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CroBocmonry4eHHs, BifioMi HaM sIK iniomu abo ¢paszeonoriuni ogununi (PO), xapakre-
PH3YIOTBCS HOJBIITHMM CMHUCIIOM: 3 OTHOTO OOKY, IEBHY KapTHHY CTBOPIOIOTH 3araJbHOMPHIA-
HSITi 3HAYEHHS CKJIaI0BUX KOMITIOHEHTIB IINX OJIMHHIIb, 4, 3 APYTOro OOKY, (hakTHIHE 3HAYCHHS
miroi @O BHCBITIIOE WIJIKOM iHIHI 00pa3, SIKUii e B HE3HAYHIH Mipi IOB’ I3aHHUH 3 TAKOIO
KapTUHOIO a00 LijIKoM BiAMiHHMH Bif Hei. @O BUKOHYIOTH crielU(iuHy 1 AyKe BaXKIUBY
(yHKILIO, sIKa I03BOJISIE MOBLIIO Y¥ MMCbMEHHHUKY BUPA3UTHU CBOIO JTYMKY CTHCIIO, €KCIIPECHB-
HO, HaJIal041 CBOEMY TBEPKEHHIO HEOOXi/IHY CeMaHTHYHY IHOHHY, sIKa HaBpsiI 4M O Moria
OyTu 3a0e3neyeHa iHIMUMH 3ac00aMu. BoHN coOpsKYIOTh MOBIIS “TOTOBUM™ MarepiaaoMm
JUIsl BUPQXKEHHSI CBOTO IHTEJICKTYaJIbHOTO HOTEHLIaITy, ipOHil, JOTEMHOCTI TOLIO, IPUYOMY
1i BUCJIOBU PiJIKO 3asUI0XKYIOThCS 200 cTaloTh TpadapeTHUMH. JlaHa CTaTTS MpUCBSYCHA
nessKuM ocobnuBocTaM Ta gyHkuism PO (B ocHoBHOMY 6i0miitHOro moxomxeHHs). Kpim
CTBOPEHHS I'yMOPUCTUYHOTO eexTy, PO MOXKyYTh TAKOK BAKOPUCTOBYBATUCH SIK CBOTO PO
BiCh TIPH OMHCI TIEBHUX OiONIHUX €mi30/iB, sl CTBOPEHHS 1 MiICHIICHHS KOHTPACTIB, JUIS
XapakTepu3alii AifoBHUX 0ci0, a TAKOXK IS caMoXapakTepu3anii. Ik BUIHO 3 TOCIiIKEHHS,
T'YMOPHCTHYHHH eeKT 3a0e3nedyeThCs He JIUIIE TaK 3BaHNM KOHBEHIIIOHAJII30BaHUM I'yMO-
pom, nputamanHuM AeskuM PO, a i 3a 10MOMOT0I0 pi3HUX creludiTHIX GOpM yKUBAHHS
@O Ta ix moaudikariii.

Kmiouoei crnoea: dhpazeonoriudi oquHuIl, Moaudikamii, GpyHKIii, MOABIHHUN cMuCI,
'YMOPUCTHYHHH e(eKT.

An important fact which must be stressed is that idioms or phraseological units (We use
the terms idioms and phraseological units interchangeably) are not only colloquial expres-
sions, as many people believe. They can appear in formal style and slang. They can appear
in poetry or in the language of Shakespeare and the Bible. Incidentally, in this article we
mostly deal with biblical expressions. What, then, is an idiom? We can say that an idiom is a
number of words which, taken together, mean something different from the individual words
of the idiom when they stand alone. The way in which the words are put together is often
odd, illogical and even grammatically incorrect. These are special features of some idioms.
Other idioms are completely regular and logical in their grammar and vocabulary [12, p. 4].

If synonyms can be figuratively referred to as the tints and colours of the vocabulary,
then phraseology, to which idioms or phraseological units belong, is a kind of picture gallery
in which are collected vivid and amusing sketches of the nation’s customs, traditions and
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prejudices, recollections of its past history, scraps of folk songs and fairy-tales. Quotations
from great poets or the Bible are preserved here alongside of the dubious pearls of philistine
wisdom and crude slang witticisms, for phraseology is not only the most colourful but,
probably, the most democratic area of the vocabulary and draws its resources mostly from
the very depths of popular speech.

