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I Introduction

1. Dissertation Subject and its Place in Linguistic Science

Phraseology represents a complex branch within the linguistic sciences as it deals with
phraseological units the study of which spans the scope of several linguistic disciplines. The
subject of the present paper is the comparative (contrastive, confrontative) analysis of the
lexico-semantic group of somatic phraseologisms (phraseological units that include organ
names) found in the Russian and Hungarian languages. This analysis requires a complex
research approach based on descriptive linguistics, lexicology, semantics, syntax and various
branches of applied linguistics, such as lexicography, stylistics, translation and translation
theory.

Despite the relatively short, fifty-year history of Hungarian and Russian linguistic
research in the field of phraseology, this period has seen phraseology develop alongside other
branches of the linguistic sciences as an independent linguistic discipline. The discoveries
made possible by modern linguistic disciplines and the various trends in linguistics have had a
significant impact on phraseological research, too. The extensive work of Gabor O. Nagy in
the field of linguistics and lexicography, coupled with the phraseological research carried out
by the following generation of linguists have resulted in the linguistic description of modern
Hungarian’s phraseological system (O. Nagy 1954, 1966, 1977; Karoly 1970; Juhasz 1980,
1980/a, 1980/b, 1982; Rozgonyiné 1980, 1981, 1984; Hadrovics 1995).

Achievements in the field of descriptive linguistics with regard to phraseological
research have allowed for the comparative study of the phraseological subsystems of
Hungarian and other languages, and in recent years this type of study has led to an intensive
development in contrastive phraseological research. The comprehensive description of the
phraseological systems of various foreign languages and the comparative study of the
phraseological subsystems of Hungarian and other languages have been the subject of several
dissertations, textbooks and monographies in the past few decades (Hajzer 1969; Tatar
1975a, 1984a, 1985, 1992; Csige 1982; Hessky, R. 1982a, 1985; Foldes 1983, 1987, 1987b;
Somhegyi 1984; Bardosi 1986, 1990; Kocsany 1986; Fabian 1987; Szalai 1989; Hollo
1990; Forgacsné 1995; Karpati 2000; Nagy 2000).

As the science of linguistics develops, linguists increasingly focus on human factors,
1.e., on the investigation of the role of the individual in speech activity. Language fulfils its
most important role only if it allows one to communicate all the knowledge and experience

acquired through the daily activities that facilitate the formation of knowledge.



The study of languages as tools of communication facilitates a better understanding of
the essential characteristics of language as a unique human phenomenon.

Every element of the linguistic system, including the phraseological subsystem, is
subordinate to the communicative function of the language, i.e., the formation and expression
of the cognitive and emotive content.

In recent years, the results achieved in the various fields of linguistics have allowed us
to study the phraseological subsystem of a given language from a new perspective, that of
communication. The functional description of the phraseological subsystem of language is the
subject of a complex linguistic discipline, namely communicative linguistics.
Communicative linguistics integrates the research results accomplished in the field of various
linguistic disciplines. One of the first Hungarian representatives of this new linguistic
discipline is Janus Banczerowski (Banczerowski 1979, 1996, 1998, 1999, 1999a).
Communicative grammar relies on the results of the following linguistic disciplines:
functional grammar (3o10ToBa 1982; bonnapko 1984; Kpexkuu 1989), textual linguistics
and textology (HukosaeBa 1978; I'anbnepun 1981; Petofi — Békési — Vass 1990-1997;
Szikszainé ...; Békési 2001), logical syntax, reference theory (ApytionoBa 1976, 1982),
semiological grammar (CtenmanoB 1977, 1980, 1981a, 1983b), nomination theory and
onomasiology (KyopsikoBa 1978), speech act theory, linguistic pragmatics (AxmaHoBa-
Marugosa 1978; CrenanoB 1981b; byabirnna 1981; Apyrionoa 1981; Kpexuu 1993),
psycholinguistics and speech activity theory (JIypusa 1975, 1979; Pléh 1996; Gosy 1999;
Lengyel 1994).

Describing a level of the linguistic system from a communicative aspect is also a
pragmatic description of that particular level of the language. The speaker, the person shaping
the text, communicates to the listener his/her personal worldview in connection with the
objects and phenomena that surround him/her, and also provides information about the
relationship between those objects and phenomena and about their features in order to attain a
desired pragmatic effect.

Several scientific results have been achieved in describing the phraseological
subsystem of the Russian language from a communicative aspect (Cf.: SIpanueB 1981;
Tenusa 1995; dmupona 1971, 1972, 1977a, 1977b, 1978a, 1978b, 1983b, 1984a, 1987;
Toponues 1970, 1974). In the Hungarian literature on phraseology, Vilmos Bérdosi was the
first person to describe phraseological units from a communicative aspect, presenting his
description in a dissertation (Bardosi 1990). In his dissertation, the comparative symbolist

author describes the phraseological similes found in French from an onomasiological aspect,



based on field theory. To date there have been no publications in Hungarian linguistic
literature on conducting a comparative analysis of the phraseological system of Hungarian
and other languages from a communicative aspect.

For the first time in the Hungarian literature on phraseology, in the present paper |
conduct a comparative, language- and speech-level analysis of Russian and Hungarian
somatic (‘sdoma’ = ‘body’, Greek) phraseological units from a communicative aspect.

