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Though the research of phraseological units has quite a long tradition and has become
an internationally developed linguistic discipline today, we are still far from being able to

give a definite and generally accepted answer to the question “what is a phraseological
unit”. Phraseological units can be described as constructions through which the exclusive
and typical mentality of the whole nation can be expressed.

Phraseological unit is a non-motivated word-group that cannot be freely made up in
speech but is reproduced as a ready-made unit. Differences in terminology set-phrases,
idioms, and word equivalents reflect certain differences in the main criteria and used to dis-
tinguish types of phraseological units and free word-groups. The term set phrase implies
that the basic criterion of differentiation is the stability of the lexical components and gram-
matical structure of word-groups. 

Attempts have been made to approach the problems of phraseology in different ways.
Up till now, however, there is a certain divergence of opinion as to the essential feature of
phraseological units as distinguished from other word-groups and the nature of phrases that
can be properly termed phraseological units. The complexity of the problem may be large-
ly accounted for by the fact that the border-line between free or variable word-group and
phraselogical units is not clearly defined. The so-called free word-groups are only relative-
ly free as collocability of their member-words is fundamentally delimited by their lexical
and grammatical valency which makes at least some of them very close to set- phrases.
Phraseological units are comparatively stable and semantically inseparable. Between the
extremes of the complete motivation and variability of member-words on the one hand and
lack of motivation combined with complete stability of the lexical components and gram-
matical structure on the other hand there are innumeral border-line cases.

However, the existing terms e.g. set-phrases, idioms or phraseological units, word-
equivalents, reflect to a certain extent the main debatable issues of phraseology which cen-
tre on the divergent views concerning the nature and essential features of phraseological
units as distinguished from the so-called free word-groups. The term set-phrase implies that
the basic criterion of differentiation is stability of the lexical components and grammatical
structure of word-groups. The term “idioms” generally implies that the essential feature of
the linguistic units under consideration is idiomaticity or lack of motivation. This term
habitually used by English and American linguists is very often treated as synonymous
with the term phraseological unit universally accepted in Russia.

Our analysis of phraseological units is based on a typological method. A method is a
certain way of approach to the studied phenomenon, certain complex of propositions, sci-
entific and technical modes the use of which gives an opportunity to study a given phenom-
enon. That’s why a method is always a system.
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According to many outstanding linguists phraseological units are non-motivated word-
groups that cannot be freely made up in speech but are reproduced as ready-made units and
fall into three big classes: 1. Phraseological fusions, 2. Phraseological unities, 3.
Phraseological collocations.

Phraseological fusions are completely non-motivated word-groups, such as red tape.
Phraseological unities are partially non-motivated as their meaning can usually be per-
ceived through the metaphoric meaning of the whole phraseological unit: to show one’s
teeth, to wash one’s dirty linen in public and the like. Phraseological collocations are moti-
vated but they are made up of words possessing specific lexical valency which accounts for
a certain degree of stability in such word groups. In phraseological collocations variability
of member-words is strictly limited. For instance, bear a grudge may be changed into bear
a malice, but not into bear a fancy or liking.

We should mention that before undertaking the comparative analysis of phraseological
units we must find out everything about translation. 

Translation is the process to transfer written or spoken source language (SL) texts to the
equivalent written or spoken target language (TL) texts. The process of translation includes
two texts – the original and the translation. The language in which the original is written is
called the source language (SL). The language into which the translation is made is called
the target language (TL). This target text (TT) is not fully identical with the source lan-
guage text (ST) as to the differences between the source language (SL) and the target lan-
guage (TL).

Scholarly attention has been focused on the semantic, grammatical, structural and syn-
tactic properties of phraseological units, on various approaches to their synchronic and
diachronic description, on their pragmatic function in discourse. But the central difficulty
that Phraseology represents is translation.

As we have already mentioned phraseological units are figurative set expressions often
described as idioms. Some units have an important role to play in human communication.
There are five aspects of a phraseological unit meaning that influence the translators’
choice of an equivalent in the target language. They are its figurative meaning, literal
sense, motive character, stylistic register and the national colouring. We should mention
that the figurative meaning is the basic element of the phraseological unit semantics. E.g.
head and shoulders above somebody-íàìíîãî, íà ãîëîâó âûøå êîãî-ëèáî., to kick the
bucket – to die.

