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TEACHING FOREIGN STUDENTS-PHILOLOGISTS
RUSSIAN NATIONAL-SPECIFIC PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS

Misenyova V.V., PhD (Kharkiv)

The given article is devoted to the research of the nationally-oriented principle
in training the Russian phraseology in multinational students’ audience. In
phrascological units national identity of the language receives the brightest and
direct manifestation as they are correlated directly with extralanguage reality.
Revealing of national and cultural specifics of the phraseological units’ semantics
of one language can be carried out only in comparison with the phraseological
unit of the student’s native language, and allocation of common features of two
languages promotes fast understanding of national and cultural component’s
semantics. Comparison of phraseological units gets a special practical sense in
the linguocultural aspect which promotes not only the expansion of the students’
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background and the formation of their linguocultural competence, but also allows
to warn the specific mistakes caused by the interference and to eliminate the
influence of the students’ native language and culture.

Relying on the observations of the linguists and methodologists of Russian
as a foreign language in our country and on the author’s experience of teaching
foreign students-philologists as well, the main differences of Russian and Eastern
phraseological systems have been considered in the article; the difficulties of
learning national-specific phraseological units have been described and
systematized. The main attention is focused on the expedient use of the
comparison of the student’s native language and the target one to establish the
similarity and distinction of the compared units as well as the degree of this
similarity or distinction. It serves as a basis for structuring the content of training
in which the nationally-oriented approach of teaching a foreign language in the
definite national audience is carried out. According to the author’s findings the
consideration and accounting of the problems, which are solved in the article,
allow to increase the efficiency and quality of training national-specific
phrascological units of the Russian language to foreign students-philologists.

Key words: cross-cultural communication, comparison, foreign students-
philologists, national-cultural component, phraseological unit.

Micennsopa B.B. HaBuanus iHO3eMHHX CTyAeHTiB-(Qimosoris
dpazeonorivHux oAMHANL POCiiiCKKOT MOBH 3 HAIIOHATLHO-KY/JILTYPHOIO
cnenn@ikoro. CTaTTIO MPHCBIMEHO AOCTIIKCHHIO MPHHIUIYY HAIOHAIBHOI
opieHTarii y HABIAHHI POCIHCHKOL (Ppa3eosiorii B 0aratoHAIT OHATBHIN CTYICHTCHKIH
aymuropii. CHuparovrch HA CIIOCTEPSKCHHS 3aPYOKHIX 1 BITUM3HAHHX JIIHTBICTIB,
MCTOIHCTIB POCIHCHKOI MOBH SIK 1HO3EMHOI, a TAKOK HA BIACHHE JOCBII HABIAHHS
IHO3EMHHUX CTYACHTIB-(IiI0NOTiB, aBTOP PO3IIAIa€ OCHOBHI BIAMIHHOCTI
(hpasCoNOTIMHIX CHCTEM POCIHCHKOT MOBH Ta CXiTHHX MOB; OITHCY€ Ta CHCTCMATH3YE
TPYAHONII, SIKI BHHHKAIOTh Y BUBYCHHI ()PA3€0IOTI3MIiB 3 HAIiOHATHHO-
KYIETYPHOFO CIICI(DIKOI0. Y CTATTi HATOIOIMIYETHCA HA AOLITEHOMY BHKOPHCTAHHI
CHiBCTABJICHHA MOBH HABYAHHS T4 P1IHOI MOBH, 3 MCTO) BCTAHOBHTH CITITEHICTb,
TOTIOHICTH TA BIAMIHHICTD OTHHHIIb, IO TIOPIBHFOIOTHCS, 4 TAKK CTYIIHb BHABICHIX
BiIMIHHOCTEH a00 MOIIOHOCTI.

KrouoBi cioBa: iH03eMHI CTYICHTH-(DLITOTOTH, MIXKKYIBTYPHA KOMYHIKAIIif,
HAIIIOHAJTbHO-KYJIGTYPHIHA KOMITOHCHT, CITiBCTABJICHH, ()PA3COIOTI3M.