Somatic phraseologisms are linguistic universals that are present in every language,
amounting to approximately one-third of the total number of phraseological units found in a
given language. The lexico-semantic group of somatic phraseologisms is regarded as an
independent subsystem within the phraseological system of a language, and it is comprised of
phraseological units whose key constituent parts include human or animal organ names.

The objectivity of the study’s results is ensured by the fact that the number of somatic
phraseologisms is high and that somatic phraseologisms are diverse in their structure and
semantic features. In addition, the random sample that comprises the paper’s corpus also
guarantees objectivity. The relationship between the group of somatic phraseological units
and the phraseological system of a language is a dialectic relationship between the part and
the whole, the general and the specific. In accordance with the two fundamental laws of
dialectics, still valid today, the group of somatic phraseologisms is representative of the
characteristics of the entire phraseological system, as the part is representative of the whole.
The same general criteria and rules apply to the part as apply to the whole. What is specific in
the part is the somatic component, on the basis of which we separate it from the whole.

The results of the comparative study of somatic phraseologisms found in Russian and
Hungarian allow for drawing scientific conclusions that apply to the phraseological systems
of the two languages.

2. Dissertation Objective, Research Tasks

In the present dissertation I set out to complete the following scientific tasks:

1. The collection and classification of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseological
units that comprise the corpus of the present dissertation. The source for the
collection of phraseological units was provided by monolingual and bilingual
phraseological and explanatory dictionaries (MoJioTkoB 1987; ®énopoB 1995;
Baaxos 1986; Keszthelyi 1961; Jlapep-3ukanb 1985; Dubrovin-Klaudy 1990;
Ilanckuii-borerpoBa-Bepemr 1983; O. Nagy 1966; Békés 1977; O:xeros-

IIBenoBa 1977; CPS rtr. I-IV.; Ertelmezé kéziszétir (Concise Hungarian



Explanatory Dictionary); Ertelmezé szétar (Hungarian Explanatory Dictionary)
I-VIL.; MakcumoB 1955; SIpanues 1977).

Russian-Hungarian and Hungarian-Russian dictionaries (Hadrovics-Galdi
1974, 1977; Galdi-Uzonyi 2000), Russian and Hungarian literary works and daily
newspapers also served as a source.

The somatic phraseologisms collected according to set criteria for the
purposes of the present paper number 1376 Russian and 1177 Hungarian
phraseological units.

In accordance with the latest results of phraseological lexicography, a detailed
analysis of the somatic phraseological units found in Russian and Hungarian
dictionaries. Laying the foundations for a Russian-Hungarian phraseological
dictionary for educational purposes.

Exploring the Hungarian lexical (linguistic) equivalents of Russian somatic
phraseological units, and vice versa. Eliminating mistranslations in dictionaries.
Providing an overview of the various trends and results in Hungarian
phraseological research, with special emphasis on the current state and future tasks
of descriptive and comparative phraseological research, compared to the wide-
ranging intensive phraseological research conducted in other countries.
Contributing to the development and standardisation of Hungarian phraseological
linguistic terminology.

The improvement of the general theory and practical results in Russian and
Hungarian phraseology.

The development of complex methods applied in the systematic analysis of
Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms. The presentation of the systemic
quality evident in the lexico-grammatic structure and semantics of the
phraseological units in the two languages.

The presentation of the similarities and dissimilarities between the morphological,
derivational and syntactic systems of the two languages, and the exploration of the
reasons behind these similarities and dissimilarities through the comparative
analysis of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseological units.

The linguistic analysis of intra-lingual and inter-lingual phraseological polysemy,
homonymy, synonymy and antonymy. The linguistic analysis of enantiosemy
and semantic opposition and the presentation of the inter-lingual phraseological

paronymy phenomenon. In the past there has been little scientific interest in the



analysis of these semantic and structural groups of phraseological units with regard
to the Hungarian language, while certain phenomena (i.e., phraseological
homonymy, antonymy, enantiosemy and paronymy) were ignored by linguists
altogether.
3. Research Methods
The set linguistic phrases (phraseologisms) which are examined in the present
dissertation are characterised by an intricate semantic structure, consequently their
comparative analysis requires the utilisation of complex research methods. One of the primary
objectives of the dissertation is to provide a systemic description of the structural semantic
characteristics and the equivalence-types of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms

through the application of the descriptive-comparative method.

1. In describing the general theory of phraseology along with the criteria for a phraseological
unit, its place within the system of linguistic signs, its nominative and expressive function,
and finally, its structural semantic characteristics, I applied the method of synchronic
linguistic analysis.

2. Tapplied the comparative (contrastive, confrontative) method in the structural semantic
comparative analysis of the somatic phraseologisms which make up the corpus of the
paper — exploring the similarities and dissimilarities (specific characteristics) between the
structure and semantics of the phraseological units found in the two languages. Russian
served as the base-language for every comparative analysis in the paper, and the
similarities between the structure and semantic features of the phraseological units of the
two languages took precedence over the dissimilarities. The description of the theoretical
results of the comparative typological analysis presented in the paper is based on
Russian and Hungarian linguistic theory (and that of other languages — primarily English),
and in particular on the concepts of phraseological theory and phraseological terminology.

3. I applied the distributional method in the speech-level comparative analysis of Russian
and Hungarian phraseological units — analysing the distributional properties of
phraseological units, their textual application, the possibility of transformation
(modification) and the phraseological equivalence-types of the two languages.