The learners may face different problems, while trying to use and translate phraseolog-
ical units. The main difficulty is connected with fixed and partly fixed phraseological units.
It is very important for the learner to be sure and exact in his use of fixed phraseological
units, as an inaccurate phraseological unit may mean very little or nothing at all to a native
speaker. After all, we should keep in mind that it is usually unwise to translate phraseolog-
ical units into English from our own native language. And we may be happy if our native
language and English happen to have the same form and vocabulary, but in most cases, the
result will be bewildering to the native speaker.

We have analyzed phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’ in English,
Armenian and Russian. Our analyses have been undertaken in three main directions: I.
Translation of phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’ from English into
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Armenian and Russian based on four main methods suggested by the outstanding linguist
Komissarov, II.The semantic classification of phraseological units with the component
‘‘head’’ denoting people in English, Armenian and Russian. III.The comparative analysis
of phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’ in English, Armenian and Russian, 

Overall 100 phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’ have been defined,
translated and classified into four main groups: 1.The SL phraseological unit translated by
an identical TL phraseological unit (From head to foot- áïùÇó ·ÉáõË - ñ ãîëîâû äî ïÿò),
2. Phraseological units with the same figurative but a different literal meaning (Head and
shoulders above somebody- Ù»ÏÇó ÙÇ ·ÉáõË μ³ñÓñ, Ë»É³óÇ - íà ãîëîâó âûøå êîãî-
ëèáî), 3. A word-for-word translation of the SL phraseological unit (Carry one’s head high-
·ÉáõËÁ μ³ñÓñ å³Ñ»É - âûñîêî äåðæàòü ãîëîâó), 4. The explanation of a phraseologi-
cal unit (Pope’s head- ³é³ëï³ÕÁ Ù³ùñáÕ ³í»É - ìåòëà äëÿ îáìåòàíèÿ ïîòîëêà). It
should be stated that out of 100 phraseological units, when translated into Armenian, 21
percent corresponds to the first point, 24 percent to the second one, 7 percent to the third
one, 48 percent to the forth one. So we can make a deduction that the minority of the exam-
ined phraseological units belong to the third group, and the majority belong to the forth
one.

When Russian taken as a target language, the results change slightly and they are the
following: 18 percent corresponds to the first point, 24 percent to the second one, 7 percent
to the third one, and 51 percent to the forth point.

The picture in both languages (Armenian and Russian) is approximately the same.
We have also undertaken the semantic classification of phraseological units with the

component “head” denoting people in English, Armenian and Russian and according to this
classification they fall into four main groups: I.Phraseological units denoting actions,
II.Phraseological units denoting physical and emotional state, III.Phraseological units
denoting the manner of action and IV.Phraseological units denoting people and their traits.

From our analysis we can conclude that phraseological units with the component
‘‘head’’ denoting actions have different meanings in English, Armenian and Russian: to
strengthen, to rebel, to try to forget and the like. E.g. get a head- áõÅ»Õ³Ý³É, ·ÉáõË
í»ñóÝ»É-³åëï³Ùμ»É, âûáðîñèòü êîãî-ëèáî èç ãîëîâû - ñòàðàòüñÿ çàáûòü.

Phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’ denoting physical and emotional state
have negative, as well as positive meanings in English, Armenian and Russian: to be con-
fused, to be in love with and the like. For example: Lose one’s head- ·ÉáõËÁ ÏáñóÝ»É,
·ÉáõËÁ ï³ù-μáñμáùí³Í, âñêðóæèòü ãîëîâó-ñîáëàçíÿòü.

We should mention that by saying phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’
denoting the manner of action we mean the action carried out in some special way in
English, as well as in Armenian and Russian: head over heel- Ã³í³É·Éáñ, ·ÉáõË
Ïáïñ»Éáí –ß³ï ³ñ³·, èç ñîáñòâåííîé ãîëîâû-ñàìîñòîÿòåëüíî.

We can make a deduction that phraseological units denoting people and their traits
mainly have the meanings of stupid, clever, wise and the like. For example: A cool head-
ë³éÝ³ñÛáõÝ, ·ÉáõË ãáõÝ»óáÕ-ï·»ï, ñâåòëàÿ ãîëîâà-ñîîáðàçèòåëüíûé.

The aim of our comparative analysis of phraseological units with the component
‘‘head’’ is to translate them from English into Armenian and Russian and find out in which
of the two target languages the component “head’’ is retained or substituted. 
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We can conclude from our analysis that we have phraseological units with the compo-
nent ‘‘head’’ in English during the translation of which the component ‘head’’ is retained
both in Armenian and Russian: Lift up one’s head- ÝáñÇó ·ÉáõË μ³ñÓñ³óÝ»É -ïîäíÿòü
ãîëîâó.

