some psychologists [cf. Shweder 2004], as well the con-
ceptual metaphor-based approach of the cognitive semantics [Lakoff & Jonhson, Kovecses 1990, Emanatian 1995, Kévecses 2000].
The novelty of the proposed approach is in its scale: rather than comparing individual parts of the system, such as separate emotion
terms, entire systems in the form of “emotion clusters” are juxtaposed. Each emotion cluster is represented by many “members”, e.g.,
anger; fury, wrath, irritation, and other expressions for ‘ANGER’ cluster in English, whose meanings together form the “conceptual
map” of ‘ANGER’ system in that language. By cross-linguistic “superimposing ” of the conceptual maps of emotions in different lan-
guages, one is able to capture a holistic picture of the emotional universe, where both the universality and the differences displayed
across languages can be clearly seen. For example, both English and Russian have explicitly incorporated the following types of
‘ANGER’ in their conceptual systems: ‘justified’ anger (indignation, necooosanue), ‘strong uncontrollable anger’ (rage, beuierncmeo),
‘mean anger’ (venom, 3n06a), ‘nerve-wrecking anger’ (irritation, pasopadxcenue), but English has also a type of ‘helpless disappoint-
ed anger’ (frustration), which Russian lacks.

Cluster comparison involves comparing multiple emotion terms belonging to different parts of speech and all other related
linguistic items, denoting causation of emotions, emotional behaviors, physiological manifestations of emotions and other aspects of
emotions.

Overall, 11 emotion clusters in English and Russian have been analyzed, including the five emotions considered “basic” in
most psychological and physiological studies - ‘FEAR’, ‘ANGER’, ‘SADNESS’, ‘DISGUST’, ‘JOY’ (basic emotions), ‘SHAME’,
‘OFFENCE’, ‘PITY’, ‘PRIDE’, ‘ENVY/JEALOUSY’, ‘GRATITUDE".

Emotion clusters in English and Russian: general tendencies.

If one looks at emotion clusters in Russian and English, i.e., at an entire range of emotions within a certain group, one would
find a lot of similarity in how the fields are organized logically and conceptually. While the precise linguistic expression can be and
is different, a very similar range of emotion gradations is found in the two languages.

Moreover, emotion metaphors turn out to overlap to a large extent as well, which is hardly surprising given that a lot of emo-
tion metaphors are biologically rooted and based on physiologically conditioned responses to various stimuli. Well-known examples
of such biologically-based linguistic metaphors are FEAR IS COLD and ANGER IS HEAT metaphors (e.g., to freeze with terror, to
boil with anger); cf. [Lakoff & Johnson 1980, Apresjan & Apresjan 1993, Kdvecses 2000, on the metaphorical conceptualization of
these emotions, Ekman 1984 on their physiological manifestations]. Recent neuropsychological research allows to expand this list, as
it suggests that feeling “hurt” and feeling empathy indeed activate pain centers in the brain [McDonald & Leary 2005, Gallese 2001,
Singer et al. 2004], thus providing a biological explanation for the widely spread OFFENCE IS PAIN and PITY IS PAIN metaphors
(cf. to be hurt, to be wounded, to be injured as expressions of ‘offended’ feeling and wemsawas acanocme “piercing pity’, bonvrHo 3a
koeo-mo ‘to feel pained for somebody’ as expressions of ‘pity’). Likewise, [Calder et al. 2001] suggest that physical distaste, mani-
fested in actual nausea, and moral repugnance that does not involve actual nausea symptoms, are nevertheless neurologically very
much the same in that they activate the same neural pathways, thus proving a biological basis for another widely-spread metaphoric
mapping, DISGUST IS FEELING SICK.

The following common tendencies in the organization of emotion clusters have been found:

First of all, both languages show a considerably larger number of emotion terms that denote unpleasant emotions, which is not
surprising either biologically or linguistically. Among the biologically and psychologically defined “basic” emotions which presum-
ably carry a survival value, there are four unpleasant ones (fear, anger, sadness, disgust) and only one pleasant (joy). Although there

18

o



003-Apresjan_V:_Layout 1 15.05.2008 20:09 Page 19 $

Pycckue u anenutickue smoyuonanbhvie KOHYenmol

are more pleasant emotions among the non-basic ones (pride, gratitude), unpleasant on the whole outweighs the pleasant (shame, pity,
Jjealousy, envy, resentment). Language, too, is well-known for marking negative and abnormal over positive or normal.

