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Abctract

The article presents an attempt to overview different approaches to investigate phraseolog-
ical units that any researcher is bound to select when studying the national peculiarities of the
phraseological system. At present, in linguistics, there are several different approaches to identi-
fying the national-cultural component of phraseological units. The lingua- and cross-cultural ap-
proach is aimed at isolating the national characteristics of the language being studied, which were
formed in accordance with the culture and traditional lifestyle of one social community; contras-
tive approach attempts to identify differences in phraseological units decoding the same conceptual
element in several languages. The aim of the discussion in the article is also to study the linguacul-
tural approach that focus on examining phraseological units as cultural representatives that form
the collective consciousness of a particular culture. In turn, the cognitive approach explores not
only linguistic knowledge but also contextual information about the image of the world. The prag-
matic approach reveals the pragmatic aspect in PhUs which, in turn, allows us to consider that they
also function in verbal communication both as constituents of speech acts and tools for reaching
pragmatic intention.
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Ymly makona (pa3eo’qoruk OUPIMKIAPHUHT Y3Ura X0C MHJUIMHA XYCYCHSTIApUHU O0YnO
Oepui xapaéHuaa AeApid xap OUp TaAKUKOTYM JIyd KelaJuraH Hazapuil 0a3aHU YpraHull Ba
TYLIIYHUINTa KapaTwiraH. ByryHru KyHOa TWINIYHOCIHMKAA (pa3eosoruK OUpPIMKIAPHUHT
MIUTHH-MaIaHuil ~ XyCYCHATIApUHM  aHUKJIAIIHUHT OWp Heya EHOAIIyBIAapU MAaBXKYy..
JIuHrBUCTUK-MaaHUi €HJAITYB YPraHWIAETraH TWIHUHI MUUIMA XYCYCUSATIAPUHU A’KpaTHULL,
ymdy 3THUK TYPYXHUHI MaJaHUAT Ba aHbaHaBHH Xa€T Tap3ura MyBO(QUK IIAKJUIAHTHUPWITaH;
KOHTpAacTiIM EHJAIlyB SArOHA KOHLENTyaJl TYUIYHYaHW TACBUPJAIl YYyH TypJId XWJI TUII
TU3UMIIApUJIa UIIaTWIagurad  (pa3eosoruk Oupiukiapaard — QapkiapHUd — aHMKJIAIIra
KapaTwirad. TaIKUKOTHUHT MakKcaJu, IIYHUHTIIEK, MyailiH 3THOCHUHI MaJaHUW Ba MWJUIHA
OHIMMHM  UIAKJUIAHTUpaguraH  (pa3eosoruk  OWUPIMKIApHM  YpraHuIra  KapaTWiraH
JIMHIBOKY/ITYPOJIOTHK EHIANUIYBHH YpraHUIIIMP. Y3 HABOATHA, KOTHUTHB GHIAIIYB, HadakaT
JVHTBUCTHK XapakTepra sra OWIMMHM, OajJku TyHE TacBUPUHHU Y3 HuUura kKampal® oJira
KOHTEKCTyan axOopoTHum xaMm Vypranu® uyukamu. I[Iparmaruk &EHmamyB  (pa3eosioruk
OMPJIMKJIAPHUHT MparMaTHK )KUXaTUHU 0un0 Oepaam, Oy dca, ¥3 HaBOaTH I, YIIAPHUHT MYJIOKOTAa
CY3J1alllyB BOCUTAJIApU XaMJa IparMaTUK HUATIa SPUILNII BOCUTAIapH cu(aTHIa KATHAIIUIINHH
KYpUO YUKHUINTAa UMKOH Oepaiu.