And what a variety of odd and grotesque images, figures and personalities one finds in
this amazing picture gallery: dark horses, white elephants, bulls in china shops and green-
eyed monsters, cats escaping from bags or looking at kings, dogs barking up the wrong tree
and men either wearing their hearts on their sleeves or having it in their mouths or even in
their boots. Sometimes this parade of funny animals and quaint human beings looks more
like a hilarious fancy-dress ball than a peaceful picture gallery.

The metaphor fancy-dress ball may seem far-fetched to sceptical minds, and yet it
aptly reflects a very important feature of the linguistic phenomenon under discussion: most
participants of the carnival, if we accept the metaphor, wear masks, are disguised as something
or somebody else, or, dropping metaphors, word-groups known as phraseological units or
idioms are characterized by a double sense: the current meanings of constituent words
build up a certain picture, but the actual meaning of the whole unit has little or nothing
to do with that picture in itself creating an entirely new image [13, p. 111].

Like winged words idioms perform a very important and specific function. They en-
able one to express one’s thoughts concisely, vividly, and give one’s utterance a semantic
depth which would be difficult if not impossible to achieve by other means. They provide
the speaker with “ready-made” expressions of wisdom, irony, jocularity, etc., which rarely
become threadbare with wear. This is because these types of units, especially belonging to
educated speech, are generally not used frequently enough to become hackneyed, and also
because of their intrinsic value. Besides, idioms and winged words, like no other units of
the vocabulary, bear a clear national stamp, providing information about a country’s history,
cultural background and character of its people [15, p. 14].

According to some linguists, the latter feature makes idioms and phraseological units
different. Phraseological units derived from classical languages (i.e. Latin and Old Greek)
and the Bible have a marked international character, for example: lions share — la part du
lion, French; la parte del leone, Italian; Iwia czes$é, Polish; neBoBa maiika (qactka) Ukrainian,
etc., and, therefore, they cannot be qualified as idioms in their narrower sense [see: 3, p. 6].

Phraseological unit functions and a humorous effect. As regards phraseological
units, including biblical ones, and their employment in producing a humorous effect, we
can postulate a number of functions which can be potentially performed thereby. Individual
phraseological units can be used as a kind of pivot for representing or reproducing a cer-
tain biblical episode, legend or parable. This can be illustrated by the following quotation:

”We liked smart clothes in many colors and always had. Samson gambled for shirts,
and Joseph swaggered about in his coat of many colors and nearly forfeited his life to the
jealousy of his ten older half brothers. Lucky for all of us they sold him into slavery in Egypt
instead” [9, p. 36].

Here the biblical expression the coat of many colours (Genesis, 37; 3; 23; 32), used met-
onymically in the meaning ‘an object of jealousy’, appears to be a kind of nodule represent-
ing the life story of Joseph, the favourite son of the third patriarch Jacob. Joseph was given




MeBHi ocobnuneocTi, yHKUii Ta MoaudikaLii pa3eonoriyHnx oanMHULE... 19
ISSN 2078-340X. BicHuk JbiBCbKOrO YHiBepcuTeTy. Cepis iHo3eMHi mosu. 2014. Bun. 22

‘a coat of many colours’ by his father, and this made his brothers jealous of him. They sold
him as a slave to some Egyptians, but Joseph later became powerful by becoming an adviser
to the Egyptian pharaoh, and brought his people to live in Egypt. Such is the background.

Now for what can be seen on the surface. The whole excerpt falls into two parts with
the phrase “in his coat of many colors” in the middle emphasizing the causative-consecutive
sequence. The reason for the tragic end is quite banal and is mentioned explicitly: the jeal-
ousy, which was caused by the following fact: ”We liked smart clothes in many colors and
always had.” And what is important that the clothes had to be smart (‘neat and stylish’) and
colourful. The situational humour is intensified here by the facts that “Samson (a judge of
Israel) gambled for shirts” and “Joseph swaggered about in his coat of many colors”. The
verb gamble implies that Samson tried to get them at the cost of ‘great risks’, and Joseph
deliberately provoked his brothers by swaggering, which normally ‘shows too much of
self-confidence or self-satisfaction’. But for good luck, Joseph “nearly forfeited his life to
the jealousy of his ten older half brothers”, i.e. he was nearly killed by them because they
found his behaviour unbearable. The disproportionate relation between the cause and the
consequence creates the necessary splash for producing a humorous effect.