Mucenésa B.B. O0yuenne mHOCTPAHHBIX CTYACHTOB-()UI0T0TOB
dpazeosormIecKuM eIHHANAM PYCCKOr0 S13bIKA ¢ HAINMOHAJILHO-KYJ/ILTYPHOIT
cnemuukoii. CTaThs MOCBAMICHA MCCICTOBAHUIO TPHUHIMIIA HAMOHAIbHOH
opucHTanWH B OOyUEHHH PYCCKOH ()pa3colOTHH B MHOTOHAITHOHATbHOW
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cryacHueckod ayauropuu. Omupasch HA HAOTHOACHUA 3apPYOCKHBIX
H OTCUYECTBCHHBIX JIMHI'BICTOB, METOJMCTOB PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa KAK HHOCTPAHHOTO,
a TaKkKe HA COOCTBECHHBIH OIBIT MPAKTHYCCKOH PadOTHI C MHOCTPAHHBIMH
CTYACHTAMH-()HUIONOTAMH, aBTOP PACCMATPHBACT OCHOBHBIC OTIHYHUSA
(hpa3eoIOTHICCKUX CHCTEM PYCCKOTO S3BIKA H BOCTOUHBIX SI3bIKOB; OIMCHIBACT U
CHCTEMAaTH3HPYET TPYIHOCTH, BOSHUKAIOIIHE IPH H3YUCHUH (PPA3COTOTHIMOB C
HALIMOHATBHO-KYJIBTYPHOH crieti(prukod. B cTarbe akueHTHPYeTCs BHHMAHUE HA
[EIeCO00PA3HOM HCIIOJIb30BAHUH COIOCTABICHHS M3Y4aeMOTO M POIHOTO
SI3BIKOB, YTOOBI YCTAHOBUTH OOIMHOCTH, CXOACTBO M PA3JIHINE CPABHUBACMBIX
€AMHMLI, A TAKKE CTEMCHb JAHHOTO CXOACTBA HIH PA3IHIHA.

KiroueBbie €10Ba: HHOCTPAHHBIC CTYACHTHI-(DHMIIONIOTH, MEKKYIIBTYPHAS
KOMMYHHKAIUSI, HATMOHAIbHO-KYJIBTYPHBIH KOMIIOHCHT, COIIOCTABJICHHE,
(hpazeoaorus3m.

One of the developing directions of linguoculturology is cross-cultural
communication. Definition of this direction is reflected in the term itself:
this is the communication of people representing various cultures [3; 5; 8;
11; 12; 14; 15]. Researches on the cross-cultural communication are
widely applied not only in linguistics, but in language teaching methods as
well [1; 4; 6; 16]. When training a foreign language, it is necessary to
consider its connection with culture. After all it is required not only to
acquire linguistic data but also to learn the national character, traditions,
customs of other people, system of its norms and values.

Acquaintance with the mentioned works shows that researches on
cross-cultural communication has held a firm place in linguistics by now,
having received the status of the independent linguistic direction.
Nevertheless, there are many issues which in the aspect under analysis
have not been investigated yet. If the general questions of cross-cultural
communication in a certain measure have been studied, the separate levels
and systems in the specified aspect haven’t been taken into consideration
yet. The subject matter of studies connected with foreign language students’
national culture in language teaching methods of Russian as a foreign one
(RAFL) is actual for the time being. In modern language teaching methods
and student teaching it is conventional that the most important means of
the educational process optimization is nationally-oriented teaching [6]. It
is the main methodical installation on the basis of which the principles of
consciousness, systemacity, functionality and communicative orientation
are realized, adequate forms and methods of training are defined.
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Influence of the students’ language system on the formation of a new
language system happens in acquiring each linguistic phenomenon of any
level and in the process of learning RAFL, therefore certain techniques
of nationally-oriented language teaching methods can be attached to all
language levels and at all levels of teaching. Comparative learning of
languages has the philological nature: acquaintance with the culture of a
native speakers” country is carried out in the process of learning language
units with national and cultural elements in semantics. By comparison of
languages national and cultural distinctions are observed practically at all
levels, but they are especially bright at lexical and phraseological levels.
For this reason lexicology and phraseology act as a direct object of
comparative linguoculturology.

The necessity of expansion of typological studies in the field of
phraseology was indicated by many scientists as “lexicological and
phraseological systems of language act as the main and defining sphere
of processes of languages interaction” [5]. The main object in the analysis
of phraseological systems of two languages is a phraseological image, as
the peculiarities of figurative thinking are more reflected in the structure
of set phrases.

In phraseological units national identity of the language receives the
brightest and direct manifestation as they are correlated directly with extra
language reality. Revealing of national and cultural specifics of the
phraseological units’ semantics of one language can be carried out only in
comparison with the phraseological unit of the student’s native language,
and allocation of common features of two languages promotes fast
understanding of the national and cultural component’s semantics.