For each of the emotions examined, there are certain gradations within the cluster. Usually, there is a neutral term which
denotes a natural degree of emotion in relation to the stimulus: fear; anger, disgust, shame, joy, sadness, pride, pity, even jealousy
and their Russian correlates, that do not bear any negative or positive evaluation on the part of the speaker. A degree of emotion which
is excessive in regard to the stimulus and therefore inappropriate, or a behavior driven by an excessively strong emotion, or being
overly prone to experiencing a certain emotion is usually marked negatively: cowardice (behavior caused by one’s inability to mas-
ter fear), grumpy, irascible (too prone to anger), uptight (too prone to embarrassment), despondent (too sad for too long a time), bleed-
ing-heart (too prone to pity), etc. Besides, within some clusters, there are terms denoting clinical conditions, marked by prolonged and
unmotivated experiencing of a certain emotion: phobia, fright; depression; aversion.

Some emotions are expected to occur in appropriate circumstances and their absence is viewed as a deviation from the social
or ethical norm, e.g., pity, shame, gratitude: thus, pitiless, shameless, ungrateful (6esocarocmubiil, 6eccmoidicuil, OeccmvlOHbI,
Hebnazodapneil) are negative terms marking the inability to experience a naturally expected emotion. Interestingly, fear is viewed as
an expected response to danger, and its absence (fearless, 6eccmpawnbiii) as a deviation from the norm, though in this case the norm
is biological, and the deviation from it is not only socially acceptable, but even positively evaluated.

Emotions that are either socially expected or otherwise desirable responses can occur as a result of conscious stimulation; cf.
to cheer up, to shame, to move or eecenums, cmuioums, passcarooums, which denote a controlled intentional action with the purpose
of inducing the respective emotion.

Emotions which are not desirable because they are unpleasant for the experiencer or for their object or have no ethical value,
usually occur as responses to unintentional stimuli, since nobody wants to induce them on purpose; cf. to disgust, to sadden, to anger,
to irritate, nevanumo,cepoums,pazopasxcams which refer to unintentional behaviors or even events: You disgust me, Her illness sad-
dened him, He was angered by the result of the election, This noise irritates me, but not *Ilepecmatv 6vi3618ans y MeHs OMpaujeHue
‘Stop disgusting me’, ”He neuans mens ‘Don’t sadden me’. The idea of unintentional causation is also expressed by adjectives in both
languages: creepy, sad, scary, npomuenuiil, neuaivhulii, CmpauiHblil, etc.

Emotions whose primary object is another person, can often be directed at self as well, but not if they are strong, uncontrol-
lable, involve obligatory behavioral manifestations or too much of an alienation from the object; thus, one can have self-pity, self-con-
tempt, self-disgust, be angry at oneself, or ucnsimoieamo K cebe stcarocms <npespenie, omepaujenue>, cepoumvcs Ha ceos, but one
cannot have *self-loathing, *rage at oneself, *have compassion for oneself, *be offended by oneself or *ucnvimvisamo x cebe
cocmpadanue <*zadnugocmv>,*npusooums ceds 6 bewencmso..Likewise, the object of such emotions as gratitude, envy, jealousy,
onazodaprocmo,pesrocms,3asucniv is always another person, not self, as they involve a great degree of alienation between the expe-
riencer and the object.

Strong emotions can be manifested in either biological or near-biological reactions or in uncontrolled behaviors: cf. to shake
with fear, to choke with rage, to gasp with anger, to vomit with disgust, to cry with sorrow/pity, to laugh with joy, mpsacmuce om
cmpaxa, 3a0bIXamsCs 0m APOCHIU, MOWHUM 0N OMEPAWeHUs, NIaKams om obudsl /xcaiocmu,cmeamscs om padocmu (biological
reactions) and fo flee in terror/panic, to strike in rage, & yoxcace ybexcams, 6 nese yoapums (uncontrolled behaviors), but not *zo flee
in apprehension, *to hit in annoyance, *ybesxcamo 6 onacenuu, *yoapums ¢ docade. Emotions which involve uncontrolled behaviors
usually also involve biological reactions (fury, terror), but the reverse is not true (joy, pity) [cf. Mel’¢uk & Wanner 1996 on the lin-
guistic connections between an emotion’s strength and controllability and its likely manifestations].

