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The article discusses different types of evaluation demonstrated by comparative
phraseological units with the components “cock” and “hen” in Swedish and Russian.
Evaluation is one of the important linguistic categories associated with categories such
as value and significance, which together make it possible to judge the mentality of a na-
tive speaker. The composition, semantics and functioning of phraseological units of the
two languages are analysed. The material for the study is sourced from lexicographical
works and the national corpora of the Russian and Swedish languages. It is concluded
that in comparative phraseological units of the Swedish and Russian languages with the
components “‘cock” and “hen” contain emotional rather than rational evaluativeness.
The range of evaluative meanings of Swedish phraseological units is narrower than the
corresponding spectrum of Russian units. Swedish units characterize only human be-
havior, and ethical evaluativeness in them prevails over aesthetic evaluativeness. Com-
mon to the two linguistic cultures are ideas about the cock as a pugnacious and cocky
bird. Swedish does not use descriptions equivalent to the Russian like a plucked cock or
dressing up like a cock. Swedish comparisons with the hen component, which were once
gender-marked, are steadily moving toward gender neutrality, and the corresponding
Russian units, representing a stupid and fussy woman, retain a vivid gender relation.
The predominance of pejorative evaluation in two languages is probably due to the fact
that chickens have always been available for close observation. Noting their appearance
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and behaviour, people never saw any positive qualities in them, probably aware of their
utilitarian purpose.

Keywords: evaluativeness, comparative phraseological unit, meaning, stereotypical
representation, semantics.

INTRODUCTION

A distinctive feature of modern linguistic research in general and
in the field of phraseology, in particular, is its interdisciplinary nature.
It draws upon findings from semantics, cognitive linguistics, language
and culture studies, psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics. The general
theory of categorization of real-world objects and language units, which
is the basis of various research avenues, plays a significant part in this.
Evaluativeness is one of the important linguistic categories associated
with categories such as value and significance, which together make
it possible to assess the mentality of the nation speaking the language.
In the academic literature, the terms “evaluativeness” and “evaluation”
are often used as synonyms. The evaluation category as a whole is de-
fined in the “Stylistic Encyclopedic Dictionary” as “a set of multilevel
language units united by evaluative semantics and expressing a posi-
tive or negative attitude of the author to the content of speech” [Stylistic
Encyclopedic Dictionary...]. In general terms, evaluation “implies the
value aspect of the meaning of linguistic expressions and is character-
ized by a special structure — a modal framework that is superimposed
on the statement and does not coincide with its logical-semantic or syn-
tactic construction. The elements of the evaluated modal frame are the
subject and the object connected by the evaluative predicate. The subject
of evaluation (explicit or implicit) is the person or society from the point
of view of which the assessment is given, the object of evaluation is the
person, object, event or state of things to which the assessment relates.
In addition, the modal frame includes (mostly implicitly) a rating scale
and stereotypes that the assessment is oriented towards in social repre-
sentations of communicants” [Stylistic Encyclopedic Dictionary...]. In
relation to linguistic units, it seems to us more appropriate to use the
term “evaluativeness’, since the term “evaluation” is more applicable, in
our opinion, to the logical-conceptual field of research. Currently, the
application of the evaluation category to phraseological units has been
studied in a number of dissertations (see, for example, [Yakhina, 2008;
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Timirgaleeva, 2010]), however, only a small number of such studies in-
volved a comparative analysis of two or more languages. There is a clear
lack of comparative Swedish-Russian studies.

The purpose of this article is to compare Swedish and Russian phra-
seological units with the components “cock” and “hen” in terms of their
evaluativeness. The analysis focused on the semantics, types of evalua-
tions expressed in comparisons and verbalised stereotypical representa-
tions in the two cultures. The study drew on Swedish and Russian lexi-
cographic sources [SS; SAOB; Ogoltsev, 2001; Mokienko, 2003] and the
national corpora of the two languages [www.ruscorpora.ru — Russian
National Corpus [RNC], [RNC; KD].