Phraseological units, used in parallel with neutral lexical items, function as means of
expressiveness since all of them are charged with certain stylistic values or are emotionally
coloured, which accounts for their capacity of relating some information in a very expres-
sive, vivid and colourful way. Besides, they quite often add to the utterance an ironical or
jocular colouring [3, p. 7; 11, p. 19]. This may be used for creating or intensifying contrast.

“My sleep was fitful. In the dead of night, I came bolt upright on my bed with a shock
of vivid clairvoyance and emitted my characteristic yawp of surprise: “Holy shit!”

My servants stormed in with their swords drawn and their bodkins bared. I called for
my recorder, I called for my scribe. I could see beyond doubt what inadvertently I had done.
“Send a wire!” I shouted.

“We have no wires,” Jehoshaphat recalled for me” [9, p. 379].

This text reflects David’s state of mind. Previously he admitted: “I have the feeling that
the kingdom is going to fall apart not long after I let it go” [9, p. 378]. This premonition made
him worried that is why his sleep was fitful, i.e. irregular.

The contrast here is created by the expressions in the dead of night (‘in the quietest or
least active period of the night”) and to come bolt upright (‘straight as an arrow shot from
a crossbow”). David’s mind and feelings were upset “with a shock of vivid clairvoyance”,
which made him emit his “characteristic yawp of surprise: “Holy shit!” ( oxymoronic taboo
interjection expressing anger or annoyance). And this “characteristic yawp” was sufficient for
triggering off a whirlpool of commotion: “My servants stormed in with their swords drawn
and their bodkins bared.” This description is followed by a number of clauses with anaphoric
repetition of the pronoun I in order to show who was guilty for all that commotion allowing
for his royal whim (“I could see beyond doubt what inadvertently I had done.”) to force
so many people to rush to his service “in the dead of night”. And all this was being done
merely for sending a wire (AmE for ‘telegram’), which was, in fact, impossible in David’s
times even though he could use for this the services of his scribe and his recorder. (This is a
clear-cut case of anachronism [see: 1] ). It is also noteworthy that the latter’s function was
performed by Jehoshaphat, the king of Judah.
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Phraseological units can help to perform a characterizing function through bringing
someone’s characteristic features into focus. Throughout the whole novel David considers
his son Solomon as a moron. At one point David lost his patience and fairly screamed at
him: “Are you moronic or something? Can’t you get even one thing right?”” [9, p. 212]. The
following passage makes some other features of Solomon’s character quite salient.

“That seems a great deal.”

“I would rather waste than want.”

“What will be done with the people who lack bread for themselves?”

“Let them eat cake,” he said calmly. “Man does not live by bread alone.”

“That is spoken,” I comment acidly, “with the wisdom of Solomon.”

“Thank you,” he replies. "I got that from you.”

“You’re a very hard man, Shlomo.”

“Thank you again. My heart will not bleed for my people. My finger will lade them
with a heavy yoke, and I will chastise them with whips” [9, p. 278].

This is part of a dialogue between King David and his son Solomon, who is ambitious
enough to become a king and in “his ravings” discloses the ways which he is going to use
while ruling his country. He does not hesitate to reveal his greediness and rapacity. All Da-
vid’s attempts to bring his son to reason turn out to be quite futile. Solomon tries to justify
himself by saying: “I would rather waste than want” (here the proverb waste not, want not is
decomposed, with its original meaning emasculated and turned into its opposite). His people
who may “lack bread for themselves” are ignored by Solomon with utter cynicism. He calmly
retorts here: “Let them eat cake. ... Man does not live by bread alone” (using the biblical
expression man does not live by bread alone (cf.: Matthew, 4:4) in its literal meaning). At
this point his father can hardly abstain from being ironical: “That is spoken,” I comment
acidly, “with the wisdom of Solomon” (here the phrase the wisdom of Solomon — usually
meaning ‘a very special ability to make the right decision in situations where it is extremely
difficult to know what to do’ — has lost its original meaning entirely).