We have phraseological units with the component ‘‘head’’ in English during the trans-
lation of which the component “head” is retained neither in Armenain nor in Russian: Have
one’s head in a tar barrel- Í³Ýñ ¹ñáõÃÛ³Ý Ù»ç ÉÇÝ»É –ïîïàñòü â òÿæåëîå ïîëîæåíèå.

We also have phraseological units with the component “head’’ in English during the
translation of which the component ‘‘head’’ is retained only in Armenian: Head over heels-
·ÉËÇí³Ûñ - êóâûðêîì.

So we can conclude that mastery of phraseological units comes slowly, through prac-
tice and experience, but we should remember: practice makes perfect and all things are dif-
ficult before they are easy. 
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§¶ÈàôÊ¦ ´²Ô²¸ðÆâàì ¸²ðÒì²Ì²´²Ü²Î²Ü ØÆ²ìàðÜºðÆ àôêàôØÜ²êÆðàôÂÚàôÜÀ 
ºì Ð²ØºØ²î²Î²Ü ìºðÈàôÌàôÂÚàôÜÀ ²Ü¶ÈºðºÜàôØ, Ð²ÚºðºÜàôØ ºì èàôêºðºÜàôØ

ê. Ø. ²í³· Û³Ý

²ß Ë³ ïáõ ÃÛáõ ÝÁ ÝíÇñ í³Í ¿ §·ÉáõË¦ μ³ éáí ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ íáñ Ý» ñÇ áõ ëáõÙ Ý³ -
ëÇ ñáõ ÃÛ³ ÝÁ ³Ý· É» ñ» ÝáõÙ ¨ Ýñ³Ýó Ñ³ Ù³ñ Å»ù Ã³ñ· Ù³ Ýáõ ÃÛ³ ÝÁ ³Ý· É» ñ» ÝÇó Ñ³ Û» ñ»Ý ¨ éáõ -
ë» ñ»Ý:
²ß Ë³ ïáõ ÃÛáõ ÝÁ ·³ Õ³ ÷³ñ ¿ Ñ³ Õáñ¹ áõÙ ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ýáõ ÃÛ³Ý Ù³ ëÇÝ` ëÏ ë³Í ¹³ñÓ í³ -

Í³ μ³ Ýáõ ÃÛ³Ý ½³ñ ·³ó Ù³Ý å³ï Ùáõ ÃÛáõ ÝÇó ÙÇÝã¨ ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ýáõ ÃÛ³Ý áõ ëáõÙ Ý³ ëÇ ñáõ -
ÃÛ³Ý ·áñ ÍÁÝ Ã³ óÁ: àëáõÙ Ý³ ëÇñ í»É »Ý ï³ñ μ»ñ É»½ í³ μ³Ý Ý» ñÇ Ùá ï» óáõÙ Ý»ñ, áñáÝù ÝíÇñ -
í³Í »Ý ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ íáñ Ý» ñÇ ¹³ ë³ Ï³ñ· Ù³ ÝÁ: ²Ý¹ ñ³ ¹³ñÓ ¿ Ï³ ï³ñ í»É
Ã³ñ·  Ù³ Ýáõ ÃÛ³Ý ï» ëáõ ÃÛ³ ÝÁ ¨ ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ íáñ Ý» ñÇ Ã³ñ· Ù³ Ýáõ ÃÛ³ ÝÁ: àõ -
ëáõÙ Ý³ ëÇñ í»É »Ý §·ÉáõË¦ μ³ éáí ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ íáñ Ý» ñÁ ³Ý· É» ñ» ÝáõÙ, Ñ³ Û» ñ» -
ÝáõÙ ¨ éáõ ë» ñ» ÝáõÙ: àõ ëáõÙ Ý³ ëÇ ñáõ ÃÛáõÝ Ý» ñÁ Ï³ ï³ñ í»É »Ý »ñ»ù áõÕ Õáõ ÃÛáõÝ Ý» ñáí`
I.§·ÉáõË¦ μ³ éáí ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ íáñ Ý» ñÇ Ã³ñ· Ù³ Ýáõ ÃÛáõ ÝÁ ³Ý· É» ñ» ÝÇó Ñ³ Û» ñ»Ý
¨ éáõ ë» ñ»Ý, II.§·ÉáõË¦ μ³ éáí ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ íáñ Ý» ñÇ ÇÙ³ë ï³ ÛÇÝ ¹³ ë³ Ï³ñ ·áõ -
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ÙÁ ³Ý· É» ñ» ÝáõÙ, Ñ³ Û» ñ» ÝáõÙ ¨ éáõ ë» ñ» ÝáõÙ, III.§·ÉáõË¦ μ³ éáí ¹³ñÓ í³ Í³ μ³ Ý³ Ï³Ý ÙÇ ³ -
íáñ Ý» ñÇ Ñ³ Ù» Ù³ ï³ Ï³Ý áõ ëáõÙ Ý³ ëÇ ñáõ ÃÛáõ ÝÁ ³Ý· É» ñ» ÝáõÙ, Ñ³ Û» ñ» ÝáõÙ ¨ éáõ ë» ñ» ÝáõÙ:

