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ENGLISH-POLISH CONTRASTIVE PHRASEOLOGY

Abstract. The present paper undertakes to discuss phraseological ter-
minology, and to present selected classifications of phraseological
units developed in the Anglo-American and Polish traditions. Fur-
thermore, it seeks to outline the research done on English-Polish con-
trastive phraseology as well as to suggest some directions and topics
of contrastive studies of English-Polish phraseology to be done in the
future.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Phraseology occupies a prominent place in language studies, since it is
of interest to scholars of various disciplines, for instance, linguists, folklo-
rists, social anthropologists, neurologists, psychologists, sociologists and
others. The term phraseology can be used in the broadest sense of the
word to name any phenomenon belonging to formulaic language, which
means that it encompasses conventional multiword combinations as well
as single-word expressions which serve speech act functions (cf. Pawley
2007: 3).

Phraseological units of a given language have developed over cen-
turies in a particular ethnic community; thus, they are bound to reflect
the culture and differ in a contrastive perspective (Szerszunowicz 2007a).
In fact, cross-linguistic studies at issue “cover a wide range of challenging
topics, from the simple comparisons of idioms or metaphors in two lan-
guages, to the systematic contrastive study of all categories of set phrases
across different languages” (Colson 2008: 191).
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It should be emphasized that the theoretical background of research
studies done on phraseology is weak and has been criticized (cf. Cermak
2001). Even the term contrastive can be understood in more ways than
one. As stated by Colson (2008: 194), it is possible to consider contrastive
and cross-linguistic as synonyms, i.e. in a general sense any kind of com-
parison of units can be considered to be contrastive. The term contrastive
in the narrow sense refers to a systematic comparison of two or more
languages. Moreover, the term contrastive can be used with reference to
studies in which only differences between languages are analyzed (Kor-
honen 2007: 575).

As Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen state:

the difference between contrastive idiom analysis and all other cross-
linguistic approaches can be explained by the following features: (a) the
subject of comparison is idioms of two languages L1 and L2 (b) contrastive
analysis is synchronically oriented and aims at recovering both differences
and similarities between idioms of L1 and L2 (c) factors, such as genetic
relationships, typological parallels, geographic contacts, do not play any
role in the framework of this approach (d) the aims of contrastive analysis
are mainly of practical nature (Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen 2005: 58).

In fact, the characteristics presented above outline the directions for stu-
dies on phraseological units in a contrastive perspective. The presenta-
tion of the features of contrastive research on idioms is very important,
since “one of the main flaws of many traditional studies in contrastive
phraseology is that they are little more than description or comparison
of examples, with no particular attention being paid to the theoretical
implications” (Colson 2008: 194).

As emphasized by Colson, there is no global theory of phraseology,
two main linguistic schools, i.e. cognitive semantics and corpus lingu-
istics, provide a theoretical framework for research done on phraseology
across languages. Therefore, contrastive studies on phraseology deserve
a lot of attention focused on terminology and methodology as well as
their implementation in the new research areas.

2. CONTRASTIVE STUDIES ON ENGLISH-POLISH PHRASEOLOGY:
TERMINOLOGY AND CLASSIFICATIONS

One of the first problems to be encountered in contrastive research on
phraseology is connected with differences in terminology in the langu-
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ages analyzed, for instance, English and Polish. Even if the scope of the
analysis of terms used in research on phraseology is limited only to the
Polish terms, the conclusion can be drawn that the majority of them are
used in various meanings by particular linguists. Nowakowska (2005: 19)
emphasizes that terminological inconsistency observed in phraseological
studies is greater than in any other discipline of linguistics. Similar com-
ments are made by English linguists, for instance, by Moon (1998: 2) who
states that “terminology in this field has always been problematic. (...)
There is no generally agreed common vocabulary. Different terms are so-
metimes used to describe identical or very similar kinds of units; at the
same time, a single term may be used to denote very different pheno-
mena.”

As observed by Gléser (1998: 22), “in continental studies the term
‘phraseological unit’ (‘phraseologism’) is given preference as an umbrella
term for phrases of various kinds, whereas its terminological counter-
part in British and American studies is ‘idiom’.? In fact, the Polish term
frazeologia (‘phraseology’) has two basic meanings, i.e. ‘a branch of lin-
guistics dealing with the analysis and description of word combinations
existent in a given language’ and ‘a collection of fixed word combina-
tions existent in a given language or in a given set of texts’ (Miildner-
-Nieckowski 2003: 15). According to Encyklopedia jezykoznawstwa ogélnego
(1999: 244), the term zwigzek frazeologiczny, synonymous to jednostka fraze-
ologiczna (“phraseological unit’) or frazeologizm (‘phraseologism’), is a com-
bination of at least two words one of which is used in the meaning which
is not typical of the constituent at issue, i.e. is different from its lexical
meaning.