At the end of the extract Solomon is qualified by his father as “a very hard man”. But
instead of feeling ashamed, Solomon takes this critical remark for a compliment and beams
with pride while saying: “Thank you again. My heart will not bleed for my people. My fin-
ger will lade them with a heavy yoke, and I will chastise them with whips.” He cannot even
imagine himself to sympathize with his people or to feel great distress for them. Therefore
“a heavy yoke” and “whips” seem to be the only instruments Solomon intends to use in
dealing with his people.

In order to see the actual degree of deviation in Solomon’s characteristic in the novel
from the prototypical one, which, incidentally, accounts for creating comicality here, we
should compare this passage with the following biblical text: “And God gave Solomon
wisdom and understanding exceeding much, and largeness of heart, even as the sand that is
on the sea shore” (all biblical quotations are taken exclusively from the King James Bible,
with the original italics preserved) (1 Kings, 4:29). The humorous effect seems to result here
from the reversal of the prototypical scenario, according to which Solomon’s wisdom was
a gift from God [10, p. 24].

Similarly, phraseological units can be used for self-characterization as can be seen
from the following extract in which King David, in a fit of frankness, reveals some of his
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characteristic features. Here we can also note, at least partially, the above-mentioned technique
of “the reversal of the prototypical scenario”. Besides, King David seems to be laughing at
himself as a sign of the so-called objectivism, aimed at anticipating possible criticism, as if
to say “I’ll laugh at myself before others laugh at me, and show that I am perfectly aware
of myself, as others might see me”. Such humour seems to play the role of a sociolinguistic
protective mask against being made fun of [2, p. 130].

“One time even before that, in an access of pride during a lull between conquests, |
decided to construct a spectacular edifice to myself and call it a temple of the Lord; but God
said no. God knew my inward reason. Vanity of vanities, said the Preacher, all is vanity. God
had no need for Ecclesiastes to acquaint Him with vanity” [9, p. 25].

Being a warrior king, David was, undoubtedly, militant and brave, which is merely im-
plied here by the phrase “during a lull between conquests”. But the phrase “in an access of
pride” explicitly mentions such features as impulsiveness and pride connected with David’s
egocentrism. However the main feature of his character, confessed by him here, is vanity: 1.
the quality of being vain; unreasonable pride in oneself or one’s appearance, abilities, etc.;
conceit; 2. the quality of being without true lasting value.

This particular trait of his is specially emphasized in the last two sentences which incor-
porate a biblical quotation given without any quotes (cf.: Ecclesiastes, 12:8) and repeat the
noun vanity four times. The biblical expression vanity of vanities is usually used derogatorily
before mentioning something or somebody that shows great pride and stupidity. Here it is
associated with David’s decision “to construct a spectacular edifice to myself and call it a
temple of the Lord” and his conflict with God who knew his “inward reason”, which was, no
doubt, to perpetuate David’s own name. And that is a clear-cut manifestation of his vanity.

Modifications of phraseological units and humorous effect. It is also necessary to
mind the so-called conventionalized humour arising from the very nature of phraseologi-
cal units preconditioned by their usage. By conventionalized humour we mean humorous
meanings that have found their way to dictionaries, thesauruses and other reference works,
and as such constitute a part of the common linguistic core shared by English-speaking com-
munities [10, p. 19].

This has also been noted by some Polish phraseologists in connection with certain Pol-
ish biblical expressions. Specifically, we should like to refer to their assertion that not all of
them have retained the respectful and ceremonial character of the source text, i.e. the Bible,
some of the biblical expressions have acquired jocular or ironical shades of meaning, for
instance: pdjs¢ do Abrahama na piwo, trgba jerychonska, niebieski ptak/ptaszek, niewierny
Tomasz, uczony w pismie, etc. [11, p. 14].

As regards English biblical expressions, some of them may be paraphrased or used
as a pattern on which new items may be modelled. For instance: (Units marked with * are
translated into English by the compilers of the dictionary) *In the beginning was the deed
(Goethe. Faust, pt. 1, Studierzimmer; paraphrase of the biblical expression In the beginning
was the word (John, 1:1) [15, p. 48]).