4. 1 applied a version of the method of componential semantic analysis — semantic
syntagmatics, developed by V. G. Gak — primarily in the comparative analysis of the
semantic features of phraseologisms. This method relies on the conception that the

semantic structure of a lexical unit is essentially revealed through the objective analysis of



the features of the relevant signified object and its paradigmatic and syntagmatic
relationship with other lexical units (Gak). This method proved to be an efficient tool in
the comparative analysis of inter-lingual phraseological monosemy, polysemy,
homonymy and enantiosemy as well as phraseological synonymy and antonymy and
the inter-lingual phraseological paronymy phenomenon.

5. In conducting a comparative structural analysis of the phraseological units found in the
Russian and Hungarian languages I opted for the method of formal linguistic
description, applying international symbols. The symbols used in formal linguistic
description facilitate the clear exploration of the structural similarities and dissimilarities
between the phraseological units of the two languages.

6. Finally, the statistical method allowed for a numerical representation of the distribution
of the data pertaining to the size of the corpus and to the similarities and dissimilarities
between the two languages (examined through comparative structural semantic analysis),
and it also served to support the tendencies explored in the paper.

4. Background to the Research Subject

The study of somatic phraseologisms (including comparative analysis) is not without
any antecedents in Hungarian and foreign (mainly Russian) linguistic literature. Linguists
began to show interest in this particular lexico-semantic group by as early as the 1960s
primarily due to the large number and special features of the phraseological units that belong
to the group.

In the early days of research into somatic phraseologisms the collection, classification
and description of the somatic phraseological units found in a language served as the research
subject of two dissertations. Research in this field either involves the analysis of the
phraseological system of a given language, or a comparative analysis of the somatic
phraseoligisms found in two or more different languages. Applying methods that reflect the
state of the science of phraseology in the sixties, the Estonian linguist, F. Vakk was the first
person to collect and analyse the structural, semantic and stylistic groups of somatic
phraseological units found in the Estonian language — also studying the role of Estonian
somatisms in the formation of phraseologisms (®. Bakk 1964).

Later, E. S. Jakimova conducted a comprehensive analysis of the symbolism inherent
in the somatic phraseologisms of another Finno-Ugric language, Mari ($IkumoBa 1975).

There have been several linguists who have carried out comparative studies in
connection with somatic phraseologisms found in Russian and other languages. Studies by O.

Nazarov, Ju. A. Dolgopolov, N. V. Dzsanelidze, M. N. Azimova, P. G. Nandan, N. N.



Kirillova deserve special mention here (Ha3zapoB 1973; JloaromoaoB 1973; /l:kaneaunase
1981; KupuiiioBa 1975; Azumoa 1980; Hannan 1978).

Papers published in Russian-speaking countries either deal with the classification of
somatic phraseological units according to defined conceptual categories (MopakoBuu 1976),
or the structural semantic description of the somatic phraseologisms found in certain Turkish
languages (Pagxxa6oB 1976; Ucae 1976).

Hungarian linguists have also found an interest in the comparative analysis of somatic
phraseologisms, and, to date, two dissertations and studies have dealt with the subject. In his
dissertation, Gyula Somhegyi conducted a comparative analysis of Serbo-Croatian and
Hungarian phraseological units based on the somatic phraseologisms found in the two
languages (Somhegyi 1984). In his Ph.D. thesis, L4szl6 Nagy carried out a comparative
analysis of approximately 1000 Russian and 1000 German somatic phraseologisms, limiting
his research to 30 organ names (Nagy 2000).

Together the above studies provide a comparative analysis of Russian-German-
Hungarian and Russian and German somatic phraseological units, offering equivalents for the
somatic phraseologisms in the various languages and describing equivalence-types (Foldes
1985; Haawb 1997).

In the Hungarian specialist literature on phraseology there have been valuable
contributions to the study of the etymology and grammatical features of lexical somatisms and
to their role in the formation of phraseologisms (Pete 1989:28, 108; Papp 1979: ...). A
particularly detailed analysis of somatisms can be found in Magyar phraseology — Torténeti
attekintés (Hungarian Phraseology — An historical overview) by Laszlé Hadrovics. In
addition to presenting an extensive collection of Hungarian somatic phraseologisms, the work
also contains several valuable scientific analyses with respect to the role of somatisms in the
formation of phraseologisms and in the development of the semantic features and symbol-
fields of phraseological units.

In the Hungarian literature on phraseology to date there have been no dissertations
dealing specifically with the comparative analysis of Russian and Hungarian somatic
phraseologisms. In the present paper, I conduct a language- and speech-level comparative
analysis of one of the largest phraseological subsystems of the two languages, offering
valuable information with regard to the Russian and Hungarian phraseological systems as a

whole — a first in the Hungarian literature on comparative phraseology (Hadrovics 1995).



5. Scientific Novelty of the Dissertation and its Range of Applications

1. The subject of the present paper represents a field of research not yet covered by
Russian-Hungarian linguistic research in contrastive phraseology. In the Hungarian specialist
literature on phraseology the present dissertation is the first scientific paper to offer a
comprehensive (structural, grammatical, semantic and equivalence-type-based) language- and
speech-level contrastive analysis of the somatic phraseologisms which amount to one-third of
the phraseological units in the respective phraseological subsystems of the Russian and
Hungarian languages. A comprehensive scientific comparative analysis of the phraseological
subsystems of the two languages is only possible if the partial results of the comparative
analysis of the phraseological units and that of the structural, semantic, thematic and other
groups (microsystems) of phraseologisms are taken into account and generalised.
Consequently, the analysis of the parts (subsystems) must precede the analysis of the whole
(system).