ÈÑ ÑËÅ ÄÎ ÂÀ ÍÈÅ È ÑÐÀÂ ÍÈ ÒÅËÜ ÍÛÉ ÀÍÀ ËÈÇ ÔÐÀ ÇÅ Î ËÎ ÃÈ ×ÅÑ ÊÈÕ ÅÄÈ ÍÈÖ 
Ñ ÊÎÌ ÏÎ ÍÅÍ ÒÎÌ “ÃÎ ËÎ ÂÀ” Â ÀÍÃ ËÈÉÑ ÊÎÌ, ÐÓÑ ÑÊÎÌ È ÀÐ Ìß ÍÑ ÊÎÌ ßÇÛ ÊÀÕ

Ñ. Ì. Àâà ãÿí

Ðà áî òà ïîñ âÿ ùå íà èñ ñëå äî âà íèþ ôðà çå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèõ åäè íèö ñî ñëî âîì “ãî ëî âà” â àíã ëèéñ êîì è èõ
ýê âè âà ëåí òîâ â ðóñ ñêîì è àð ìÿ íñ êîì ÿçû êàõ. 

Â ðà áî òå äà åò ñÿ îá ùåå ïðåäñ òàâ ëå íèå î ïå ðå âî äå ôðà çå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèõ åäè íèö. 
Èñ ñëå äî âà íû ôðà çå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèå åäè íè öû ñî ñëî âîì “ãî ëî âà” â àíã ëèéñ êîì, àð ìÿ íñ êîì è ðóñ ñêîì

ÿçû êàõ. Èñ ñëå äî âà íèÿ áû ëè ïðî âå äå íû ïî òðåì íàï ðàâ ëå íè ÿì: 1. Ïå ðå âîä ôðà çå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèõ åäè íèö
ñî ñëî âîì “ãî ëî âà” ñ àíã ëèéñ êî ãî íà àð ìÿ íñ êèé è ðóñ ñêèé. 2. Ñå ìàí òè ÷åñ êàÿ êëàñ ñè ôè êà öèÿ ôðà çå -
î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèõ åäè íèö ñî ñëî âîì “ãî ëî âà” â àíã ëèéñ êîì, àð ìÿ íñ êîì è ðóñ ñêîì. 3. Ñðàâ íè òåëü íîå èñ ñëå -
äî âà íèå ôðà çå î ëî ãè ÷åñ êèõ åäè íèö ñî ñëî âîì “ãî ëî âà” â àíã ëèéñ êîì, àð ìÿ íñ êîì è ðóñ ñêîì ÿçû êàõ.

HOW TO SELECT CULTURAL DATA 

FOR THE ENGLISH LESSON

N. BURDULI

Rapid globalization has increased the need for cross-cultural communication so that
people have access to information all over the world. This growing and extending need
leads to growth in the foreign language teaching profession. Many acknowledge that learn-
ing a foreign language is a requirement to survive in today’s world. The English language
plays an important role, because it has become the lingua franca of the world. According
to Jonson (2001) there are a billion people in the world today learning English as a foreign
language. If you add to this the number of individuals whose native language is English,
then you realize how many people on the planet are engaged in the process of English lan-
guage learning. 

While understanding the necessity of English language learning, it becomes obvious,
that second language acquisition is not a process that occurs in a vacuum. Students get to
be involved and actually act in various sociolinguistic situations. Second language acqui-
sition can’t be isolated from the sociolinguistic and socio-cultural norms. As Seelye says
(1984) “Second or foreign language learning is a socially constructed process just as are all
the other socially mediated activities. Since culture is embedded within every aspect of
society, language learning should not be isolated from the society that uses it.” Despite
knowing this it would not be an exaggeration to say that English classes have a tendency
to focus on linguistic aspects of the language and hardly ever present to the learners the
lifestyle and standards of the target language community to enrich their cultural under-
standing and to help them build an international awareness and socio-cultural competence.