Others may be labelled, in specialized dictionaries, as humorous, ironic, used jocularly
(jocosely, jokingly) or in a derogatory sense. For example:

*Two of every living creature under the sun (Genesis, 6, p. 19-20; 7, p. 1-8) (the phrase
is used as a humorous description of a motley crowd of people [15, p. 56]).
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The spirit ... is willing, but the flesh is weak (Matthew, 26:41; Mark, 14:38) (used jocu-
larly in excuse of one’s inability to do something [15, p. 76]).

The servant of two masters [the title of the comedy I/ Servitore di due padroni by Carlo
Goldoni; derives from the Bible (Matthew, 6:24; Luke, 16:13) (used in a derogatory sense
[15, p. 183]).

His left hand does not know what his right hand is doing (Matthew, 6:3) (used ironically
of persons whose actions are inconsistent [15, p. 109]).

“He was further disconcerted by the murmurs of ridicule resonating among them with
the facile repetitiveness that transmutes conversational statements into tiresome proverbs.

“Is Saul also among the prophets?”” he heard more times than he could count.

“What then? It’s not Saul among the prophets?”

Can Saul be among the prophets?”’

“Saul can’t be among the prophets?”

“How can Saul be among the prophets?”’

“Go give a look.”

“With my own eyes I saw Saul among the prophets.”

Is it any wonder there were many opposed to accepting Saul the son of Kish as king?”
[9, p. 172; see also: p. 188—189]

It is a known fact that King Saul, “the son of Kish”, suffered from regular fits of melan-
choly or depression [4, p. 176]. This extract follows a description of one of such fits, which
turned out to be extremely hard because Saul’s neighbours were astonished “to see him in
such a state”: lying naked “thrashing about in the dust in a foaming, spastic, orgiastic frenzy”,
his chin “still wet from drooling” [9, p. 172].

This passage is a unique example in which the biblical expression “Is Saul also among
the prophets?”” (1 Samuel, 10:11) (said of one who unexpectedly bears tribute to a party or a
doctrine that he has hitherto vigorously assailed) is subject to a number of transpositional
repetitions and used as an extended irony. The whole transpositional sequence opens with
the original interrogative sentence, being powerfully relieved by the hyperbole “heard more
times than he could count”. Subsequently, it resonates in four other modifications of the ini-
tial question and, finally, closes with the decisive assertion: “With my own eyes I saw Saul
among the prophets”.

The whole sequence forms a kind of polylogue with rather cacophonic than polyphonic
reverberation in Saul’s mind, “further disconcerted by the murmurs of ridicule resonating
among them with the facile repetitiveness that transmutes conversational statements into
tiresome proverbs”. The formal register of this phrase adds to the ironic stance, explaining
why “there were many opposed to accepting Saul the son of Kish as king”.

Deliberate modification of idioms makes the language more vivid and richer, introduces
the element of humour, enables the author to play on words by using literal and figurative
meanings, and draws the recipient’s attention to the specific text [11, p. 17].

Different authors use different terms for this phenomenon: modification of idioms, de-
idiomatization, and decomposition of phraseological units or idioms. In this connection, they
mention that idioms may be modified via rearrangement, insertion, deletion or substitution
of words or semantic transformation, whereby the idiom remains in the original form, but the
context creates a new interpretation [see: 5, p. 51-52; 6, p. 31-34]. LR. Galperin qualifies
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decomposition as a stylistic device and gives the following definition: “The stylistic device
of decomposition of fused set phrases consists in reviving the independent meanings which
make up the component parts of the fusion. In other words, it makes each word of the com-
bination acquire its literal meaning which, of course, in many cases leads to the realization
of an absurdity” [8, p. 189].

“Whoever said I was going to make sense?”” answered God. “Show Me where it says
I have to make sense. I never promised sense. Sense, he wants yet. I’ll give milk, I’ll give
honey. Not sense. Oh, Moses, Moses, why talk of sense?” [9, p. 35].

Our feeling is that here two phraseological units are decomposed simultaneously and
used contrastively. The phrase to make sense (meaning ‘1. to have a clear meaning; 2. to be a
wise course of action’) seems to be deprived of its noun component, which, after two repeti-
tions of the phrase, is used alone, echoed four more times, with one of its abstract meanings
(it may be, for instance, ‘an ability to understand and make judgment”).