The Polish term idiom (‘idiom’) is treated as narrower than zwigzek
frazeologiczny (“phraseological unit), a superordinate term for multiword
units (Encyklopedia jezykoznawstwa ogélnego 1999: 244), since it is defined
as a unit composed of at least two words whose combined meaning dif-
fers from the meanings of its constituents (cf. Zakrzewski 2002).2 In the

1 In fact, it is reflected in lexicography, since most Polish monolingual lexico-
graphic works are called “phraseological dictionaries” (stowniki frazeologiczne), while
Anglo-American ones — dictionaries of idioms. Only one Polish dictionary, Sfownik idioméw
polskich PWN (2006) contains only idioms. The comparison of Polish and Anglo-American
terminology used in the field of phraseology shows that the relation between the two ba-
sic — corresponding in terms of widespreadness — terms, zwigzek frazeologiczny and idiom,
are of complex nature.

2 Therefore, the unit drze¢ koty (lit. ‘to tear cats’), meaning ‘to quarrel’, is given as
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contemporary studies on Polish phraseology the term frazem (‘phraseme’)
is used to name a variety of fossilized units, especially those which were
hardly within the scope of traditionally understood phraseology, or even
out of its scope (Chlebda 2003: 13).

As mentioned before, while the most frequently used Polish term is
zwigzek frazeologiczny, the most common English term is idiom. The Oxford
Companion to the English Language (1996: 455) contains two definitions of
the term in question, i.e. “(1) the speech proper to, or typical of, a people
or place; a dialect or local language; the unique quality or ‘genius’ of
a language: classics in the Tuscan idiom. (2) An expression unique to
a language, especially one whose sense is not predictable from the mean-
ings and arrangements of its elements, such as kick the bucket, a slang
term meaning ‘to die’, which has obviously nothing to do with kicking
or buckets”.

In fact, in Anglo-American linguistics the term idiom is used as a ge-
neral term for various kinds of multiword units, both semantically opa-
que and not (Moon 1998: 4ff). Some linguists apply this term also to
non-compositional polymorphemic words, collocations and other con-
structions which are not freely formed (Makkai 1972) or even to single
morphemes whose meanings are not be deducible (Hockett 1958: 171ff).
The term fixed expression serves as an umbrella term to cover a number of
kinds of holistic units of more than two words, such as: frozen colloca-
tions, grammatically ill-formed collocations, proverbs, routine formulae,
sayings, similes (Moon 1998: 2).

Another umbrella term, in some cases used rather intuitively in re-
search on phraseology, is formulaic language. Wray states that

while most linguists accept that there is such a thing as formulaic langu-
age, consensus about what it is exactly is severely limited. Underpinning
the notion of formulaic language is the sense that certain words have an
especially strong relationship with each other in creating their meaning —
usually because only that particular combination, and not synonyms, can
be used (Wray 2008: 9).

an example of an idiom, while the polysemous unit $lepy zautek (lit. ‘blind backstreet’)
can be treated as an idiom or as a phraseological unit, dependent on which meaning is
analyzed. The first one, ‘a backstreet devoid of an exit, further part’ is a phraseological
unit, whereas the other one, ‘a situation with no way out’, is an idiom (Encyklopedia
Jjezykoznawtwa ogélnego 1999: 244).
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Wray (2008: 12) coins a new term, morpheme equivalent unit, defined as
“a word or word string, whether incomplete or including gaps for insert-
ed variable items, that is processed like a morpheme, that is, without
recourse to any form-meaning matching of any sub-parts it may have”.

Moreover, it should be noted that phraseological units are classified
in many different ways. In Polish linguistics three classifications of multi-
word units are of particular importance, i.e. the so-called traditional clas-
sification developed by Skorupka, the classification proposed by Lewicki
and the one by Miildner-Nieckowski.