SWEDISH COMPARATIVE PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS
WITH THE COMPONENTS “COCK” AND “HEN”

In modern Swedish, cock is denoted by the word tupp, originally
used to refer to the bird’s bright crest. The paultry’s behaviour has been
observed by people for centuries; since ancient times the cock has been
a forerunner of morning light, as well as the symbol of a warrior. These
ideas are reflected in Old Norse mythology, in which three cocks were to
wake up the gods, the underworld and the giants on the day of the last
battle [Hellquist, 2005].

However, in common idiom, a different vision of the cock took
hold in the Swedish culture — its militancy received an ironic color-
ing in the Swedish linguistic consciousness. Swedish folklore researcher
M. Hellquist makes comparisons such as stridlysten som en tupp ‘pug-
nacious like a cock], indicating that this characteristic is by no means a
praise for humans, and vara som tva tuppar pd en sten ‘to be like two
cocks on one stone, which implies the inability of people to get along
together [Hellquist, 2005, s. 200].

The most frequent Swedish comparative phraseology with the “cock”
component is stolt som en tupp ‘proud as a cock’ The Swedish Phraseo-
logical Dictionary defines its meaning simply as “being very proud” [SS,
s. 1245]. But the numerous contexts of the use of this unit tell us that hu-
man behaviour, characterized in this way, is disapproved by society: Hela
kvillen gick Moderat omkring, stolt som en tupp, oupphorligt dterkom-
mande till episoden med verkmdstarn. ‘All evening the Moderat walked
proud as a cock, constantly returning to the episode with the foreman’
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[KD]; Det forsta hon sdger nir hon slir upp dgonen dr att hon vill ha sin
peng. Det fick hon sjilvklart och stolt som en tupp ligger hon den i sin
sparbossa. “The first thing she said, opening her eyes, was that she wanted
to get her pocket money. She was given it, of course, and, proud as a cock,
she put it in her piggy bank’ [KD]. As can be seen from the above exam-
ples, this comparison is common both in classical fiction and in modern
contexts found on the Internet. It is noteworthy that in contemporary
Swedish it can be used not only in relation to a man, but also to a woman.

The proud and arrogant behaviour of the cock was reflected in two
other Swedish comparisons, g@ omkring som en tupp ‘to walk around
like a cock’ and fjddra sig som en tupp ‘to open feathers like a cock’:
Utmanovrerad och besegrad dskar hans personlig res mdrkligt npe og grm-
ndd . Han gar som en tupp. ‘Taken out of the game and defeated, his per-
son still, surprisingly, demands respect in the congregation. He paces
like a cock’ [KD]; Men nu stod han ddr som en tupp framfor speglarna
och fiddrade sig, medan de andra fantrattarna i gymet stod och beun-
drade honom, mer eller mindre dppet. ‘But now he stood there like a cock
in front of the mirrors and opened his feathers, while the other fools in
the hall stood and admired him, more or less openly’ [KD].

Thus, all the units considered characterize the behaviour of a person,
mainly of a man, and all comparative phraseological units with a cock
component in Swedish have an inherent pejorative connotation.

The hen in Swedish is indicated by the word hiona, originating from
the common German root with the meaning ‘female cock. M. Hellquist
points out that since ancient times, the hen was considered in the Swedish
language as a stupid, limited and enthusiastic bird, and from the 18 cen-
tury you can trace the regular attribution of these qualities to women,
manifested in comparisons such as springa som yra héns ‘running like
crazy hens, ga som en dggsjuk hona ‘walk like a hen who wants to lay eggs,
and also in units with internal comparative semantics — ha hénsminne
‘have a hen memory’ and ha hénshjdrna ‘have a hen brain’ [Hellquist,
2005, s. 192]. However, an analysis of the use of the above comparative
phraseological units, both in classical literature and in modern use, allows
us to conclude that these units are moving toward gender neutrality: Men
han betedde sig i allt som en dggsjuk hona och till och med Fredrik mdste
smadle. But he behaved in everything like a hen who wants to lay eggs, and
even Fredrik could not help grinning’ [KD]; Den som har sett riktigt krig
vet att det handlar om att sitta som en dggsjuk hona och vinta. ‘Anyone
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who has seen a real war knows that you need to sit there like a hen who
wants to lay eggs and wait’ [KD]. As follows from the above examples, the
comparison in question can be used not only in relation to a man, but also
to a woman, as well as in a generalized neutral way. In these examples, the
comparison is accompanied by the replacement of the base gd (walk) with
bete sig (behave) and sitta (sit).