The other is the biblical expression a land of milk and honey (Ezekiel, 20:6) (1. /it an imagi-
nary place where life is easy and pleasant with plenty of food; 2. any fertile land or territory.
The allusion is to the land of natural fertility, ‘flowing with milk and honey’, promised by God
to the Israelites). The nouns milk and honey are used here separately, i.e. in detachment from
the original idiom, in their direct meanings. God promises here to provide the Israelites with
something essential, something tangible, which is contrasted with something abstract, imper-
ceptible, impalpable represented by the noun sense: “I’ll give milk, I’ll give honey. Not sense.”

This excerpt is connected with the period when Absalom rebelled against his father and
gained control over Jerusalem and other parts of the kingdom. Consequently, David was
forced to flee.

“I put him to work as my surrogate, to deal with people with complaints for which I had
no patience. Once again he was the apple of my eye.

And in no time at all, it seemed, the apple of my eye was sweeping toward Jerusalem
in a whirlwind of fire and in chariots of fiery horses, and I was fleeing my city with my
large household as rapidly as I could move. How was he able to mount so large a rebellion
so swiftly and fiercely? Why did he want to?” [9, p. 226-227].

In the initial part of the excerpt, the biblical expression the apple of one’s eye
(Deuteronomy, 32:10) is used metaphorically in its original meaning (the phrase came to apply
generally to any very precious or much loved person or thing). And here Absalom functions
as David’s substitute “to deal with people with complaints for which I had no patience”.

And then a rapid change, signalized by the phrase “in no time at all”, and the idiom
the apple of one’s eye, subjected to stylistic and functional transposition, is now used
metonymically in an ironical sense. Absalom is shown here as an agent of the furious activity
directed against his father, which is emphasized by the metaphorical phrases “sweeping toward
Jerusalem”, “in a whirlwind of fire” and “in chariots of fiery horses”. The passage is closed
by two rhetorical questions “How was he able to mount so large a rebellion so swiftly and
fiercely? Why did he want to?”, — which get no answers but merely disclose King David’s
utter despair.

It is quite interesting to note how Joseph Heller deals with some biblical expressions
employing them as a model for creating similar ones of his own and using them repeatedly
in different contexts with certain structural and semantic modifications.
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“I was always full of surprises, wasn’t I? And [ was smart enough to appreciate that for
Solomon you had to spell everything out. I’ll let you in on a secret about my son Solomon:
he was dead serious when he proposed cutting the baby in half, that putz. I swear to God.
The dumb son of a bitch was trying to be fair, not shrewd.

“Do you understand what I’m saying to you about Joab?” I asked him with a look of
intent scrutiny and waited for his leaden nod before I added for stress, “Do not let his hoar
head go peacefully down to the grave.”

Solomon lifted his eyes from the clay tablet on which he was scratching his notes and
asked, “What’s a hoar head?” [9, p. 21].

In this longish passage King David reasons about his slow-witted son Solomon for
whom “you had to spell everything out”. He goes further and confides to the reader: “I’11 let
you in on a secret about my son Solomon: he was dead serious when he proposed cutting
the baby in half, that putz. I swear to God. The dumb son of a bitch was trying to be fair, not
shrewd.” David’s attitude towards his son Solomon and his intelligence is expressed quite
clearly: “that putz” (originates from Yiddish pets and used to mean ‘s/ a fool; an idiot”) and
“the dumb son of a bitch”.

Besides, King David alludes here to the well-known story about the two women who
came before Solomon, each claiming that she was the mother of a child whose parentage
was uncertain. Solomon offered to have the child cut in half, each woman to get a portion.
One woman was willing to give up her claim so that the child might live: the sacrifice this
woman was willing to make indicated that she was the true mother [4, p. 181]. But David
interprets Solomon’s proposition of “cutting the baby in half” literally and qualifies his action
as “trying to be fair, not shrewd” (i.e. free from injustice, or self-interest without showing,
however, good practical judgment).