Skorupka'’s classification, presented in the introduction to Stownik
frazeologiczny jezyka polskiego (1999: 6), is based on both formal and se-
mantic criteria. The following kinds of units are distinguished: wyrazenia
(‘nominal expressions’) — groups of words of nominal character, including
binominals; zwroty (‘verbal expressions’) — groups of words in which the
verb is the core unit; frazy ("phrases’) — groups of words consisting of no-
minal and verbal constituents which form a sentence; proverbs, sayings,
adages and mottoes also fall into this subgroup. As to the semantic crite-
rion, the degree of fixedness is analyzed and the classification comprises
the following kinds of units: idiomy (‘idioms’) — units whose meaning can-
not be deduced from the meanings of particular constituents; zwigzki fra-
zeologiczne tgczliwe (‘collocable phraseological units’) — units characterized
by a high degree of habitual co-occurrence of constituents, but allowing
for some lexical alternatives of one or more constituents within a ra-
ther restricted number of words, mostly synonyms; zwigzki frazeologiczne
luzne (‘loose phraseological units’) — units whose meaning is a sum of the
meanings of particular constituents used in their usual meanings.

The classification developed by Lewicki (1983) is based on the syn-
tactic function of the unit. His classification is composed of the follow-
ing groups: wyrazenia rzeczownikowe (‘nominal expressions’) — units per-
forming the function of nouns; wyrazenia okreslajgce (‘descriptive expres-
sions’) — units performing the function of nouns, verb, adjective and ad-
verb determiners; zwroty (‘verbal expressions’) — units performing the
function of verbs; frazy (‘phrases’) — units performing the function of
sentences; wskaZniki frazeologiczne (‘phraseological markers’) — units per-
forming auxiliary functions, for instance, they perform the function of
prepositions, conjunctions or particles. According to Lewicki, proverbs
do not belong to phraseologisms and should be treated as ready-made
texts (cf. Kowalikowa 2001), while open compounds are on the border
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of phraseology. The semantic division proposed by Lewicki covers two
subgroups, i.e. idiomy (‘idioms’) and frazemy (‘phrasemes’).

The third of the classifications mentioned, by Miildner-Nieckowski
(2003), is of functional character. The following kinds of units are distin-
guished: frazeologizmy otwarte (‘open phraseological units’) — autonomous
groups of words produced according to a model consisting of fixed and
open constituents, subordinate to grammatical rules, within the group
there are three subtypes, i.e. odtworzone (‘reproduced’) — produced by a re-
placement of certain constituents of a model, przeksztalcone (‘transformed”)
— created by a replacement of interchangeable constituents, ztoZone (‘com-
plex’) — combining features of both reproduced and transformed units;
frazeologizmy zamknigte (‘closed phraseological units’) — combinations of
words with autonomous meaning which do not contain open constitu-
ents, consisting of at least two words, their structure is fixed, but in some
cases constituents can be shifted or divided by other words, such units
can be fixed constituents of open phraseological units; frazeologizmy for-
malne (‘formal phraseological units’) — short multiword expressions whose
meanings are unchangeable, functioning as compounds, sentences or ge-
rund clauses, are parts of the system of communication and do not allow
for any free interpretation, e.g. in military service, medicine, etc. More-
over, Miildner-Nieckowski (2007: 94-95) draws attention to a group si-
tuated between phraseological units and syntactic groups, i.e. zestawienia
(‘set phrases’). He also states that some proverbs perform the function of
phraseological units.

A functional classification was presented by Halliday (1973, 1985)
who divided idioms into ideational or “the state and way of world”
idioms, relational idioms and interpersonal idioms. Makkai (1972) di-
stinguishes between two groups of phraseological units, i.e. idioms of
encoding, semantic idioms, and idioms of decoding, not intelligible or am-
biguous. Lexemic idioms of decoding are further divided into six groups,
i.e: phrasal verb idioms; tournure idioms; irreversible binominals; phra-
sal compound idioms; incorporating verb idioms; pseudo-idioms. Seme-
mic idioms are ready-made sentence-like constructions, which express
warnings, evaluations, requests, etc. They are subdivided into: “first
base” idioms, highly culture-specific; idioms of institutionalized poli-
teness; idioms of institutionalized detachment and indirectness; idioms
of proposal encoded as questions; idioms of institutionalized greetings;
proverbial idioms with a “moral”; familiar quotations as idioms; idioma-
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city as institutionalized understatement; idiomacity as institutionalized
hyperbole. Makkai (1972: 134) mentions one more class of idioms, i.e. cul-
tural idioms, short independent texts, “familiarity with which does not
depend on being or not being a mature native speaker of the language,
but rather on culture and education”.