Thus, the purpose of the given article is carrying out the comparative
analysis of national-specific phraseological units in multinational groups
of students.

The aim of the research led to the formulation and solution of the
following tasks: 1) to determine the main differences of national-specific
phraseological units in multinational groups of students; 2) to reveal the
main difficulties while comparing Russian and Eastern phraseological
pictures of the world.

The purposes of comparative representations of national phraseological
units are quite obvious: “knowledge of proverbs and sayings of these or
those people promotes not only the best knowledge of language, but also
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the best understanding of people’s views and characters™ [8]. However
realization of similar plans is connected with overcoming the essential
difficulty which means the discrepancy or partial coincidence of
phraseological units” and proverbs” semantic invariants. Comparative study
of different phraseological pictures of the world, being a linguistic basis of
the language teaching methods of foreign language phrascology, allows
not only to predict the interference of a great number of phraseological
units but also to interpret the language material methodically. Methodical
interpretation of the comparative phraseology data proceeds from the
purposes and problems of training. In the field of phrascology they are as
follows: 1) to expand a stock of phraseological units (not only active but
also passive) in the students’ speech; 2) to train in adequate understanding
and the use of phraseological units in different types of speech activity; 3)
to develop the students’ intelligence in comprehension and mastering of
the phraseological pictures of the world fragments of the target language.

There are three types of skills for mastering phraseology: potential —
understanding of unfamiliar phraseological units in the context on the basis
of their word-for-word translation, receptive — recognition of
phraseological units which had been learnt before, productive — use of
phraseological units’ in own speech [16]. Besides, for implementing
phraseological units into the process of teaching it is necessary to define
what real difficulties (lexical, grammatical, semantic, linguocultural) foreign
students are able to face with. Lexical difficulties of mastering
phraseological units can be caused by phraseologically-connected
vocabulary, archaisms, neologisms, stylistically-marked words, proper
names, terms and other words with low rate of use. Grammatical
difficulties of learning phraseological units can be caused by
phraseologically-connected word forms, preference of little-used forms,
homonymous and repeating forms, an atypical word order, predicative
structures unknown for students. Due to the inclusion of phraseological
units in speech, there are some difficulties as follows: general and special
means of interphrase communication, restriction and lack of compatibility
according to general rules, individual rules of compatibility, statement of
punctuation marks according to special rules, impossibility of the sentence
parts to be included between phraseological unit components [7; 9]. Many
of the specified difficulties amplify under the influence of intralingual and
interlingual interferences.
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Mastering of any foreign language for executing its main
communicative function assumes also the formation (acquisition) of cultural
competence. For example, when training Russian to the Chinese students,
we face with many difficulties, because cultures of Russia and China are
far from each other. This information should be considered to build up the
process of teaching the Chinese students Russian so that there was a
stage-by-stage formation of the students’ identity, the development of their
creative opportunities, awakening of interest to the Russian culture,
traditions and world-view perception. Comparison of phraseological units
gets a special practical sense in the linguocultural aspect which promotes
not only the expansion of the students” background and the formation of
their linguocultural competence but also allows to warn the specific
mistakes caused by the interference and to eliminate the influence of the
students’ native language and culture.

The originality of the Russian national culture and its considerable
differences from the Eastern ones create certain difficulties for students,
therefore it is necessary to find optimum ways for improving the process
of training, which can be carried out at the expense of taking into account
the peculiarities of cross-cultural communication, deep and versatile entry
of foreign students into national and cultural specifics of native speakers’
speech behavior and culture.

It should be noted that Russian and Eastern cultures have absolutely
different sources and bases. For example, in the formation of the Russian
national culture the important role was played by the Christianity and
paganism, whereas the Chinese culture relies on the Daoism, Buddhism
and the main thing — Confucianism. The Chinese phraseological units
(especially with no direct equivalents, which are difficult for Russian native
speakers” comprehension) came in the Chinese language from the texts
of ancient historians, philosophers, writers, poets, and reflect in the
language thousand-year traditions of the Chinese: wu xoy icyes Jlan
(6yre. 6vimv Uncyes Jlanom nocie cobvimus), yzan maicyn 020 101,
roanvucs waneoy (0yke. cmapey I3an 1o6um poiby — cudum u Heoém,
K020a OHA CA0em HA KPHOYOK), Xyd wiu muan 3y (0yke. HApUcoeae
smer, oobasums eii Hoeu) |[13]. The considerable part of Russian
phraseological units is taken from the Bible, Greek mythology, history and
folklore: no wyusemy eenenuio, 3a mpudeeimo 3emenv, npu yape
Topoxe, omcmaenoti xo3vl bapabanwur, memams bucep nepeo
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ceunvaMu, A010Kk0 paszodopd, meosedcos yeayea [11].