To emphasize the idea that Solomon had to be explained everything in the clearest or
most detailed way the author uses repeatedly, and throughout the whole novel [9, pp. 212,
3717, 395, 396], the key sentence with the phrase the hoar head: “Do not let his hoar head
go peacefully down to the grave.” On the one hand, this sentence can be easily traced back
to the Bible: “Do therefore according to thy wisdom, and let not his hoar head go down to
the grave in peace” (1 Kings, 2:6). On the other hand, being used in different contexts, it
undergoes either slight or radical structural and semantic modifications, but, basically, it is
used euphemistically in the meaning ‘to kill’. In some cases it seems to be reduced to the
phrase the hoar head [9, p. 396], used metonymically for ‘old age’.

In the Bible, we can find the biblical expression to bring ones gray hairs with sorrow to the
grave (Genesis, 42:38) meaning ‘to send somebody sorrowful to his grave’. In the same book,
there is another similar usage: “... ye shall bring down my gray hairs with sorrow to the grave”
(Genesis, 44:29). But neither of them is used in the meaning ‘to kill’. Now compare the last usage
with the following excerpt from J. Heller’s God Knows, in which King David complains again about
Solomon’s slow thinking: “A dozen times I’ve tried to explain to him. Hold Shimei not guiltless, but
his hoar head bring down to the grave with blood. He can’t even keep in mind what a hoar head is”
[9, p. 377]. In our opinion, Heller models his key sentence on the phrases used in / Kings 2:6 and
Genesis 44:29. Its meaning, however, is spelled out at the end of the novel in the following passage:

“I think you are trying to tell me,” conjectures Solomon with a furrowed brow, “not to
let the hoar head of Joab go down to the grave in peace.”
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“Forget the hoar head!” I answer at the end of my patience, lifting my voice almost
to a shout. “I want you to kill Joab. Don’t you understand? Blow the bastard away!” [9, p.
395-396].

Solomon appears to be all ears listening to his father with strained attention but he is able
only to conjecture the meaning “with a furrowed brow”. At this point King David loses his
temper and, at the top of his voice, explains to Solomon the meaning of the key sentence: “I
want you to kill Joab. Don’t you understand? Blow the bastard away!” Incidentally, Joab is
the nephew of King David, and his most successful general and staunchest ally, whom King
David himself qualifies as “’sturdy, loyal, valiant Joab” [9, p. 20].

According to some definitions humour is characterized as aesthetic quality capable of
inducing a reaction of laughter and amusement in its recipients: readers, listeners or observers.

Humour does not exist as such, but emerges when a suitably qualified subject with certain
sensitivity, called the sense of humour, comes into contact with a suitably qualified object.
As the definitions show, humour is a subjective category since its perception is recipient-
dependent [7, p. 113].

It is quite aptly noticed by Alan Warner that a great deal of American humorous writing
depends upon burlesque and understatement [16, p. 173]. And phraseological units are not
infrequently used as elements involved in creating a comic, grotesque or surrealistic picture
of the world based on linguistic jokes, contrasts and paradoxes. Given their expressiveness
and other characteristic properties, phraseological units, undoubtedly, serve as a typical
means of stylization [11, p. 21]. As can be seen from the article, phraseological units, in our
case mostly those of biblical origin, can be used as a kind of pivot for representing a certain
biblical episode, as well as for creating or intensifying contrast, for characterizing somebody,
and for self-characterization. Besides the so-called conventionalized humour arising from the
very nature of phraseological units, a humorous effect can also be created by special usages
and modifications of phraseological units.
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CERTAIN PROPERTIES, FUNCTIONS AND MODIFICATIONS
OF PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS FOR CREATING
A HUMOROUS EFFECT
(based on Joseph Heller’s novel God knows, 1984)

Alexander Soloshenko

Uniwersytet Jana Kochanowskiego,
ul. Stowackiego 114/ 118, Piotrkéw Trybunalski 97-300, Poland

Word-groups known as phraseological units or idioms are characterized by a double
sense: the current meanings of constituent words build up a certain picture, but the actual
meaning of the whole unit has little or nothing to do with that picture in itself creating an
entirely new image. Phraseological units perform a very important and specific function by
enabling one to express one’s thoughts concisely, vividly, and give one’s utterance a semantic
depth which would be difficult if not impossible to achieve by other means. They provide
the speaker with “ready-made” expressions of wisdom, irony, jocularity, etc., which rarely
become threadbare with wear. As can be seen from the article, phraseological units, in our
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case mostly those of biblical origin, can be used as a kind of pivot for representing a certain
biblical episode, as well as for creating or intensifying contrast, for characterizing somebody,
and for self-characterization. Besides the so-called conventionalized humour arising from
the very nature of phraseological units, a humorous effect can also be created by special

usages and modifications of phraseological units.