Gléser (in Fiedler 2007: 37) divides phraseological units into word-
like phraseological units, i.e. nominations, and sentence-like phraseolo-
gical units, i.e. propositions. Idioms and restricted collocations, between
boundaries are fuzzy, fall into the group of nominations. Propositions
are further divided into partial and complete ones. Partial propositions
encompass the following: proverbial sayings; fragments of proverbs; al-
lusions and fragments of quotations; irreversible binominals; stereotyped
comparisons. Complete prepositions cover six types, i.e.: proverbs; qu-
otations and winged words; commonplaces, e.g. one never knows, slogans;
commandments and maxims; routine formulae.

Fernando (1996: 32) presents a classification of multiword expres-
sions, in which two main groups are distinguished, i.e. idioms and ha-
bitual collocations. The group composed of idioms is further subdivided
into the following categories: pure idioms (invariant, non-literal; restricted
variance, non-literal), semi-literal idioms (invariant; restricted variance),
literal idioms (invariant; restricted variance). The other one, habitual col-
locations, comprises the following kinds: units of restricted variance,
semi-literal; units of restricted variance, literal; units of unrestricted va-
riance, semi-literal; units of unrestricted variance, literal; units of restrict-
ed variance, literal, with optional elements.

As it can be seen from the above presentation, many definitions
and classifications of fixed word combinations have been developed in
Polish and Anglo-American traditions. As they are far from identical,
using them for cross-linguistic research on phraseology requires a careful
contrastive analysis, which renders it possible to work out terminology
used for a given study.

3. PARAMETERS OF A CONTRASTIVE COMPARISON
OF PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS

Traditional approaches to contrastive research on idioms encompass three
domains:
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description and comparison of structural types of idioms (e.g. verbal idioms,
idioms with noun-phrase-structure, idioms with sentence-structure); de-
scription of so-called Sachengruppen (thematic groups), i.e. idioms with
constituents referring to aspects of the same semantic field (e.g. idioms
with constituents denoting parts of body animals, colour, etc.); typology of
cross-linguistic equivalents (Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen 2005: 59).

As Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen (2005: 67f) state, the analysis of parame-
ters of phraseological unit comparison is very important for a few re-
asons. First, the results of such analyses improve the quality of bilingual
dictionaries. The findings of the research at issue allow for determining
false friends and quasi-equivalents, which is of importance for lexicogra-
phy as well as foreign language teaching. Second, they are valuable from
the point of view of theory, since they render it possible to explain the
nature of phraseological unit. The parameters can be divided into three
groups, i.e. parameters connected with semantic, syntactic and pragmatic
characteristics of phraseological units.

As to semantics, in a contrastive perspective there are units which
have the same or a very similar image, but their actual meanings dif-
fer. Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen distinguish between the following three
types: idiomatic false friends, cross-linguistic near synonyms, asymme-
trical polysemy. The units belonging to the first type, false friends, “turn
out to be a more sophisticated problem than ‘one-word false friends””
(Dobrovolskij and Piirainen 2007: 68), since the deceptive resemblance
appears on the level of so-called inner form. The next group is compo-
sed of near synonyms, which convey the same or very similar images,
but their actual meanings differ slightly (Szerszunowicz 2009a). Asym-
metrical polysemy occurs when a phraseological unit has more than one
meaning, while the corresponding equivalent has only one.

The next semantic issue to be analyzed is contrasts in the images
of the units compared. Two units, a source language unit and a corre-
sponding unit in the target language, may differ in the images conveyed.
The idioms compared have identical actual meaning as well as similar
syntactic and pragmatic features. However, as stressed by Dobrovol’skij
and Piirainen (2007: 68), in certain contexts the image component plays
a crucial role in the unit functioning; thus, the corresponding idiom is
not a translation equivalent.

The analyses of the syntactic features of a given phraseological unit,
also very important from the point of view of contrastive research, are
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concerned with collocability, the syntactic models, in which the unit can
be embedded, and the kinds of transformation it can undergo. In terms of
pragmatics, differences occur in the following areas: stylistic properties of
the phraseological units compared, the degree of their familiarity and/or
textual frequency, the cultural components of their plane of content, and
their illocutionary function.

