cuiBBigHOCHI 3 HUMH. fIK cBigUNTH aHAi3, ¥ HOXiAHUX iMeHHHKAaX 000X MOB € CHiJIbHI JeHOTATHUBHI
KJIacu, AKMMHU XapaKTepusyoThCa 0cobu — npogecis abo 8ud disivHocmi, M0 € HAUTTPOAYKTUBHIIIINM,
AaKocmi ma gracmueocmi ta ideonoziuni meyii i Hanpamu. OQHAK, YV TOXiTHUX iMEeHHUKAaX HiMeIlbKoi
MOBH BUILJISAIOTHCS ITe TPU KJIacHu, AKi BiACYyTHI y BIIIIOBIiZHMX MOXiZHUX YKPalHChKOI MOBH, a caMe 8iK,
X80po0u Ta pOOUHHI 368’ A3KU.

PesyabTaTy HOCHIIKEeHHA CTPYKTYPHO-CEMAaHTUUHNX XapPaKTEePUCTUK IIOXiTHNX iMEHHUKIB He €
BUUYEPIIHUMY i MOYKYTBH IIPOTHO3YBATH IIONAJBIII JOCIiI)KEHHSA CEMaHTUYHOI CTPYKTYPH iMEHHUKIB 3
iHIIIMMU KaTeropiajJbHIMY 3HAYEHHAMU.
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T.N. Fedulenkova

ENGLISH VERBAL PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS OF BIBLICAL ORIGIN: FREQUENT
STRUCTURAL MODELS

Cmammas npucsauena 00Hill 3 20J1086HUX NPOOJeM CYLACHOL AiH28iCMUKU i, 30KPeMa, AH2NIlCbKIlL
@paseonozii, a came: npobiemi cmpyYKmypHozo Mo0en06aAHHA Ppas3eonozivhux o0uruysb. O6’ekmom
CcMpYyKmypHozo aHani3y cmanu 0iecnieHi gpaseonoziuni o0uruyi 0i0niiiHozo noxodxcenus (BDO ),
AKi QYHKYIOHYIOMb Y CYLacHill aHenillcbKill M08i. [[0CaiOHeHHA CNPAMOBAHE HA BUSABJEHHS HUSKU
Hai0inbUL HACMOMHUX CMPYKMYPHUX MoOeiell BUOPAHUX PPpa3eosozivHux 00UHUYb.

Knwouwosi crosa: anzaiiicvka gpaseonozis, 0i0niiiHi paseonoziuni odunuui (BPO ), cmpyxkmyp-
HUl AHAi3, MOOeNI08AHHA.

To begin with, in the introduction to the monograph Idioms and Idiomaticity Chitra Fernando
gives a working definition of an idiom which reads as follows: «Idioms, or conventional multiword
expressions, often but not always non-literal, are hardly marginal in English, though they have been
relatively neglected in lexical studies of the language» [17, 5]. The paper presented is targeted to op-
pose that neglect and to draw the learners’ attention to the abundance of verbal (or nominative-com-
municative, according to A. V. Kunin) biblical phraseological units that function in Modern English.
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It is important to point out that structural studies are among the most urgent issues in modern
phraseology as it is maintained to be impossible to perceive the meaning of the phraseological unit
without knowing its structure [6, 105].

The theoretical foundation of the paper is the conception of the phraseological unit and the
method of phraseological identification with its general rules of the procedure initiated by profes-
sor A.V. Kunin [4, 37]. To define the semantic role of the leading component in the formation of the
meaning of the whole phraseological unit, the method of componential analysis, based on dictionary
definitions, was used. To single out different classes of phraseological units and different types of
dependence of their components, to analyze their morphological, lexical and syntactical peculiari-
ties, the method of phraseological description was used [6, 43]. To analyze and distinguish phraseo-
logical models in verbal biblical phraseology, the theory of phraseological modeling introduced by
A.I. Alekhina [1; 2] and developed by E.V. Mikhailova [8], D.O. Dobrovol’skij [3], V.M. Savitskij [9]
and T.N. Fedulenkova[10; 12; 13; 16] was used.

The total data base for structural analysis embraces about five hundred modern English phraseo-
logical units of biblical origin (BPU) extracted from the Bible [19], and confirmed by different types
of academic dictionaries, both defining [15] and two-language [5] and even three-language ones [14],
and by discourse samples of common life communication such as letters, advertisements, messages,
newspapers, etc. (see also[18]) and finaly compiled into an authorised working booklet entitled A Glos-
sary of English-Russian Phraseological Units of Biblical Etymology.