Kauut cy3nap: ¢ppazeonorux Oupiaukiap; IyHEHUHT KOHLIENTYall MaH3apacH; JyHEHHHT
MIUIHA MaH3apacu; AYHEHUHT JIMCOHUM MaH3apacu; JMHIBOKYJITYpPOJIOTH; MaJaHuii ax0opoT;
JVUHUN KaJpusATIap; MparMaTuk HUST.
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AHHOTALUA

B crarbe npezcTaBieHa MoMbITKa paCCMOTPEHHSI U OCMBICTICHHS TEOPETUYECKOI 0a3bl co-
BPEMEHHBIX IMOJXO0JI0OB K HCCIEIOBAHHUIO (PPa3eosoruu, C OMpPEeIeHHEM U BHIOOPOM KOTOPBIX
CTaJIKUBaETCA JII000i nccienoBaTeNs Npy U3y4eHUH HallMOHAJIBHBIX 0COOCHHOCTEH (pazeosoru-
yeckoii cucteMbl. Ha ceroaHsmHuil 1eHb B IMHTBUCTUKE CYIIECTBYET HECKOJIBKO Pa3IUUHbIX MOJ-
XOJIOB K BBIBJICHUIO HAIIMOHAJIBHO-KYJIBTYPHOH COCTaBJsIOMIEH (Ppa3eoorHuecKux eAUHUIL.
JIMHTBOCTpaHOBEAUECKUI MTOXO0/1 HATIPABJICH Ha BhIWICHEHUE HAIIMOHAJIbHBIX 0COOCHHOCTEH U3Y-
4aeMoro sI3bIKa, KOTOpbIE ObUIH C(HOPMHUPOBAHBI B COOTBETCTBUU C KYJIbTYPOH U TPAAUIIMOHHBIM
YKJIaJIOM >KM3HU HOCHUTEJNEH TaHHOTO ATHOCA; KOHTPACTUBHBIM MOJIXOJ HalleJIeH Ha BBISBICHUE
pa3nuuuii B ppazeosornuecKux eIMHUIAX, IEKOAUPYIOIINX OJIUH U TOT JK€ MOHATUITHBIHI 2JIEMEHT.
[lenbto nccnenoBaHUsl B CTaThe SIBJSETCS TaKKe M3y4YEHHE JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHMYECKOTO IMOJ-
X0/1a, HAIPABJIEHHOTO Ha pacCMOTPeHHE (PPa3eoIOTHIECKUX eIMHHI] B KAUeCTBE KYJIbTYPHBIX pe-
MPE3ECHTAHTOB, KOTOPbIe POPMHUPYIOT KOJIIIEKTUBHOE CO3HAHUE OMPENIEICHHOT0 3THOCa. B cBotO
ouepeab KOTHUTHBHBIN MOJXO0/ MCCIEAyeT HE TOJIBKO 3HAHUS JIMHIBUCTUYECKOTO XapakTepa, HO
1 KOHTEKCTYyaIbHYI0 HHpopMaIuio o0 odpase mupa. [Iparmarudeckuii moaxo1 pacKpbIBaeT mpar-
MaTHYECKHI acmeKT (hpa3eoJOrHueCKUX €IWHUI], KOTOPbIM, MO3BOJSET HAM CUUTATh, YTO OHH
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Takke QyHKIHOHUPYIOT B BepOAIbHOM OOIIIEHUU KaK COCTaBISIOLINE PEUEBBIX aKTOB U UHCTPY-
MEHTBI JJ11 JOCTUKEHUS IParMaTHYeCKO NHTEHIUH.

KuroueBble ciioBa: ¢ppazeosorunueckie eMHHUIbLI; KOHIENTyallbHas KapTHHA MUPA; HaIU-
OHAJIbHAsl KapTUHA MUPA; S3BIKOBAsI KAPTUHA MUPA; JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHUS; KyIbTypHasi UHMOP-
Mallys; peIUTHO3HbIE IEHHOCTH; TParMaTu4ecKoe HaMepeHNe.