Strong emotions which do not deprive their experiencer of the ability to reason, such as compassion, gratitude, envy can drive
him (her) to a controlled behavioral response: fo help smb. out of compassion, hire smb. out of gratitude, badmouth smb. out of envy,
NIOMOYb KOMY-MO U3 HCANOCMI, 83AMb KO20-MO HA pabomy u3 61a200apHocmu, oKiesemans Ko2o-mo u3 3agucmu, but not *flee out of
panic, *kill out of fury.

Along with these similarities, there are also a number of natural differences in the cluster organization in the two languages,
with a somewhat different distribution of Russian-to-English discrepancies than it was previously thought. The existing “mismatches”
do not necessarily reflect a fundamental difference in the emotional worlds and experiences in the speakers of Russian and English,
but can be, to a great extent, accounted for linguistically. The following sources of cross-linguistic disparity in the area of emotion can
be tentatively formulated:

The first source is different mapping of linguistic terms onto the same conceptual field, which is a phenomenon naturally found
in all domains of language, not only in the sphere of emotion terms. It happens when a specific configuration of meanings is expressed
by a single word in language X and by two or more words in language Y or even by some parts of their respective meanings (e.g., the
word horror embraces the meanings of the words yorcac u omspawenue, and the word mocka — some parts of the meanings of the
words yearning, depression and anguish).

The second source is different display rules: it seems that American English tends to avoid sending direct negative messages
of the kind ‘I did something bad’ (prototypical setting for ‘SSHAME?’), ‘You made me feel bad’ (prototypical setting for ‘OFFENCE’),
“You feel bad’ (prototypical setting for ‘HURT FEELINGS”), ‘You are in a bad situation’ (prototypical setting for ‘PITY”) and replaces
them with milder ones where possible, whereas there is no such constraint in Russian. It explains the relative higher frequency of the
Russian terms for ‘pity’, ‘shame’, and ‘offence’, which has led to the inclusion of orcarocmes “pity’, nenosko ‘1 feel bad, I feel ashamed;
lit.: uncomfortable’, oouscams ‘to offend, to hurt’, o6uscamscsa “to feel hurt, offended’ in the list of Russian ethno-specific key words
[Levontina 2004], [Shmelev 2002], [Levontina & Zalizniak 2001]. On the whole, Russian discourse allows one to express negative
feelings in a slightly exaggerated way, as compared to American English, which welcomes exaggerated expression of positive feel-
ings (cf. much-discussed de-semanticized use of happy as compared to cuacmaussiir), but shuns the expression of negative feelings.

Thus, it is acceptable in the Russian cultural milieu to tell a person X that the experiencer feels sorry for X, or admit that (s)he
feels offended by X, and it is polite to exaggerate one’s feeling of shame before X for insignificant inconveniences caused by the expe-
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riencer. The English language, on the other hand, prefers to spare the feelings of both the experiencer and the object of emotion and
slightly diminish them, often by using generalized terms like to feel bad in situations potentially embarrassing for either of the com-
municants; cf. [ feel bad for you, I feel for you instead of Mue mebds acanxo ‘1 feel pity for you’; I feel bad to bother you instead of
Mhne nenosxo Bac 6ecnokoums ‘I'm ashamed to bother you’, This made me feel bad, I was sad instead of Mue 6v110 06uoHO ‘1 was
offended’, Take it easy instead of He obuocatica ‘Don’t be offended’.

Below, are some excerpts from the comparison of ‘FEAR’ emotion clusters in Russian and English, from the total of 11 clus-
ters analyzed. Many of the individual emotion terms mentioned above and below have received profound and thorough semantic
descriptions in the works of [lordanskaja 1971, 1984], [lordanskaja et al. 1996], [Wierzbicka 1999], [Ju. D. Apresjan 2004], [Uryson
2004], [Levontina 2004], [Shmelev 2002], [Levontina & Zalizniak 2001] and other researchers.