As with every language pair, the analysis of the part has to be conducted in the case of
Russian and Hungarian, too. The comparative analysis of the phraseological systems of
Russian and Hungarian (and especially that of German, Russian and Hungarian) has a
considerable history, which significantly contributes to the comparative analysis of the
various phraseological groups of the two languages and also to the comparison of the entire
phraseological systems of the two languages with that of other languages. With regard to the
results achieved in the field of comparative phraseological research in Hungary, it is primarily
the respective linguistic works of Regina Hessky, Csaba Foldes, Jozsef Juhasz and Béla Tatar
that have to be mentioned (Hessky 1980, 1982, 1985; Foldes 1987, 1987a, 1987b, 1993;
FOxac 1996; Tarap 1987, 1988a, 1995, 1997a). Comparative phraseological research used to
be focused on the level of individual phraseologisms, or it concerned a corpus of Russian-
Hungarian (or primarily German and Russian) structural, semantic, lexico-semantic and other
groups of phraseological units. We summarised the results achieved in this field of research in
three studies with an appended selected bibliography (Ibépke-®éabaemr 1986, 1989;
Foldes-Gyorke 1987).

2. In the phraseological system of a particular language the uniformity and specific
features characteristic of the various (primarily derivational, morphological, syntactic and
semantic) levels of the language appear in a concentrated form.

3. The results of the comparative analyses conducted as part of the dissertation

facilitate a better understanding of the morphological, derivational, syntactic, semantic and



word class systems of the two languages, and they also allow for a detailed exploration of the
similarities and dissimilarities between these systems.

In addition to expanding on the general theoretical results attained in the field of
Russian and Hungarian phraseology, the findings introduced in the present paper offer a
considerable contribution to the results of the comprehensive phraseological analyses
conducted during the seventies and eighties, especially with regard to the results achieved in
the description and comparative analysis of the structural-semantic types of Russian and
Hungarian phraseological units. The partial results of the comparative analysis of the
phraseological units found in the two languages are widely applicable at every level of
language teaching, and in particular — at the level of higher-education — in approaching
teaching about the derivational, morphological and syntactic properties of Russian from a
comparative aspect, as well as in developing phraseological content for use in textbooks and
reference books.

4. The present dissertation may serve as the basis for updating and expanding the
syllabus and curriculum of the seminar on comparative phraseology, taught by the author for
the past few decades.

5. The paper significantly contributes to the formation and standardisation of
Hungarian phraseological terminology related to linguistics, semantics, lexicography as well
as the theory and practice of translation.

6. The scope and quality of the phraseological corpus in the lexical section appended
to the dissertation, and the parameters and techniques applied in the lexicographical
processing of the phraseological units found in the section could be instrumental in the
compilation of either a concise dictionary for educational purposes or a comprehensive
academic dictionary of Russian and Hungarian phraseologisms — as the lexicographical
process involved the formation of the lexical representation of the phraseological units’
ground form, variations and semantic features (polysemy, homonymy and enantiosemy) as
well as the exploration of the system of references pertaining to the stylistic and distributional
properties, emotive and expressive meaning, range of applications and equivalence-types of
the phraseological units.

7. Exploring the lexical and speech-level equivalence-types of Russian phraseological
units, i.e., the presentation of the difficulties of translating phraseologisms (examined in the
context of translations of works by Hungarian and Russian writers) serves as a valuable tool
that can be utilised not only in lexicography but also in the practice of literary translation and

interpreting.
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8. As a source for future phraseological research, the special bibliography (reflecting
the theoretical foundations of the dissertation subject and representing the various trends and
results in Hungarian and international phraseological research in the past 30-40 years) should
significantly facilitate the scientific research to be conducted by the following generations of
linguists interested in phraseology.

6. Dissertation Structure

The dissertation is comprised of five chapters, a lexical section in the form of an
appendix, a bibliography of specialist literature and a summary in Hungarian and English.

In the Introduction I delineate the dissertation subject and its place in linguistic
science, I define the objective of the dissertation and the research tasks and I also provide a
description of the research methods applied.

Chapter II of the paper describes the theoretical foundations of the dissertation
subject, and is comprised of the following four subchapters:

2.1 The subject of phraseology as an independent linguistic discipline

2.2 A narrow and broad interpretation of phraseology. The lower and upper limit of a
phraseologism in Russian and Hungarian

2.3 Views on the domain of phraseology in Hungarian linguistics

2.4 The concept and criteria of a phraseological unit

In Chapter III of the paper I discuss the background of the research subject. The
chapter is comprised of the following three subchapters:

3.1 The background and main trends of phraseological research in Hungary
3.2 Hungarian phraseological research on foreign languages

3.2.1 Foreign-language phraseological research and bilingual phraseological

lexicography

3.2.2 General and contrastive phraseological research in Hungary
3.3 The place of the lexico-semantic group of somatic phraseologisms in the phraseological
subsystem of language

3.3.1 Background to the research of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms

3.3.2 Extra-linguistic factors in the development of somatic phraseologisms

3.3.3 Linguistic and stylistic factors in the development of somatic phraseologisms

3.3.4 Criteria for the comparative analysis of Russian and Hungarian somatic

phraseologisms

Chapter IV of the paper offers a comparative analysis of the structure of Russian and

Hungarian somatic phraseologisms, and is comprised of the following two subchapters:
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4.1 A comparative analysis of the structure of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms

4.1.1 The structural properties of Russian and Hungarian phraseological units equivalent
to collocations
A. The comparative analysis of Russian and Hungarian phraseological units that
form subordinative constructions
B. The comparative analysis of Russian and Hungarian phraseological units that
form co-ordinative constructions
4.1.2 A comparative analysis of the structure of Russian and Hungarian phraseological
units equivalent to sentences
A. The structural model of the simple sentence with two primary constituent parts

B. The structural model of the complex sentence with two primary constituent parts

4.2 The semantic properties of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms

4.2.1 The systemic properties of phraseologisms and their reflection in bilingual
lexicography

4.2.2 Problems of inter-lingual phraseological polysemy

4.2.3 Problems of inter-lingual phraseological homonymy

4.2.4 Problems of inter-lingual phraseological synonymy

4.2.5 The phenomenon of inter-lingual phraseological antonymy

4.2.6 The phenomenon of inter-lingual phraseological paronymy

4.2.7 The phenomenon of enantiosemy in the case of Russian and Hungarian
phraseologisms

Chapter V of the paper deals with the speech-level comparative analysis of Russian

and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms, and is comprised of the following subchapters and

points:

5.1 The definition of language and speech. Phraseologisms at the level language and speech

5.2 Problems related to inter-lingual phraseological equivalence

12

5.2.1 Russian phraseologism corresponding to a Hungarian phraseologism

5.2.1.1 Russian phraseological unit having a complete phraseological equivalent in
Hungarian

5.2.1.2 Russian phraseological unit having a partial phraseological equivalent in
Hungarian

5.2.1.3 Russian phraseological unit having an analogue phraseological equivalent in
Hungarian

5.2.1.4 Establishing correspondence between a Hungarian phraseologism and a
Russian phraseologism through metaphrasing



5.2.2 Russian phraseologism corresponding to a unit other than a Hungarian
phraseologism

5.2.2.1 Russian phraseologism corresponding to a free collocation in Hungarian
5.2.2.2 Russian phraseologism corresponding to a lexeme in Hungarian

5.2.3 Other cases of establishing the equivalent of a Russian phraseologism in
Hungarian

5.2.3.1 Complete omission of Russian phraseological units in oral and written
translation

5.2.3.2 Compensating for Russian phraseological units in the target language

5.2.3.3 Cases of mistranslating Russian phraseological units, and the reasons for
mistranslation

Chapter VI of the dissertation is comprised of a bibliography of the specialist
literature quoted and utilised in the paper, data on the mono- and bilingual dictionaries and
literary works serving as the source for the collection of phraseologisms, and finally, a list of
the abbreviations and conventional symbols used in the paper.

The dissertation is concluded by a Summary in Hungarian and English.

The Appendix of the dissertation, presented in a separate volume, contains a lexical
representation of the 1376 Russian somatic phraseological units and their Hungarian

equivalents (i.e., the corpus examined in the dissertation).

II DISSERTATION THEMES, A DESCRIPTION OF CONDUCTED ANALYSES

Regarding its basic function, language is essentially the most important tool of
communication, the tool used for encoding, storing, transmitting and decoding the
information necessary for the functioning of society and the existence of the individual.

Owing to the work of Saussure it is of common knowledge that language is a
hierarchical structure constructed of so-called linguistic plains (or subsystems). In the
hierarchy of linguistic plains, higher-level linguistic units are made up of lower-level units.
Phraseologisms are complex units comprised of several lexemes, and they may contain every
type of unit on the linguistic level of phonetics-phonology, morphology, lexico-
phraseology, syntax and semantics (i.e., phonemes, morphemes, lexemes, syntagms,
sememes). Phraseological units are secondary linguistic formations, viz., linguistic signs
produced through secondary nomination.

The cause of the origin of phraseologisms as linguistic signs lies with the peculiarities
of human thinking and the infinite nature of social practice on the one hand, and the limited

number of the linguistic signs available, on the other.
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Of all linguistic signs, it is primarily lexemes, phraseological units (phrasemes) and
free syntagms that play a role in the process of nomination.

The function of lexemes in linguistic nomination is different from the function
fulfilled by phraseological units in the same process: in contrast to lexemes, phraseological
units not only denote (designate) the fragments (objects, phenomena, processes, events
etc.) of the reality that we experience, but they also evaluate them. The nominative —
evaluative — denotive function of phraseological units serve the emotive aspect of
language.

According to Ch. Bally, the founder of the science of phraseology, it is the penchant
people have for exaggeration, over-emphasis and blowing out of proportion that gives rise to

(13

idiomatic expressions in everyday language: “... modern languages express the concept of
intensity through specific phraseological units” (bannu 1961:80).

Phraseological units may belong to any of the word classes of a language, and they
have numerous features that distinguish them from words and free collocations. The general
features of a phraseological unit are: ‘setness’, reproducibility, separateness, idiomacy and
semantic amalgamation.

With regard to the form and content of phraseological units, the phraseological
subsystem of language is characterised by the same systemic features that are characteristic of
the lexis.

With regard to the phraseological subsystem itself, the laws of the linguistic system
manifest themselves in the following three relationships:

1. Regular (systemic) relationship within a phraseologism, affecting both the form
and content of the given phraseological unit (e.g., the syntactic relationship between the
constituent parts of the phraseologism; the grammatical forms of the phraseological unit, and
the relationship between these forms; the variants of phraseological units, and the relationship
between these variants). With regard to content, the meaning of a phraseological unit is also
systemic: polysemy and monosemy are both characteristic features of phraseological units.