Language, influenced by a dynamic flow of life, cultural experiences, and day-
to-day activities, is a living phenomenon. It has always been the main communica-
tive channel among users that captures and reflects all new skills and wisdom gained
by the speaking community. Continuous development of any language is condi-
tioned by its flexibility which allows accepting new units as equal elements of lin-
guistic resources, created in a number of ways, such as newly coined words, bor-
rowings, compound elements, abundant use of affixes in word-formation and etc.
Alongside this, language acquires its richness through bonds with culture as it is “not
only the product...but also is the symbol of culture” (5, 7). Undoubtedly, language
and culture mutually complement each other, and their close relatedness has pro-
duced diversity mostly on the lexical level. One of the most vivid culture-specific
basics is phraseological units (PUs) since they have widely associated with the world
picture and collective national outlook of native speakers. Regarded as cultural signs
of a certain lingo-culture, phraseological units convey myriads of national specifics
in the form of fixed knowledge about mentality, lifestyle, historical background, na-
tional identity, moral principles, customs and traditions, including religious values
and beliefs; in other words, ethnic community’s mental constitutive blocks that mold
national world picture as a meaningful corporate whole. It is essential, therefore, to
outline general basic criteria for PUs. First and foremost, PUs are syntactically in-
separable elements, they are stable, fixed phrases. Secondly, from the semantic point
of view, PUs attain lexical cohesion which leads to an inability to translate based on
their literal meanings. Thirdly, PUs have the degree of expressiveness which is the
domain of stylistics.

It is a well-known fact that the phraseological system as an independent sci-
ence has been in the scope of attention not only for foreign scholars (L. P. Smith,
Ch. F. Hockett), but for Russian linguists, (A. V. Kunin A. V., Vinogradov V. V.,
V. A. Maslova, V. N. Teliya) too. The semantic feature of phraseological units is
reduced to their idiomatic character, marked by the semantic cohesion of the com-
ponents and the non-translatability of their literal meanings. Thanks to the recent
shift towards anthropocentric paradigm, there has been an increasing interest in phra-
seological system as “it is a complex representation of national outlook” (4, 84) i.e.,
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peculiar features of national-specific value due to the development of cognitive sci-
ences, cultural studies and cognitive linguistics, in particular.

Concurrently, as the phraseological system becomes a unifying theme for a
number of contemporary disciplines, various approaches have been proposed to an-
alyze national specifics of phraseological units, yet there are five of them that are
recognized among the majority of linguists: lingua — and cross-cultural approach,
contrastive approach, linguacultural approach, cognitive approach and communica-
tive-pragmatic approach. All of them have their own set of principles including
methodology and multi-level structure.

At present, lingua- and cross-cultural approach, mainly rests on the works of
many notable linguists, namely E. M. Vereshchagin, V. G. Kostomarov, R. Lado,
Ch. Friza, N. Komlev, D. Maltseva, G. Tomaxin and etc. This approach is focused
on the national specifics of the target language formed throughout historical past
conditioned by traditional way of life. The researches’ investigations of non-equiv-
alent elements have shown that phraseological units contain the so-called lacunar
components, i.e. extra linguistic realities peculiar to one specific ethnic community.
In addition, one of the prominent linguists in this field, E. A. Arsenteva (1, 7) sug-
gests a three-stage framework for further division of PUs within this approach:

1. The first group includes PUs with the non-equivalent element, though the
philosophical notion of which exists in any language. This can be exemplified by
following PU ““the land of Leal’. Despite that PU “the land of Leal’” represents the
foundational belief of Christian religion — the life after death, it is almost impossi-
ble to grasp metaphorical relation, which is an inseparable part of the cultural back-
ground and perceives incorporated idea for those who do not possess sociocultural
competence of Scottish community. Another example is PU “in seventh heaven”
which clearly reflects a notion of ecstasy equaled to heavenly pleasures, and yet if a
person is not familiar with Islamic conceptions, it is almost impossible to surmise
the multi-level nature of heaven.

2. PUs with a nationally specific component that, in turn, is familiar not only
for one particular nation but several neighboring nations as well, historically condi-
tioned to share religious conceptions and cultural identity. For example, Irish PU,
“away with the fairies” which people use to describe someone who is not really
about life. This PU, derived from the local folklore about fairies picking people up
and taking them away, nowadays is widely used throughout England, Scotland and
Wales.