4. FOCAL ISSUES OF RESEARCH DONE ON ENGLISH-POLISH
PHRASEOLOGY

As to English-Polish contrastive research, relatively little attention has
been paid so far to phraseology, since grammar and lexis have been the
focal issues of analyses. However, it should be stressed that a number
of phraseological issues have been discussed in a contrastive perspective.
Most of studies done examined only selected groups of phraseological
units; thus, they are not so much of comprehensive as of specific cha-
racter. Yet, they are valuable contributions facilitating further contrastive
research on phraseology, necessary for a systematic analysis of English
and Polish units.

As mentioned before, the analyses tend to be focused on a select-
ed group of units, so-called thematic groups. It is common to adopt the
approach in the contrastive perspective, for instance, Ostaszewska (1967)
analyzes body idioms in English and Polish and develops a typology
of the units. More than two thousand phraseologisms are classified as
belonging to the following groups: full equivalents (units of identical
structure and meaning in both languages compared), units present in
only on of the languages analyzed, units revealing certain common cha-
racteristics in English and Polish.

Moreover, core constituents of selected phraseological units are di-
scussed in a contrastive perspective. For instance, Szpila (2003) analyzes
connotations of insect names, which are constituents of English and Polish
units, in a contrastive perspective. Attention is also paid to the connota-
tions of proper names as the main components of phraseological units
(Szerszunowicz 2009b) as well as their evaluative and emotional load
(Szerszunowicz 2009¢; 20094d).

Furthermore, phraseological units analyzed in contrastive research
are also grouped according to their origins and widespreadness. Sikor-
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ska (1979) conducts a contrastive analysis of biblical units of in English
and Polish, while Oleskiewicz (2007) discusses biblical and mythological
phraseology in a broader perspective.? Studies on internationalisms tend
to be based on a multi-lingual corpus of phraseological units, in which
both English and Polish is included (Mackiewicz 1988; Paszenda 2000;
Szerszunowicz 2004a).*

Certain issues connected with the naive picture of the world reflect-
ed in phraseological units are discussed, for instance, the depiction of
unhappiness in faunal phraseology (Paszenda 1998) or stupidity (Szer-
szunowicz 2007b). Moreover, papers are devoted to selected elements of
the naive picture of the world, which include the analysis of lexis as well
as phraseological units. In the above framework linguo-cultural pictures
of some animals, e.g. the owl (Szerszunowicz 2003) and the fox (Szerszu-
nowicz 2004b), based on a multi-lingual corpus including English and
Polish, are discussed.

Phraseological units specific to a given language are also analy-
zed in a contrastive perspective, with a special focus on their potential
equivalents in the target language (Szerszunowicz 2009a). Another pro-
blem discussed is evaluation in culture-bound expressions and its trans-
lation aspect (Szerszunowicz 2009e; 2010a; 2010b). There are some formal
analyses, too. For instance, comparative phrasemes X as Y in Polish in
comparison with selected European languages, including English, are di-
scussed (Wysoczariski 1998).

It is worth emphasizing that selected groups of phraseological units,
for instance, faunal phraseology (Szerszunowicz 2006) and phraseological
units with onymic constituents (Szerszunowicz 2008a), are analyzed with
a view to determining false friends.> Some observations regarding phra-
seological units of pragmatic character are presented, such as politeness

3 In her book, she analyzes Polish, English German, French and Italian phraseological
units of biblical and mythological origins.

4 The group given most attention is composed of widespread idioms, researched within
the framework of Piirainen’s (2008a: 234ff) project Widespread Idioms in Europe and Beyond,
in which both Polish and English are included among more than 70 other languages. The
large-scale project aims at systematically investigating the similarities observed among
idioms in as many languages as possible.

5 It is of great importance, since so far most attention has been paid to lexical false
friends. Thanks to the research on lexis done with a view to determining false friends
some dictionaries have been compiled (Szatek 2002; Rudolf 2003; Szpila 2003), but only
in one of them some phraseological units are included (Szpila 2003).

y SONB/SP/512497/20,
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in English and Polish (Jakubowska 1999) as well as selected genres, for
instance, small talk phraseology (Szerszunowicz 2007c).

The presentation of the selection of works discussing English-Polish
phraseological issues shows that the majority of them are of contrastive
character in the broad sense of the term, while not so many are strict-
ly focused on the analysis of differences between English and Polish
phraseologies. In fact, in many cases the contrastive analysis of selected
English and Polish phraseological units is an element of research done
on a more general problem. Therefore, there is a need for works, espe-
cially of comprehensive character,® devoted to the contrastive research
on English-Polish phraseology, which involves setting the directions and
analysing the needs.