Comparison of springa som yra hons ‘running like crazy hens’ can
also be considered long used as gender-unmarked: Det dr tjurauktion,
tiuren kommer 16s och hela skaran av spekulanter springer som yra
hons, tills lagardspigan lyckas locka in honom att honom hans vilkdnda
hink med mjolrora. ‘A bull auction, a bull is released, and the whole
crowd of bidders runs like crazy hens until the milkmaid manages to
lure it into the stable, showing it a familiar bucket of food’ [KD]; Ingen
vinner pd en stressad organization och vi vill definitivt inte ha folk som
springer omkring som yra héns. ‘Nobody needs stress in the organiza-
tion, and we don’t need those who run like crazy hens’ [KD]. It should
be noted that the word hons is a collective designation of hens and a
cock, which in itself entails greater gender neutrality than hona. M.
Bohlin points out that the comparison of springa som yra hons have
over time replaced the older unit flyga runt som yra honor ly like
crazy hens, where the word hona is used in the model [Bohlin, 2010,
s. 19].

M. Hellquist also provides comparisons such as sitta som en hona
pa en kipp i blasvider ‘sitting like a hen on a pole in bad weather’ —
about a person who is in an unpleasant situation, springa som honan
med snoret ‘running like a hen with a lace’ and se ut som man skulle ha
stulit hons ‘looks like he has been stealing hens’ — about a bald man
[Hellquist, 2005, s. 193]. The last two units require cultural commen-
tary. The image of the lace with which the hen runs refers to the stereo-
typical idea of the stupidity of a bird that cannot distinguish between a
lace and a worm [SAOB]. According to legend, a person who stole hens
became bald. However, we were not able to find contexts for the use of
such units, which allows us to classify them as obsolete.

Thus, the hen in Swedish comparative phraseological units has be-
come the standard of negatively assessed behaviour due to it being con-
sidered a naturally stupid bird.
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RUSSIAN COMPARATIVE PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS
WITH THE COMPONENTS “COCK” AND “HEN”

The nomination of a cock in the Russian language is etymologically
related to its singing. With its singing, the cock drives away the night’s
darkness, announces the beginning of a new day. The cock in Slavic cul-
ture is “a prophetic bird endowed with fiery, solar, and male sexual and
marriage symbolism and the symbolism of fertility, the ability to with-
stand evil spirits and at the same time with demonic properties” [Slavic
Antiquities..., 2009, p. 28].

Russian comparative phraseological units, too, reflect peoples’ ideas
about the behaviour and appearance of the birds based on centuries of
observation. The cock acts as the prototype of a pugnacious man. This
image materializes in a Russian speaker’s mind when they hear the ex-
pression kak nemyx ‘like a cocK’; cf. also the expanded expression xax
monodoii nemyx ‘like a young cock’ The zoonym is used in this case also
with the basis for comparison: 3adupucmutii, Opaunueviii xax nemyx
U Halemamv, HACKAKUBAMb HA K020-1ub0 kak nemyx ‘cocky, pug-
nacious like a cock and swoop down, jump at someone like a cock
Examples include: Mamp pacckasvieaem, muvt opamvcs nwobuuv. «OH
y MeHs, 2080pum, Opaunuevtii kax nemyx». — JKyxpail paccmessncs
0dobpumenvro. — JIpamocs 8000uje He 8pe0HO, MOMLKO HADO 3HAMD,
K020 6umv u 3a umo 6umo. Mother tells me you like to fight. ‘She says
he is as pugnacious as a cock;” Zhukhrai laughed approvingly. Fight-
ing is not a bad thing, you just need to know whom to hit and what
for’ [RNC]; Knaccuueckoe pasdenenue poneii: Muwiun xax nemyx
nackaxuean Ha Imywxo, a Kopones évicmynan 6 ponu npumupsiou,ezo
apoumpa. ‘Classical separation of roles: Mishin jumped at Glushko like
a cock, and Korolev acted as a conciliating arbitrator’ [RNC]; Koeoa
Kapabaw cepouscs, ezo enasa 0enanuco y3Kumu u jenéaKu Ha cKynax
meepoenu, kax numote. OH 2080pusn Hezpomxo, 3amo Toxbepe kKpuuan u
Hackaxuean na Cmupnosa, kax nemyx. ‘When Karabash was angry,
his eyes became narrow and the nodules on the cheekbones hardened
like molten ones. He spoke quietly, but Gokhberg shouted and jumped
at Smirnov like a cock’ [RNC]. There is a stereotypical frame in the
Russian linguistic consciousness of a fight between two cocks or of one
of the traditional folk amusements — a cockfight; cf. the comparative
phraseological unit cuenumuvca (nabpacviéamvcs, nanemamv) opyz
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Ha Opyza kak nemyxu (06a nemyxa) ‘picking a fight with, pounce or
swoop on each other like cocks (two cocks)” — about men fighting or
fervently quarreling. The axiological vector aimed at a person is that of
ironic evaluation.