‘FEAR’ cluster in Russian and English

Both languages have a concept of “general, neutral” ‘FEAR’, which is an emotional, rational and behavioral response to a
potentially dangerous object, event, situation or action; at the prospect of coming into a closer contact with it, the experiencer wants
to withdraw.

This type of ‘FEAR’ can be semantically explicated as follows

‘a person X thinks that a person, event or action Y is dangerous; X wants to avoid Y; X feels bad’: I'm afraid of this man <of
the exams>; I'm afraid to go into the woods; I'm scared to go down this slope; A 6oloce smozo uenogeka <oxzamenos>; A 6oioco
xooump 6 nec; Mne cmpawno examy ¢ 20pbi.

There is also a notion of short-lived “biological” ‘FEAR’, which does not involve any thinking prior to experiencing the emo-
tion; it is the product of a sudden exposure to a frightening object or situation, such as a dog, a stranger, a sudden noise, etc.
Semantically, it can be explicated as follows:

‘X suddenly perceives an object Y; X-s body reacts to it as it reacts to danger - by lowered body temperature and heightened
blood rate; X might do some involuntary actions as a result, for example, to run away or to freeze; X feels (s)he has experienced some-
thing bad’. This type of fear is expressed by several lexical items in English and Russian: to get scared, to get frightened, to get a
scare, to be shit-scared, as well as the Russian nyeamocs/ucnyeamvcs/nepenyeamocs.

Both English and Russian have concepts for a very strong short-lasting ‘FEAR’which can be explicated as ‘X thinks that a
very bad Y might happen or that a very bad and powerful Y might do something very bad to X; X feels that (s)he cannot do anything
to prevent this; X feels very bad’.

In English, there is a special word to express this meaning, terror and its derivatives — to terrify, terrifying, terrified. This kind
of ‘FEAR’ involves a very strong physiological and uncontrolled behavioral response, which is reflected in language, cf. to go pale
with terror, one’s blood turns icy with terror, to freeze/to numb with terror, to flee in terror. The Russian correlate of this word, yarcac,
as well as its derivatives, yorcacambcs/yorcacHymocs has a wider meaning: it can refer not only to the feeling of anticipating something
very bad, but also to the feeling of being exposed to something very bad that has already happened. Thus, it is possible to use this
word in both of the following contexts, where English uses two separate terms: Ou ¢ yosrcacom cmompen Ha RpUOTUHNCABUIUXCA
oanoumos ‘He was looking at the approaching gangsters in terror’ and On ¢ yorcacom cmompen na obesobpasicennoe meno ‘He was
looking at the mutilated body in horror’. In the first usage, it is very much like terror; cf. sacmoimo <noberemv> om yoxcaca, dGvimo
napanu308anHbIM yorcacom, yoesxcams 6 yocace ‘to freeze with terror, to be paralyzed by terror, to go pale with terror, to flee in terror’.

In the second usage, it is different from ferror and closer to horror, though it lacks the ‘disgust’ component of horror. The per-
fective verb form yorcacnymuca, derived from yowcac, can only refer to the feeling that occurs after something bad has happened, not
prior to it. The imperfective verb form yorcacamsca is also used to refer to something that has already happened, only it describes the
verbal behavior of a person: On doneo yocacancs moemy pacckasy ‘lit: He for a long time was being terrified by my story’ means ‘For
a while, he was expressing his horror at what I had told’.

Horror is an emotion which combines the elements of ‘FEAR’ and ‘DISGUST”; it is a borderline emotion, a fact which is
manifested even in its metaphorical conceptualization. While horror produces some typical terror-like reactions, it also involves some
disgust-type reactions; cf. horror iced <curdled> ones blood; to shrink in horror, but also to vomit in horror (one cannot vomit in
terror or in yacac). Horror is an example of removing barriers between emotion clusters, which is a very typical phenomenon for
English. Thus, where in English we find horror;, in Russian we may well find yorcac u omspawenue ‘terror and disgust’, or yorcac,
emewtannwili ¢ omepaujenuem ‘terror mixed with disgust’ to describe this particular brand of feeling. However, interestingly, though
both ‘strong fear’ and ‘disgust’ components seem to be present in korror, their sum does not equal its meaning. In a very subtle descrip-
tion of horror [Solomon 2004] points out an important component of orror that seems to be absent in either of these two emotions:
the component of breaking the norm, of shock from discovering, instead of something normal and familiar, something monstrous and
ghastly.