Keywords: phraseological units, modifications, functions, double sense, humorous

effect.

OIIPEJAEJIEHHBIE OCOBEHHOCTH, ®YHKIUN

N MOANPUKALINU ®PAZEOJTOTNYECKUX E/IMHUALI,

HNCHHOJB3YEMBIE U1 CO3JAHUA
IOMOPUCTHYECKOI'O DOPPDEKTA

(ua ocHoBe pomana “bor 3naer” /Ixo3eda Xesiepa , 1984)

Anexkcanap ConomieHko

Yuueepcumem umenu Ana Koxanoeckoeo,
Cnosaykas ynuya, 114/118, Piotrkow Trybunalski 97-300, [lonwua

CrnoBocodeTanne, U3BECTHbIE HAM KaK MAMOMBI MM (pa3eoOTHIecKue eANHHIBI
(DJI), xapakTepu3yIOTCS TBOWHBIM CMBICIIOM: C OIHON CTOPOHBI, ONIPEAEICHHYIO KAPTUHY
CO3J1al0T OOLIEIIPUHSATHIC 3HAUECHHS COCTABIISIOLINX KOMIIOHEHTOB 3TUX €IMHMUIL, a C APYTroi
CTOPOHBI, pakTHIecKoe 3HadeHne 1enoi OJI ocBenaeT CoBepIIeHHO APyTroi 00pas3, KOTOPHIH
JIMIIb B HE3HAYUTEJILHOM CTENEHU CBA3aH ¢ TAKOW KAPTHHOW WJIM MOJHOCTBIO OTIMYHBIN
ot Hee. OJI BBIMONHSIOT cHeUU(PUISCKYIO U OUSHBb BaXXHYIO (DYHKI[HIO, KOTOpPAsl [TO3BOJISIET
I'oBopseMy UM NMUCATEI0 BBIPA3UTh CBOE MHEHHE KPATKO, SKCIPECCUBHO, IpUABas
CBOEMY YTBEP)KICHHIO HEOOXOANMYIO CEMAaHTHUECKYIO NIyOWHY, KOTOpas BpsI JIH MOTJIa
ObITh OOecriedeHa ApyruMu cpeactBaMi. OHM CHApSDKAIOT TOBOPSILIEro “TOTOBBIM™ MaTe-
pHUaoM I BBIPAKCHUSI CBOETO UHTEIIEKTYalbHOIO OTCHIUAIIA, HPOHUM, OCTPOYMUS U
T. 1., IPUYEM 3TH BBICKA3bIBAaHUS PEAKO 3asIIOXKYIOTHCS MM CTAHOBATCA TpadapeTHBIMH.
JlaHHas cTaThs MOCBSAIIECHA HEKOTOPBIM 0COOCHHOCTIM U PyHKIHAM PO (B OCHOBHOM OHU-
Onetickoro npoucxoxaeHus). ITomumo co3manus romopuctudeckoro s¢dexra, GJI moryr
TaKKe UCIIONB30BaThCS KaK CBOETO POJia OCh MPU ONMHCAHUU ONPEAEICHHBIX OHMONeHCKIX
SMM30/10B, AJISI CO3/1aHUA U yCUJIEHUS KOHTPACTOB, U1 XapaKTepU3aLuy JeHCTBYFOLIMX JIUL,
a TaKxKe U caMoxapakTepu3anun. Kak BUHO U3 HCcienoBaHus, OMOPHCTHIECKHI S derT
obecreunBaeTCs He TONBKO TaK Ha3bIBAEMBIM KOHBEHI[HOHAIN30BAaHUM FOMOPOM, IIPUCYIIUM
HekoTopsiM DJI, HO U ¢ MOMOLIBIO pa3aUYHBIX cnenuduueckux Gopm ynorpednenus OO

1 UX MO (DUKAIIH.

Kniouesvle croea: Gppaseonornueckue eqUHULBI, MOTUPHUKAINH, QYHKIHH, IBOIHOM

CMBICJI, FOMOPHUCTUYECKHN P PEKT.