5. RESEARCH ON ENGLISH-POLISH CONTRASTIVE PHRASEOLOGY:
CURRENT DIRECTIONS AND NEEDS

Research on contrastive phraseology can be placed within various frame-
works, one of which is cultural linguistics (Szerszunowicz 2009f). As Sab-
ban (2008: 229) states, “it is generally agreed that multi-word units, or
phrasemes, may be ‘culturally marked’ to a significant extent, more so that
single word units”. In the same vein, Piirainen (2008b: 207) observes that
“it should be emphasized that in earlier stages of phraseology research,
the interest in cultural phenomena varied (...). Most current studies on
phraseology, however, regard culture as a fundamentally acknowledged
constant in phraseology”.

As declared by Kramsch (2000:3), “language expresses cultural re-
ality (...), language embodies cultural reality (...), language symbolizes
cultural reality”. The reflection of the language-culture relation describ-
ed by the statement is observed in the analyses of phraseological units,
since they tend to be culture-bound or culture-specific. The two terms
are used in contrastive studies; yet, they differ in meaning. According
to Sabban (2007: 590ff.), the term culture-bound is preferable to the term
culture-specific. The latter can be used in two meanings: specific to a cul-
ture or a group, with culture referring to the group itself; specific to the

6 For instance, a book similar to the one by Sosiriski (2009) on Polish and Spanish
phraseology in a contrastive perspective.
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culture of a culture. Moreover, the term culture-specific may imply that
culture is to manifest itself somehow. The former term encompasses si-
milarities observed in a contrastive analyses of phraseological units.

Cognitive Semantics provides theoretical grounds for contrastive re-
search allowing analyses of cultural aspects of phraseology. The Conven-
tional Figurative Language created by Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen (2005)
is very helpful in such research. The linguists put forward two criteria
for distinguishing between figurative and non-figurative units, i.e. image
component and additional naming.? Piirainen (2008b: 210ff) discussed the
typology of aspects underlying phraseological units, which is of great
importance in contrastive analyses. Three types of cultural foundation of
phraseology are distinguished, i.e. textual dependence, pre-scientific con-
ceptions of the world and cultural symbols as well as aspects of material
culture and culture-based social interaction.

In cultural linguistics, thus, in cultural phraseology, the notion of
naive picture of the world is of great importance for contrastive research,
since

the naive picture of the world represents the material and spiritual expe-
rience of the linguistic community and is specific in two respects. Firstly,
the naive worldview of a certain segment of reality may be quite different
from its purely logical, scientific picture, the latter being shared by experts
speaking various languages. Secondly, the naive picture of the world obtain-
ed by the analysis of various ethnic languages may differ from one another,
whereas the scientific picture of the world is not-language dependent (Bur-
khanov 1998: 159).

It is worth emphasizing that the naive picture of the world is reflected
in a number of language phenomena, such as single-word conventional
metaphors, idioms and proverbs. Various extralinguistic factors motivated
phraseological units, which is of interest in a cross-linguistic perspective.
Contrastive research done on the linguistic picture of the world is of
complex character, and, as emphasized by Jadwiga Linde-Usiekniewicz
(2003: 360ff), is not limited to etymological explanations.

7 As Dobrovol’skij and Piirainen explain, “by image component we understand a specific
conceptual structure mediating between the lexical structure and the actual meaning of
figurative meaning. Hence, the content plane of a figurative unit not only consists of a pure
“meaning”, i.e. actual sense denoting an entity in the world, but also includes traces of
the literal meaning underlying the actual meaning” (2005: 14). The second criterion is
called additional naming. The figurative units are not primary means for naming things,
actions, and the like, but additional ones.

y SONB/SP/512497/20,
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Another direction for contrastive research on English and Polish
phraseological units is to analyze them in terms of their international,
national and local character. It should be emphasized that many termi-
nological and methodological problems are bound to appear, since many
key terms are not of operational character. To discuss English and Polish
units as internationalisms or Europeanisms one should analyze a number
of languages, as it is done within the framework of Piirainen’s project.
In research on English and Polish units at issue special attention is to be
paid to so-called quasi-equivalents (cf. Dobrovol’skij 2007: 802).