29



"Y36eKMCTOHAA XOPUMKUI TUANAP” UNMUIA-METOAMK SNEKTPOH KypHan
journal.fledu.uz | Ne 3/2019

3. The third group contains nationally specific PUs that present a clearly his-
torical reflection of the nation, involving unique traditions, customs, and activities.
PU, “Canterbury story” rooted in literature may serve as an appropriate example
meaning long and boring narrative; “to astonish the Browns” — to challenge so-
cially accepted norms and stereotypes, ““to keep up with the Joneses” — to attempt
to gain priority in terms of social prestige.

It has been suggested that the linguistic research dealing with national and
cultural aspects of phraseological units should focus on revealing both etymology
and successive evolution in meaning. At the outset, phraseological units had deno-
tative meanings and were used as free expressions; however, due to some advance-
ments in households and lifestyle, they acquired additional connotations gaining id-
lomatic characteristics. Taking into account that cultural information is stored im-
plicitly in phraseological units and figurative representations add supplementary op-
tions in context, as V. A. Maslova notes, the primary objective is to seek for conno-
tations in meanings based on contextual information along with the need for na-
tional-cultural specifics to be identified (4, 82).

The lingua — cross-cultural approach analyzes the extra-linguistic factors re-
flected in phraseological units that do not have any equivalents in other linguistic
communities. It is important to acknowledge that analyzed PUs possess non-equiv-
alent vocabulary, i.e. cultural markers of national mentality and cultural code com-
monly used among native speakers that still have implicit characteristics for repre-
sentatives of other cultures who are not familiar with the sociocultural competence.

The second approach in the study of PUs is based on the profound contribution
of comparative studies that apply contrastive analysis as their primary method of
research. A growing body of literature has examined national markers of PUs
(E. M. Soloducko, A. D. Reichstein, A. V. Kunin), and it is admitted that typically
the classical comparative approach mainly focuses on identifying general patterns
which exist in compared languages. In the more restricted interpretation, the given
approach is developed within the central tenets of structural linguistics; preliminary
work in this field focused primarily on in-depth analysis of equivalent samples of
PUs in different languages, revealing disparities in their national specifics. It is in-
teresting to note that the contrastive approach, for its part, attempts to determine
discrepancies in PUs that express a single denotational meaning in different linguis-
tic systems. Let us exemplify it with the universal concept Death which has multiple
representations in two languages. PUs in English language, give up the ghost, go to
heaven, kick the bucket may serve as an equivalent to convey the same message in
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Russian language, omnpasumucsi k npaomyam, colepanms 6 UK, KOHYUMb CE0I 6¢K,
nPOMAHYMb HO2U, OMKUHYMb Konbima, ckieums aacmol, Yet with the help of other
lexical units. Similarly, the notion of affluent lifestyle can be illustrated by another
set of PUs involving similar semantic meaning, xax colp 6 macne, kynamuvcs 6
pockow/ 6 3010me that are presented in English language by PUs, live on the fat of
the land, the flesh-pots of Egypt, the land flowing with milk and honey, loaves and
fishes, both sets of PUs define the state of complete well-being. Contrastive markers
are observed in the following lexical pairs, ghost, heaven, bucket — npaomuywi, suyux,
6ek, Hoeu, konvima, nacmel, fat, flesh-pots, milk, and honey, loaves, and fishes —
coip, manuna, 3010mo, pockows. It is notable that the selection of lexical units in the
process of formation of PUs in contrasted languages, largely conditioned by the sur-
rounding environment. The contrastive approach reveals equal samples of phraseo-
logical units and their different representations on all levels of analyzed languages.