2. Regular (systemic) relationship between phraseological units (within the
phraseological system), involving the structural, morphological and derivational features of
phraseological units and the systemic relationships between the constituent parts of
phraseological units.

Semantic regularities within the phraseological system manifest themselves in the

systemic organisation of the phraseological system in the semantic fields and in the
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monosemic, polysemic, synonymic, antonymic, homonymic and enantiosemic relationship
between phraseological units.

3. The regularities of the linguistic system also manifest themselves in the
systemic relationship between phraseology and other subsystems of language.
Phraseologisms are secondary formations of the linguistic system, comprised of linguistic
units that belong to the other subsystems of language, and their structural organisation mirrors
the syntactic structural models of language. The paradigmatic and syntagmatic relationships
between phraseologisms and words also reflect the regularities of language.

In the present paper I devote a separate chapter to the detailed analysis of the structural
properties of Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms, i.e., the characteristic
morphological, derivational, lexical and word-order-related features (similarities and
dissimilarities) of the phraseological units found in the two languages.

In defining structural types, I relied primarily on the works of }O. A. Jlonrononos,
Paiixmreiin, Regina Hessky and Csaba Foldes, while in the case of Hungarian phraseological
units I made use of the structural classification described in detail in the dissertation of Jozsef
Juhasz (JdoaromosioB 1973:6-9; Paiixmreitn 1980:23-31; Hessky 1985:19:4-5; Foldes
1985:30-32, 1987:35-36; Juhasz 1982:142-157). The structural features generally
characteristic of the somatic phraseologisms in Russian and Hungarian provide data with
respect to the phraseological subsystems of the two languages.

Based on the analysis of the corpus, among Russian and Hungarian somatic
phraseologisms one may differentiate between the following structural types:

1. Phraseological units equivalent to subordinative or co-ordinative constructions.

Subordinative constructions can be classified into 7 primary structural types and

several subtypes.

Structural Type 1:

Subgroup 1: V + Nsom | Raukamo (mapams) pyku o6 Koe2o-i., 060 umo-i. =
W + (d) + Nsoml beszennyezi (bepiszkitja) a kezét vkivel, vmivel

Subgroup 2: namsanymo Hoc komy-i. = Ngom T+ V| lova tesz vkit,

bolondjat jaratja vkivel

Structural Type 2:

Subgroup 1: ’V + Prep. + Nsom| opamuv/ezame 3a Oywy (3a cepoue) =
Nsom + V|szivébe (lelkébe) markol vkinek vmi, felkavarja a lelkét/a szivét vkinek vki,
vmi, lelkéig hatol vkinek vmi

Subgroup 2: |V + Prep. + Nsom| cmoams Ha (céoux) Ho2AX =
(d) + Adj. + Nym + V]|sajit labdra dll vki
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Structural Type 3: |V + Adj. + Nsoml denamv/coenams dorvuiue (Kpy2insle) 2naza
= ‘Adj. + Nyom + V‘ nagy szemeket mereszt (cf.: nagyokat néz)

Structural Type 4: ’V + N' + Prep. + Nsmﬁ 6blOUBAMDb (6bLIKAIAYUUGANMB) OYPb U3
20110861 = W + d' + N' + & + Nym (+ postposition)\ kiveri (kiveti) a
bolondsdgot vkinek a fejébol

Structural Type S:

Subgroup 1: \Prep. + Adj. + Nsmj Ha ceedxcylo 20108y =
Adj. + (d + ) Nyoulfriss (kipihent) fejjel

Subgroup 2: ‘Prep. + Adj. + NSOHJ U3 NepevIX PyK = elsd kézbal
Structural Type 6:

Subgroup 1: nycma;l 2on06a = iires fejii

Subgroup 2: Adj.5" + Nyom 5| Oydosas zonoea # fafejii

Subgroup 3: meépooil pyKoii = kemény (eros) kézzel
Structural Type 7: ‘Prep. + N SOHJ = ‘(d)+ Neom T (Postp.)‘

Subgroup 1: 3a naewamu wwumu-n. = (d)+ Nyom + (Postp.)| vkinek a

hdta mogott

Subgroup 2: Ha HOCYy Ymo-1. = ‘(d)+ Nsom (+ V)‘ a nyakunkon van

vmi, kiiszobon van vmi

Subgroup 3: no oywe xomy-1. = Ngom + (d) + (Postp.) + V| vkinek a

szive szerint valo (van); vkinek a szdja ize szerint valo (van),; vkinek a kedvére valo
(van)

Subgroup 4: Ha PYKy KOMY-1. # Hungarian phraseological

units of another structure: kapora jon vkinek

Co-ordinative constructions can be classified into one primary structural type and
four subtypes:

Structural Type 1:

Subgroup 1: |Prep. + N + Prep. + Nsonj ¢ nenou y pma = LAdj. + Nsom |0r:
V + Ngom habzo szdjjal; diihésen

1

Subgroup 2: |Prep. + Njom + Prep. + Nsomz‘ ¢ (om) 2on06vt 00 HOZ2 =

1 2 1 .
M tetotol talpig

Subgroup 3: |Prep. + Ngom + Prep. + Nsom‘ u3 pyK 6 pyku = ‘Nsom + (d) + Nsonj
keézrol kézre (ad)

Subgroup 4: ‘Nl + Prep. + Nsomz‘ conoMa 6 201106e y K02o-1. = IN1 +V+ (d)Nsomz‘
korpa (kaposztalé) van vkinek a fejében

2. Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms equivalent to a sentence can be
classified into six structural types:

Structural Type 1: enasa bezarom y xozo-n. =V + (d) + NSOHJ jar (ugrdl,

futkos) a szeme vkinek; azt sem tudja, hova nézzen




Structural Type 2: ‘Nsom + He + V‘ PYKa He ROOHUMAEMCA ) KO20-/. HA YmMo-1. =

‘nem +V + Postp. + Nsom‘ nem viszi rd a lélek; nem tudja raszanni magat vmire

Structural Type 3: ‘Nsom + V + N‘ 60710Cbl CHMAHOBAMCA ObIOOM Y KO20-1. =
I(N) + V +d + Nyoul égnek dll a haja vkinek

p)

=

Structural Type 4: ‘Nsom Ty v+ Prep + Nyom =V +d+ Nsom‘ eljar a szdaja vkinek

Structural Type 5: ﬂ\llsom + Prep + stom + V‘ 30 Ha 3y0 He nonadaem =
‘V + d + Ngom| vacognak a fogai vkinek (a hidegtol v. félelmében); osszeverddik a
foga vkinek

Structural Type 6: |Adj + Prep + Nsom‘ 0CMép Ha AZBIK = |Adj +V+@+ Nsom‘
jol felvagtak vkinek a nyelvét; csipos (éles, hegyes) nyelve van; csipéds (éles, hegyes)
a nyelve vkinek

In the second section of Chapter IV (4.2) I investigate the semantic features of
Russian and Hungarian somatic phraseologisms.

The semantic regularities within the phraseological system manifest themselves in the
systemic organisation of the phraseological system in the semantic fields and also in the
monosemic, polysemic, synonymic, antonymic, homonymic and enantiosemic
relationships between phraseological units.

In the case of monosemy, the principle of one notion — one name (signifier) applies.
In the case of polysemy and homonymy one name is connected to several notions, while in
the case of synonymy several names refer to one notion or a group of related notions. In
analysing the relationship between these three determinant phenomena, we find that
polysemes and homonymes act in an identical manner with regard to the distribution of
linguistic signs (phonetic representations), whereas synonyms act differently.

Polysemy and synonymy are inter-related phenomena. There is an integral connection
between the two, a relation that plays a part in controlling the functioning of the linguistic
system. Polysemy — a series of metaphoric and metonymic nominal transpositions — limits
the range of words (phraseological units) to a finite number. The origin of polysemic
words and phraseological units lies in the endeavour to promote linguistic richness and
usefulness.

The linguistic phenomenon of synonymy ensures that there are a finite number of
meanings, as the metaphorisation of a particular group of phraseological units leads to the
formation of synonymous meanings. The synonymous meanings created this way are not
entirely new — they merely denote new shades of the existing meaning, enriching it in line
with the existing synonyms. Consequently, synonyms play an important role not only in

shaping style, but also in ensuring the smooth functioning of the linguistic system.
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The unity of the world one recognises and analyses and the various relations that
interconnect different notions are all reflected in the unity of the lexis controlled by the
correlative phenomena of polysemy and synonymy. Homonymy and paronymy are notions
related not to the ‘signified’ but to the ‘signifier’ aspect of linguistic signs.

In the present paper, the investigation of the problems related to intra-lingual
phraseological polysemy and monosemy are primarily based on the theory formulated by
the Moscow school of semantics (Anpecsin 1992, 1995; EBrenbeBa 1966, 1966a; LlImenén
1977; Kykos 1978, 1987; Mokuenko 1997) and the scientific results published in the
Hungarian specialist literature on semantics (O. Nagy 1964, 1965, 1966, 1970; Karoly 1970;
Zsilka 1982; Kiefer 2000; Ruzsiczky 1985, 1998; Hajzer 1969; Tarap 1992; Ilete 1982;
Bibok 1994; Gecso-Spannraft 1998).

Problems related to inter-lingual phraseological homonymy, antonymy and
enantiosemy represent a relatively unexplored area within phraseological semantics.
Consequently, the foreign literature available was not at all extensive (ImupoBa 1972;
Cunopenko 1966; I'onbuexep 1979; Hajzer 1969; Tarap 1992; /Inépke 1991a).

Hungarian and foreign linguists have so far avoided the study of inter-lingual
phraseological synonymy, antonymy, homonymy, enantiosemy and paronymy (Foldes
1987a; Gyorke 1991a, 1992). In the present dissertation, I investigate the origins and lexical
representations of intra-lingual and inter-lingual phraseological homonymy based on a rich
corpus — a first in Hungarian specialist literature in this field.

For the first time in the field of Russian-Hungarian contrastive phraseology, I analyse
the phenomena of inter-lingual phraseological synonymy and antonymy from a
comparative aspect by examining Hungarian and Russian synonyms and antonyms. In the
dissertation I compare the following Russian and Hungarian synonym sequences: 1. ‘henyél,
lustalkodik’ — ‘Oe3menbHuuath’; 2. ‘durvan leszid, megré, éles szavakkal biral,
biintetéssel fenyeget’ — ‘B rpy0oii ¢opme, B pe3kHX BbIpa:KeHHSIX CHeJaTh BbLITOBOP,
NMO/IBEPrHyTh Pe3K0il KPUTHKe, IPUTPO3UTh HakazaHuem’; 3. ‘becsap, raszed, félrevezet,
nevetséges helyzetbe hoz vkit’ — ‘o0MaHBIBATH KOr0-J., CTABUTH B IJIylOe, CMeLIHOE
noJioxkenue’; 4. ‘meghal’ — ‘ymuparn/ymepersn’.