The adjective national serves as an umbrella term allowing for many
interpretations (cf. Teliya, Bragina, Oparina, Sandomirskaya 2001; Fur-
dal 2002). National phraseology can be treated as culture-specific, encom-
passing phraseological units expressing concepts specific to given culture.
For instance, some Polish language units, such as sprawa polska a stori,
Mrozek by tego nie wymyslit and polska goscinnos¢, are unique to the Polish
language (Szerszunowicz 2010a), while units like English bulldog, to wet
the shamrock or Barbury's brigade are limited to the English language.

In the case of studies on English-Polish phraseology one can fo-
cus on phraseological units of religious motivation, since the units re-
flecting Catholicism as the dominant religion in Poland constitute a big
and important group (Pajdzifiska 1997). Another interesting aspect of
English-Polish contrastive research is the past mirrored in Polish phra-
seology, presented by Jedrzejko (2002), contrasted with the picture of the
past conveyed by English idioms. Moreover, newly coined units are also
of great interest, since they reflect changes occurring in both cultures, in
their economies, etc. (cf. Czarnecka 2002). One more aspect which can
be studied in a contrastive perspective is the eco-cultural meaning of
some elements of the world, such as, for instance, animals and plants
(Fernando 1996: 90-94).

Another important direction for contrastive analyses of English-Po-
lish phraseology is pragmatics-oriented research. As every culture deve-
lops its own repertoire of genres and speech acts, differences are bound
to occur in a cross-cultural perspective (cf. Wierzbicka 1999: 228ff). There-
fore, it can be assumed that they will be observed in phraseological units
typical of given acts. As Colson (2008: 197) states, “pragmatic set phrases
such as routine formulae are much more frequent than idioms, both in
written and spoken language. This is a fundamental issue to address in
further research on phraseology across languages”.
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Another notion of great importance is that of cultural scripts
developed by Wierzbicka and her colleagues. The theory renders it
possible to describe cultural norms in various languages by means of
words representing universal human concepts. The patterns and values
of a given culture reflected in words, fixed word combinations and gram-
matical structures may differ greatly from culture to culture. Therefore,
it is of interest of culture-oriented phraseologists to study them, for in-
stance, analyzing idioms and proverbs (cf. Rozumko 2009).

Moreover, in research on contrastive phraseology it is worth drawing
attention to phraseostylistics (Gldser 1998, 2001). Glaser (1998: 26) charac-
terizes phraso-stylistics defining its objectives as follows: “subjects of sty-
listic analysis are the communicative effects of phraseological units, (...),
in a text; occasional, individual modifications of idioms and phrases;
the coining of new idioms in various communicative settings, etc.”. For
instance, one can analyze informal phraseology, slang phraseology, etc.
(cf. Sandig 2007: 171-172). The phraseographic description of stylistic pro-
perties tends to be neglected and “the basic reason for the absence of the
stylistic changes of PUs in dictionary entries are the theoretical premise
and lack of awareness of semantic and stylistic differences of PUs in va-
rious contexts” (Naciscione 2001: 9).

Corpus Linguistics renders it possible to analyze English and Po-
lish languages from a different perspective (cf. Korpusy w angielsko-pol-
skim jezykoznawstwie kontrastywnym: teoria i praktyka 2006). In fact, there
are many ways of exploring the corpora in cross-linguistic research on
phraseology. Corpora provide a rich and varied language material, enabl-
ing researchers to study both written and spoken varieties of languages
(cf. Inoue 2007). Thanks to very large corpora available, a number of pa-
rameters characterizing given units can be researched, for instance, their
frequency. One of the questions to be answered is whether set phrases
are used in the same proportion in the languages compared. For instance,
it remains to be answered whether English and Polish use the nominal
idioms and verbal idioms in the same proportion. As a result, one can
identify phraseological profiles of the two languages, which is of great
importance to translators (cf. Colson 2008: 198).

A very important research topic within the framework of Corpus
Linguistics is the analysis of the actual use of phraseological units and
its various interactions with lexis. Such studies allow for solving many
theoretical problems. Moreover, by using corpora one can analyze the
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co-occurrence of phraseological units and introducers, such as przysfo-
wiowy in Polish or proverbial in English (cf. Cermak 2002). Furthermore,
analyzing large corpora allows for identifying new phraseological items
functioning in Polish and comparing them with English equivalents.