On having studied and analyzed the given bulk of phraseological units, we are enabled to state
that the most widely spread verbal biblical idioms are those having two, three and four notional
components. The following most frequent structural models of BPU under study were found out:

Model 1.V +(d) + N — a two-component non-prepositional phraseological model with the constant-
variant dependence of components [4, 62]:

to darken council [Job XXXVIII, 2], to remove mountains [Corinthians XIII, 7], to cumber the
ground [Luke XIII, 7], to spoil the Egyptians [Exodus XII, 36], to take thought [Matthew VI, 31], etc.
The given structural-grammatical model allows variability of the verbal component: to bear/ carry
the cross [Matthew X, 38; XVI, 24], to act/ play the fool [I Samuel XXVI, 21]. It has also a tendency to
appear in discourse as a result of the reduction of the number of components in the phraseological unit,
thus giving birth to a quantitative phraseological variant [11, 150]: to touch the ark of the covenant
[2 Samuel VI, 6] > to touch the ark, to curse the day one was born [Job III, 1-3] > to curse the day, etc.

Model 2. V + Prep + (d) + N — a two-component prepositional phraseological model with the
constant-variant dependence of components [4, 62]:

to walk in darkness [John XII, 35], to kick against the pricks [Acts IX, 5; XXVI, 14], to fall by the
wayside [Luke VIII, 5; Matthew XIII, 4], to wrestle with an angel [Genesis XXXII, 24-25], to appeal to
Caesar[Acts XXV, 11], etc. Thisstructural-grammatical model serves as a base for phraseological units
with the same structure but with new lexical components, thus allowing numerous lexical variants of
the given phraseologisms. The lexical variability is first of all characteristic of verbal components of
biblicisms: to trample under foot / to tread under foot [Isaiah XXV, 14], to cry/ declare/ proclaim/
shout from the house-tops [Luke XII, 3], prepositional variability is also inclusive: to proclaim upon
the house-tops. The lexical variability of substantive components within the frame of the model is
high as well: to rise from the dead / to rise from the grave [John II, XXII; Luke XVI, 31], to go to glory
/ to go to heaven / to go to kingdom-come / to go beyond the veil, etc.

Model 3. V + 6’s + N — a three-component non-prepositional phraseological model with the
constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to give one’s life [John XV, 13], to search one’s heart [Romans VIII, 27], to harden one’ heart
[Exodus VII, 3], to pitch one’s tent [Genesis XII, 8], etc. This type of model easily produces verbal as
well as structural variants: to bear/ carry one’s cross [Matthew X, 38], to eat / swallow/ take back
one’s words [Jeremiah XV, 16], to strengthen somebody’s hands / strengthen the hand of somebody
[Samuel XXIII, 16], etc. The given model may appear as a result of quantitative change in the
component structure of the phraseological unit: to sell one’s birthright for a mess of pottage [Genesis
XXV, 29-34] > to sell one’s birthright, etc.

Model 4. V + Prep + 0’s + N — a three-component prepositional phraseological model with the
constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to spring from somebody’s loins [Genesis XXXV, 2], to stink in somebody’s nostrils [Amos IV,
10], to lie at somebody’s door [Genesis IV, 10], etc. The biblical idioms obtaining this structural-
grammatical model have a tendency to acquire morphological-syntactical variants [7, 184-185], e.g.
correspondingly: to spring from the loins of somebody, to stink in the nostrils of somebody, to lie at
the door of somebody.

Model 5. V + (d) + N + Prep + (d) + N — a three-component prepositional phraseological model
with the constant-variant dependence of components:
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to make bricks without straw [Exodus V], to eat the bread of idleness [Proverbs XXXI, 27],
to grind the face of the poor [Isaiah III, 15], to beat swords into ploughshares [Isaiah II, 4], to cast
pearls before swine [Matthew VII, 6], etc. Though verbal components may undergo variability
here: to divide / to separate the sheep from the goats [Matthew XXV, 32-33], lexical variants
are still more characteristic of the substantive component of the idiom: to sift the grain/ wheat
from the chaff [Matthew III, 12], to eat the bread of affliction [Deuteronomy XVI, 3] / to eat the
bread of sorrows/ humiliation [Psalms CXXVII, 2]. Quantitative-reduced variants [11, 150] are
also observed within the frames of the model: to touch the ark of the covenant > to touch the ark
[Samuel VI, 6], etc.