According to the analysis of Russian and Chinese national-specific
phraseological units, spheres of the human experience generally coincide,
but their content remains specific: phraseological unit reflects the realities
of'the national culture or is build up on the basis of national associative and
figurative connotations [7]. This specific character has to be considered
when training phraseological units in multinational groups of students. The
results of the comparative analysis of Russian and Chinese phraseological
units give us the chance to present the meaning of phraseological units
more voluminous and deep according to the language reality reflected in a
communication process. The research of Russian and Chinese phraseological
units” correlation and the development of ways for presenting these units by
the students promote the improvement of a teaching model taking into account
cross-cultural communication.

As for the figurative means used in languages for the expression of
moral and valuable phraseological units” meanings, difference in the
“construction material” of metaphors is especially noticeable. For example,
the Chinese language consciousness appeals to the nature, wild animals,
while the Russian one is more often turned to the household plots, domestic
animals. The other difference consists of various stylistic nuances of
phraseological units and proverbs. East idioms aspire to a sublime style,
poetry that corresponds to the status of moral and valuable estimates of
life situations and certain behavior models of the person in them [2]. The
stylistics of Russian idioms is obviously lowered, many of them are marked
out by irony or frank sneers. Besides, these units are rich in colloquial
(sometimes abusive) vocabulary.

Let’s carry out the comparative analysis of Russian and Chinese
semantic equivalents in which two main differences have been shown
especially visually: Oexnas eopona (kum. sxcypaenrs cpeou xyp);
OKA3BIBAMb MEOBEIHCHIO YCIYZY (KUM. GbIMASUGAMb 6CX00bI PYKAMIU,
umobsl OHU Jy4ULe pOCaU), ucnuvimuvieams cyondy (xum. Oépeamov
muepa 3a xeocm); cemb NAMHUY HA Hedere (KUm. Ympom Cmoimv 3a
yapemeo Huns, a eeuepom — 3a Hy); He eudemsv Oanvuie c80e20 HOCA
(kum. ynooobiamoca aacyuike, cuoaueti Ha OHe KONooyd U 2ia0auen
6 nebo) |2; 13].

It can be noticed that Russian phraseological units are characterized
by the lowered stylistics of metaphors with the “construction material” —
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people, everyday occurrence; Chinese phraseological units are differed by
poetic metaphor coloring with the “construction material” — nature, fauna.

In Russian and Chinese languages it is possible to see the phraseological
units, which have an identical or similar meaning, and can be used in identical
situations. When learning such phraseological units, it is also expedient to
use the comparison of the student’s native language and the target one to
establish the similarity and distinction of the compared units as well as the
degree of this similarity or distinction. It gives the material for organizing the
content of training in which the nationally-oriented approach of teaching a
foreign language in the definite national audience is carried out.

The problem of learning Russian language national specifics in the
didactic purposes is based on the fundamental position that the process of
learning the phraseological system has to begin with mastering interlingual
phraseological compliances — equivalents which appear on the basis of
life experience, universality of thinking laws and coincidence of some
forms of different people’s figurative vision. Observations showed that at
the selection of any equivalent the disclosure of sense and presentation of
a situation have to be in the centre of attention. The detailed interpretation,
phraseological units” commenting, selection of the Chinese compliances
provide penetrating into the value of Russian phraseological units, acquiring
of semantic and situational restrictions of their use.

To sum up, it can be concluded that learning the system of Russian
phraseology allows to do generalizations which are beyond linguistics and
concern the features of national figurativeness of thinking and moral and
valuable priorities existing in the culture. Experience of work in the Chinese
audience confirms that students quite often inadequately perceive and use
the Russian phraseological units in the speech, because they poorly possess
the extralinguistic information concentrated in phraseological units.
Difficulties of the extralinguistic character are caused by the difficulties
arising at understanding the information concluded in the native speakers’
communication. Therefore work with national-specific phraseology is
extremely important process and the efficiency of learning Russian
phrascology by foreign students-philologists substantially depends on its
performance.

Further work on this issue provides an in-depth study of finding out
typical mistakes in the use of Russian phraseological units by foreign students-
philologists in order to make the process of teaching more effective.
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