Another area which needs to be given more attention in future is
collocations, which, in fact, have not been given so much attention in
Polish phraseological research so far. English collocations have been the
object of analysis for a long time, and the difference between English and
Polish studies is reflected in lexicography: the first Polish collocations
dictionary proper, Stownik dobrego stylu, czyli wyrazy, ktére si¢ lubig, was
published as late as in 2006, while there are many dictionaries of English
collocations (Douglas Koztowska 1991; Douglas Koztowska, Dzierzanow-
ska 1993; Benson, Benson, Ilson 1998; Oxford Collocations Dictionary 2002).8

Furthermore, one of the focal subjects of contrastive Polish-English
phraseological studies is translation. One of the key issues of translation-
oriented analyses is cross-linguistic equivalence of phraseological units.
The following kinds of translation equivalents tend to be distinguish-
ed: full equivalence vs. quasi-equivalence (Szerszunowicz 2009a), par-
tial equivalence vs. parallel structures, zero equivalence (Korhonen 2007:
575-584), as well as single-word equivalents (Szerszunowicz 2008b). Spe-
cial attention should be paid to false friends, also called pseudo-equiva-
lents (Glédser 2000; Szerszunowicz 2006, 2008b: 188). Moreover, research
studies should be devoted to equivalence of phraseological units in lite-
rature and films (cf. Widawski 2000). The research direction at issue is of
great importance for translation studies.

So is also analyzing Polish phraseology with a view of determin-
ing phraseological borrowings from English. The influence of English on
other languages, including Polish, is observed mostly in lexis (cf. Stownik
zapozyczer angielskich w polszczyZnie 2010), but loan phrases are also found
(Rozumko 2007). Therefore, the research area should be treated as an
important one, especially taking into consideration the new domains of
phraseology, such as mass media, technology, etc.

Phraseological units have to be analyzed contrastively from the view-
point of foreign language teaching, too. In general, theoretical studies

8 As to bilingual dictionaries, there is no Polish-English dictionary of collocations and
only one English-Polish lexicographic work containing collocations, i.e. a dictionary of
business collocations (Osuchowska 2001).
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on phraseology have implications for language teaching, for instance,
Nattinger and DeCarrico’s (2001) work, shedding light on prefabricated
multiword expressions in the academic discourse. Another key issue is
developing phraseological competence in foreign language learners (No-
sowicz, Szerszunowicz 2006; Szerszunowicz 2007d) as well as improv-
ing their awareness of language-culture relation reflected in phraseology
(Szerszunowicz 2005, 2008c).

Furthermore, research on phraseology can also be directed towards
the development of bilingual phraseography. The above mentioned stu-
dies on equivalence are of great importance for bilingual dictionaries to be
compiled. It should be stressed that while many English-Polish dictiona-
ries of idioms are available (Borkowski 1991; Domariski 1991; Gajda 1991;
Simbierowicz 2000; Wyzynski 2000; Gulland 2002), Polish-English phra-
seological dictionaries are relatively rare (Jaworska 2002), and some of
them are limited to particular units only, for instance, those having
quasi-equivalents (Kakietek 1993; Wolfram-Romanowska, Kaszubski, Par-
ker 1999). The inclusion of cultural components is also a phraseographic
issue to be tackled (Rodger 2006: 567-573).

6. CONCLUSIONS

First of all, it should be emphasized that the vast majority of studies on
phraseology and related issues is focused on research in which the source
language is English, not Polish. It means that the English corpus of units
is analyzed with a view to determining their Polish equivalents, which
can be either of phraseological or non-phraseological character. In the
case of some research studies done two corpora of units are compiled,
which ensures an in-depth analysis. Furthermore, the tendency to focus
on English is also reflected in phraseography.

Current research trends need to be reflected in studies on phrase-
ology, which will render it possible to provide a multiaspectual analysis
of English and Polish phraseologies in a contrastive perspective. It should
be stressed that such analyses are both of theoretical and practical use.
As to the first one, the studies at issue enable researchers to develop
the theory, or more precisely speaking theories, of phraseology, whereas
in terms of the second the findings can be applied in foreign language
teaching, translation studies and bilingual phraseography.




ENGLISH-POLISH CONTRASTIVE PHRASEOLOGY 155

To sum up, it can be concluded that there is a need for a com-
prehensive work on English-Polish phraseology clarifying terminological
problems, covering main issues connected with differences observed as
well as suggesting a model of contrastive analysis, specifying parame-
ters of comparison of phraseological units and developing a typology of
cross-linguistic equivalents.
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