Model 6. V + (d) + N + Prep + 6 — a three-component prepositional phraseological model with
the constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to break bread with somebody [Acts XX, 7], to be a law into/ unto oneself [Romans II, 14],
to make light of somebody/ something [Matthew XXII, 5], to dig a pit for somebody [Ecclesiastes
X, 8], to open the door/ doors to something [Corinthians XV, 9], etc. Within the model the lexical
variability is characteristic of substantive, prepositional and changeable components, the latter
are symbolized by the Greek letter 6.

Model 7. V + 6 + Prep + (d) + N — a three-component prepositional phraseological model with
the constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to pluck/ take something by the beard [I Samuel XVII, 35], to build something on a rock
[Matthew VII, 24], to build something on the sand [Matthew VII, 26], to take/ lay something to
heart [Ecclesiastes VII, 2], etc. This structural model proves to very easily cause developing verbal
variants: to bring/ call/ put something in question [Acts XIX, 40], to pull/ snatch somebody/
something out of the fire [Jude I, 23], to hide/ keep/ lay/ wrap up something in a napkin [Luke
XX, 7], etc. As to substantive variants, they are a rare occasion within the pattern under analysis:
to chastise somebody with scorpions/ whips [I Kings XII, 11].

Model 8. V +6’s + N + Prep + (d) + N — a four-component prepositional phraseological model
with the constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to build one’s house upon a rock [Matthew VII, 25], to cast one’s bread upon the waters
[Ecclesiastes XI, 1], to build one’s house upon the sand [Matthew VII, 26], to hide one’s light
under a bushel [Matthew V, 15], etc. The phraseological units embraced by this type of structural
model cannot be characterized by a high degree of lexical variability, though from time to time
there may be observed the interchange of the verbal components that perform the function of the
predicate in the sentence: to put one’s hand to the plough / to set one’s hand to the plough.

Model 9. V + 0’s + N + Prep + 0 — a four-component prepositional phraseological model with
the constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to set one’s face against something [Leviticus XVII, 10], to wash one’s hands of somebody/
something [Matthew XXVII, 24], to open one’s ears to something [Proverbs IV, 20], etc. Within
the frame of this model the lexical variability of the verbal component develops: to set/ to turn
one’s face to something, to close/ to shut one’s ears to something. The mixed type of variability,
combining verbal variants and quantitative-reduced variants or morphological variants, is also
observed within the model: to seal one’s ears, to stop one’s ears, to incline one’s ear/ ears to
something, etc.

Model 10. V+ Adv + 6’s + N + Prep + 0 —a five-component prepositional phraseological model
with the constant-variant-changeable dependence of components:

to bow down one’s ear to somebody [Psalms XXXI, 2], throw in one’s lot with somebody
[Proverbs I, 14], to pour out one’s wrath on somebody [Revelation XVI, 1], etc. The majority of the
biblical phraseological units relating to this model are inclined to omit their adverbial component
in speech, thus acquiring a quantitative-reduced variant: to cast in one’s lot with somebody
[Proverbs I, 14] > to cast one’s lot with somebody. The quantitative-reduced variant often goes
together with a verbal or some other lexical or lexical-grammatical variant: to lift up one’s heel
against somebody [John XIII, 18; Psalms XLI, 9] > to raise one’s/ the heel against somebody, to
lay down one’s life for somebody [John XV, 13] > to give one’s life for somebody.

The analysis undertaken drives the author to the conclusion that verbal / nominative-
communicative phraseological units of biblical origin are widely spread in Modern English.
This fact can be explained by the simplicity and naturalness of their grammatical structure that
characterizes everyday speech of native speakers. The presence of prepositional components in
the models demonstrates analytical character and flexibility of the phraseological units under
study. The availability of alternative components and the abundance of different types of variants
testifies to the fact that English phraseological units of biblical origin present a certain sub-class
of phraseology, and being units with either full or partial semantic transference of components,
their meaning is often explicit.
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Summary. The paper deals with one of the main problems of modern linguistics in general, and

English phraseology in particular, i.e. the problem of structural modeling of phraseological units. The
object under structural analysis are verbal phraseological units of biblical origin (BPU ) that function
in modern English. The study is aimed at singling out a set of the most frequent structural models of
the selected phraseological units.
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