Recent trends in the anthropocentric paradigm have led to a proliferation of
human factor in linguistic researches that gradually formed the third, namely lin-
guacultural approach to the study of PUs. The linguacultural approach is oriented
“to examine the correspondence in PUs and cultural signifiers which mirror the sys-
tem that includes etalons, stereotypes, symbols and etc. so that national specific fea-
tures could be defined” (9, 79). As provided by this approach, PUs are cultural rep-
resentatives, that shape individual perception marked by national specifics along
with building the collective mentality of a particular nation. Following an in-depth
and thorough investigation of the issue scholars V. V. Vorobyov, V. I. Karasik,
O. I. Kourova, V. V. Krasnykh, E. I. Sheigal, V. A. Buryakovskaya have claimed
that linguacultural approach appears to be the most effective and comprehensive in
essence, allowing researches to study PUs in a complex way, as the latter has always
been one of the most problematic and challenging phenomena of the language sys-
tem. Based on close interaction of culture and language, this approach aims at elic-
iting cascades of culture-marked material which includes national values, customs
and traditions, the speaking manners, social behavioral patterns, daily experiences,
historical background and environmental conditions, the entire complex that consti-
tutes first, conceptual world picture, which in turn, is verbalized partially in linguis-
tic world picture. The main unit of linguacultural analysis is “linguacultureme —
dialectical unity of linguistic and extra-linguistic (conceptual and objective) content”
coined by a prominent linguist V. V. Vorobyev.
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However, at present scholars have concerns about not only the current sta-
tus of linguaculturology whether it is an independent discipline or a branch of lin-
guistics but also about methods of linguacultural research. It is generally accepted
that linguacultural approach is designed to identify culturally significant content
based on available language material manifested in discourse. Contemporary analy-
sis attempt to reveal culturally specific information that reflects the national identity
of a particular ethnicity. The study of PUs along with parmeological system help to
gain deeper insight into the national background and better understand the collective
mentality.

Drawing on an extensive range of cultural markers, a number of researchers
set out the different ways to study PUs. Accordingly, a prominent contemporary
scholar D. O. Dobrovolskiy established two directions in this field: comparative and
introspective. Comparative approach strives to reveal semantic peculiar characteris-
tics in a non-equivalent lexicon, specifically, words, lacunas, and ethnic-lexemes;
while introspective method investigates national mindset through subjective image-
perception of native speakers of the given language resulted in empirical data col-
lected by means of oral questioning, and interviewing (6, 41). Another approach to
studying the national labeling of phraseological units was proposed by scholar V. G.
Gak: objective and subjective. An objective approach incorporates the characteristic
features of a given culture, i.e., without equal elements in vocabulary. The subjective
approach investigates single concept interpretations in different communities (3, 55).
The task of linguacultural approach is to identify and interpret nationally specific
concepts, analyze associative links;

The cognitive approach has also received much attention over the last two
decades. It is essential that cognitive linguistics own unique methodological foun-
dation, which can be applied in the process of phraseological analysis. From the
cognitive perspective, PUs are regarded as a “micro-text”. A number of researchers,
(V. Z. Demyankov, S. M. Pankratov, Y. S. Kubryakova) hold the view that the pro-
cess of decoding the implicit information in PUs, require an extensive linguistic
knowledge in line with sociocultural competence, in other words, contextual infor-
mation about world picture, social and cultural aspects of social life, mental under-
standing of speech production and perception on a verbal level. Thus, in cognitive
approach language and its units present cognitive mechanism which stores, pro-
cesses and transforms different types of data and, in turn, characterized by system-
atic, multi-level structure and semiotic representation. In this connection, it is appro-
priate to mention the groundbreaking considerations of a prominent linguist Jerry
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Fodor. The researcher points out that “human mental processes including the basic
understanding of speech production and perception implemented via mental repre-
sentatives which considered to be in the role of mediators” (7, 109). In addition,
linguist M. L. Kovshova claims that the process of interpretation of PUs is complex
and has a multi-level structure. The first layer offers a conventional understanding
of PUs through fundamental cultural knowledge involving archetypical forms of
mentality and world picture, in particular. The second layer deals with correlations
between images of PUs and cultural codes, i.e. anthropomorphic, zoomorphic, so-
matic and so on. The third layer of cognitive-cultural interpretation determines what
types can be assigned to PUs in the description process of world picture; it can be
the role of symbol, etalon or stereotype (8, 87). Moreover, from a cognitive perspec-
tive, PUs are analyzed on the basis of various concepts which overlap their concep-
tual zones. Due to that, the cognitive approach is applied in the phraseological anal-
ysis of cultural specifics via mental process; as a result, peculiar features of national
world picture, cultural connotations along with extra-linguistic factors are revealed.
The cognitive approach aims to analyze peculiar characteristics of national outlook
and its reflection in CWP as well as LWP along with conceptual zones of PUs.