The inter-lingual comparative analysis of synonym and antonym sequences is of great
significance with respect to the formulation of the general theory of comparative semantics
and the compiling of bilingual thesauri.

To date the phenomenon of intra-lingual and inter-lingual phraseological

antonymy has not been covered by the Hungarian specialist literature on phraseology.
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Antonymy is not only a linguistic category, but also a logical, conceptual category. In the
present paper, the description of inter-lingual phraseological antonymy and the description
and comparison of the structural and semantic groups of phraseological antonymy is primarily
based on Russian specialist literature (AxcamutoB 1978; ®omuna 1990; Imuposa 1972;
Kynun 1982; Jlenasau 1998).

The comparative analysis of Russian and Hungarian antonym sequences related to the
words ‘momuarn’ — ‘hallgat’ and ‘roBoputs’ — ‘beszél, fecseg’ serves to illustrate the
complex (polysemous, synonymous, antonymous) meaning relations and networks that
constitute the intricate system of semantic relationships within the meaning relations
themselves and also as part of the opposition between various meaning relations. The
meaning relation between the above-mentioned phraseological synonym sequences (whose
constituent parts may be both monosemic and polysemic phraseological units) is antonymous.

In the process of contamination, phraseological units undergo speech-level specific
allomorphic transformation and modification. Some allomorphs are regular and reflect the
distributional properties and valance of phraseological units, while others are considered to be
irregular allomorphs, arbitrary authorial modifications.

The speech-level allomorphs of phraseological units are: inversion, interpolation,
reference, ellipsis, substitution, combinational variation and contamination.

In exploring the speech-level equivalence-types of Russian and Hungarian
phraseological units I relied on the theoretical and practical results published in the extensive
specialist literature on translation theory. Their are numerous concepts relating to the
equivalence-types of phraseological units and the methods of establishing equivalence, and
the relevant terminology is diverse (®énopos 1983; Komuccapos 1979; Kynun 1967, 1996;
Baaxos-®aopun 1980; Tarap 1997; Abépke 1977, 2000; déanaem 1983, 1985, 1987;
Yuranuna 1975; Ilere 1989; Cosonyxo 1977, 1982; Bapkonu 1984; IOxac 1996; Canan
1987; Klaudy 1988, 1994; Hajzer 1964; Csige 1982).

In finding the Hungarian equivalents of Russian phraseological units I applied A. V.
Kunyin’s theory, which — in the translation of English and Russian phraseological units —
takes into account both the form and content of phraseologisms as well as the function they
serve in sentences (Kynun 1967, 1996).

In accordance with the equivalence-types established by Kunyin, in the paper I
differentiate between full and partial, and analogous phraseological equivalents. The
Hungarian equivalents of Russian phraseological units may be one-word equivalents, free

collocations or a combination of the two in the form of a periphrase. The metaphrasing and
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semi-metaphrasing of phraseological units are tools that are widely applied in literary

translation and interpreting.

IIT RESEARCH PROSPECTS

Taking into consideration the practical needs pertaining to foreign language teaching
along with the latest trends and results in theoretical and applied phraseological research, I see
the elaboration of research in this field as follows:
1. Continued research in the field of comparative phraseology; expansion of the corpus under
study; improvement of the analytical methods applied; expansion of the range of comparative
analysis — to cover additional structural and semantic groups of Russian and Hungarian
phraseologisms, and eventually, the complete phraseological subsystems of the two
languages.
2. Application of the results of comparative analyses in language teaching and bilingual
phraseological lexicography. Passive dictionaries offering limited information should give
way to the development of lexical entry parameters and the compiling of an active
phraseological dictionary — providing comprehensive information on phraseological units and
serving educational purposes.
3. My future work in this field requires a comprehensive utilisation of the results of general
and cognitive phraseological research. General and cognitive phraseological research is
assuming an increasing intensity within the field of linguistic research. Linguists are
increasingly focusing on the role of human factors in communication. It is within the
interaction between man and language that man’s naive linguistic worldview and the
relationship between the subject and the fragment of reality is conceptualised — with this
interactive relationship serving as the conduit for passing on the patterns and stereotypes of
national culture from one generation to the next according to some pre-programmed code.
Exploring the interaction between culture and language, examining the cultural components
of phraseological units and analysing — from an areal and language-typological aspect — the
communicational function of the information encoded in phraseological units is of great
theoretical and practical significance in the field of linguistic culturology, and the results it
yields are also highly useful in language teaching. As phraseological units represent the
national cultural worldview and mentality of peoples and nations, they play an important role
in the teaching of foreign languages, conveying relevant information pertaining not only to
the language in which they are used but also to the country in which that particular language

1s spoken.
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4. In the field of cognitive phraseological research, the investigation of the inner motivation
of the denotative and connotative meaning — and the evaluative, emotive and stylistic
properties — of phraseological units seems to be especially promising with regard to opening
up new research prospects.

5. I see a need to develop additional research strategies and principles. In Linguistics and
the Theory of Science, a monography by Andras Kertész, the author points out that the
principle of contradiction-freeness plays a significant role in scientific cognition:
“Consequently, one of the essential purposes of problem solving is the development of

strategies that resolve contradictions.” (Kertész 2001:13).
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