Both languages have singled out a kind of religious ‘FEAR’ that is inspired by very powerful objects and forces like God or
nature, though both for Russian and English it is a more marginal concept; thus, lexical items expressing it are less frequently used,
and belong to a literary, rather than colloquial register.

This type of ‘FEAR’ is mixed with great respect and admiration, and the component of ‘FEAR’ in it is not enough to render
the resulting feeling unpleasant. Y is not perceived as dangerous or potentially harmful; on the contrary, it is viewed as exceedingly
good; however, Y’s omnipotence as compared to the experiencer’s relative weakness accounts for the ‘FEAR’-component.
Semantically, it can be explicated as follows:

‘X thinks that Y is very powerful and very good; X feels something very good and very strong for Y; X feels that Y can do
everything; X feels small and insignificant in the presence of Y; X cannot do anything in the presence of Y.

In English, this type of fear is more pronounced: the word awe and its derivatives (awesome, awed) refer to this mixed type
of feeling, whereas in order to express this combined meaning the Russian language would resort to using a phrase 61acocosetinbiii
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yoreac ‘lit: awesome terror’, or metaphorical expressions mpenem, mpenemams ‘lit: quaking, to quake’. Awe does not contain ‘FEAR’
and ‘ADMIRATION’ in equal proportions, which is why 6raeocoseiinbiii <cesuyennviii™> yorcac is not an exact correlate; in awe, the
measure of the good emotion, admiration, is stronger than that of the scary emotion; so, on the whole, it is perceived as a positive emo-
tion rather than negative.

In contrast to this reverent, religious-like feeling, there is a totally rational type of ‘FEAR’ which involves little, if any,
emotional components and implies a mostly rational appraisal of a certain object or situation as dangerous and, as a result, a controlled
behavior in the form of consciously avoiding it:

‘X thinks that Y is dangerous; X prefers to avoid Y.

This type of ‘FEAR’ is expressed by apprehensive and its derivatives in English and onacamuca and its derivatives in Russian:
Apprehensive about the side effects of anti-depressants, he opted out of pharmacotherapy; Onacascy nodoounwvix 3¢ghexmos
AHMUOENPeccanmos, OH OMKA3ANCA 0N MEOUKAMEHMO3HO20 eHeHUs.

An absolute opposite to the rational ‘FEAR’ are panic and freaking out, as well as the Russian nanuxa. This type of ‘FEAR’
implies complete loss of rational control over emotions and, in the case of panic and nanuxa, uncontrolled behavioral reactions; unlike
all other types of ‘FEAR’, this one can characterize the psychotic behavior of large groups of people, even crowds; cf. the
psychological term crowd panic.

Since ‘FEAR’ involves behavioral responses, its appraisal is partly triggered by social and ethical norms. Both languages
contain a concept of “bad, unethical” ‘FEAR’ or, rather, unethical behavior in the situation when a person experiences fear. The
situations themselves might differ with time, place and culture, but there are always some which require bravery, and the failure to live
up to the required expectations results in negative ethical evaluation of the person and his (her) behavior. This type of ‘FEAR’ can be
explicated as

‘X feels that Y is dangerous; X wants to avoid Y; X tries to avoid Y; the speaker thinks avoiding Y is bad’.

This type of behavior and type of personality associated with it is expressed by the English to get cold feet, coward, cowardly,
chicken and the Russian (¢)mpycums and (c)opetighums , where the imperfective form implies reluctance to do something and the
perfective form — a complete withdrawal from the situation.

Characteristically, both languages employ the same metaphorical means to describe this cowardly behavior in a derogatory
way, which are based on one of the rarer symptoms of fear — involuntary defecation; cf. fo poop out, to crap out or the Russian expres-
sion nanoocums 6 wmanwl Which all mean ‘X didn’t do something because of fear; the speaker thinks this is very bad’ [cf.
Dobrovol’skij 1996 on this expression in Russian and German]. Another way of carrying negative evaluation metaphorically which is
often used in the field of emotions is likening the experiencer’s behavior to that of an animal; cf. the expression with a similar meaning
to have one's tail between one's legs or its Russian equivalent nodoicams xeocm.
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