The last approach to the study of PUs is the communicative-pragmatic ap-
proach which has been the basis in the domain of pragma-linguistics. Regarding the
fact that external signs have traditionally been considered as categorical signs of
phraseological units, the progressive direction of this approach is that it deals mainly
with implicit pragmatic features of PUs, which could be used as distinctive patterns
for the further development of theoretical grounds of the phraseological system.
Since the contemporary linguistic community has accepted the fact that PUs contain
pragmatic aspect, it allows us to consider that they also function in verbal commu-
nication both as constituents of speech acts and tools for reaching pragmatic inten-
tion. From the perspective of communicative-pragmatic approach linguists (V.
N. Teliya, L. Y. Krutikova, A. M. Emirova, A. V. Kunin), have investigated the
communicative nature of PUs, peculiarities of the communicative-pragmatic situa-
tion, pragmatic intention of speech acts, reasons and factors that contribute to the
selection of PUs while speaking, shifts and alternations in structural composition of
speech acts when PUs are incorporated instead of ordinary words, pragmatic poten-
tial of PUs and etc. According to D. U. Ashurova the pragmatic effectiveness of
PUs’ application is attained only when mutual understanding between the addresser
and the addressee is achieved, the goal of the pragmatic intention is reached along
with maintaining balanced relations (2, 67). Also, the pragmatic aspect in PUs is
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accounted for by the fact that they are charged with strong evaluative, emotive, and
expressive characteristics which in turn, outweigh ordinary words. By way of exam-
ple, in the pragmatic meaning of PUs, an assessment of the attitude towards others,
the social superiority of the communicants can be implied. The contextual situation
iIs as follows, “I can't stand your holier-than-thou attitude on some of the employ-
ees’’; the addresser in the dialogue with the addressee expresses his/her condescend-
Ing attitude towards a certain type of people who behave themselves as if they were
In a more superior position concerning moral issues. Thus, the choice of PUs is often
due to the need to characterize the evaluative component in the speech acts. Another
illustration is PU “all brawn and no brain™. The contextual situation is ““He's an
impressive player to watch, but he's all brawn and no brain’’; the pragmatic focus
of this example is realized in the manifestation of diverse expressive and evaluative
relations of the subject of speech. The informative component being evaluated con-
veys the idea about a person who is very strong but at the same time is not intelligent
enough. So, the communicative-pragmatic approach functions as a valuable asset in
the study of phraseology permit us to find a solution to many issues related to the
operation of phraseological units in language.

Thus, humans communicate their associations through the process of mental
cognitive mechanism, so that mental images of their prior experience gradually de-
velop into stable expressions in the language, the latter being the product of human
active thinking ability. Suffice it to mention, that it is not always possible to explain
the meaning of some phraseological units by means of translation; for this reason,
sociocultural competence is of paramount importance in the process of enclosing
symbolic meanings and interpretation of cultural specifics. The pragmatic compo-
nent of phraseological meaning is, in our opinion, one of the most important distin-
guishing features of phraseological units, which characterizes the essence of a given
language unit.

In the framework of the anthropocentric paradigm we may outline a substan-
tial outcome of the five approaches to the study of PUs and their cultural identity:

1. PUs play significant role in the language, they are considered to be insep-

arable constituents of CWP and LWP and the cultural signs that represent
the collective mentality of a certain community;

2. Contemporary linguists have developed several approaches to the study of

PUs, such as the lingua — cross-cultural approach, the contrastive ap-
proach, the linguacultural approach, the cognitive approach and the prag-
matic approach.
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3. All the above-mentioned approaches focused on the investigation of PUs
and their national-specifics; they possess mutually complementary nature
and united around single purpose. The researches may select and use the
approaches separately or they can combine them with one another depend-
ing on the aim of a study.

In spite of some differences, the aforementioned approaches to the analysis of PUs
are oriented to investigate phraseological constituents of language and reveal their
national specifics. The complex implementation of the discussed approaches leads
to complete research in the phraseological system of a language in terms of both
semantic and structural organization of national specifics of PUs.
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