The cock also serves as a metaphor for a person behaving arro-
gantly, importantly, exaggerating their own significance: 3anocuuseutii,
saxcHulll, cnecuevlli (Hadymulii) kax nemyx (arrogant, important,
and prancing like a cock). This phraseology expresses disapproval.
For example: A ucnvuman moeda xecmokyro o6udy 3a Opanyuio u 3a
ppanuys3os, o6udy 3a eenuxyiw dpanuysckyio Kynomypy, 3a Juopo u
Bonvmepa, Iioeco u Cmendans, 3a 3ons u Kopo, 3a Ilacmopa u Jlenaxpya,
30 6cex 6eNUKUX PPAHIY308, KOMOPLIX HUKMO U3 HAC He OMOEIA OMm
pycckux. OHU KA3anucy HAM mMaxkumu xe pooHvimu, kak Ilywikun,
Toncmoii, Yexos. OHu ObinU HeCcMOKO YHUMEHbL NOTUMUYECKUMU
maknakamu Ppanyuu u ux npedcmasumenem — HAOYMbIM, KAK NEMYX,
cenepanom 0’Ancenvmom. A npedcmaenan cebe, ¢ KAKUM XONOOHbIM
npesperuem Cmenoanv unu Iioeo npukasanu 6vl paccmpensmo 3mozo
eeHepana 3a e2o mpycnusyrwo noonocmo. I experienced then great em-
pathy for France and for the French, for the great French culture, for
Didro and Voltaire, Hugo and Stendhal, for Zola and Corot, for Pastor
and Delacroix, for all the great Frenchmen whom none of us separated
from Russian culture. They seemed to us as dear as Pushkin, Tolstoy,
and Chekhov. They were brutally humiliated by the political dealers
of France and their representative — prancing like a cock, General
d’Anselm. I imagined with what cold contempt Stendhal or Hugo would
have ordered this general to be shot for his cowardly meanness’ [RNC].

The phraseological unit odemvcst (napaoumvcs, vipsOumvcs) Kax
nemyx ‘to dress up like a cocK is used to refer to a person who wears
clothes of inappropriately bright, motley colours. This expression implies
a negative connotation. For example: Hawu demu 6 smom omHoueHuu
C71enbl: OHU BUOSIN MOMLKO MO, YO HA0eMO, HAPUCOBAHO, PACKPAULEHO.
MoskHo 06vacHumb Oouxe (U ColHy, U OH CKIOHeH PAOUMBCA KAk
nemyx), 4mo ¢ maxkum MaKusiiem OHa NPelbCHUM MosibKo CO8epUieHHO
NPUMUMUBHDIX NAPHEL, 4O ee 3aNPOCIO MOKHO NPUHSMb 34 0e60UKY NO
6vi308y. ‘Our children are blind in this respect: they see only what the per-
son is wearing, motifs and colours. You can explain to your daughter (and
son, ifhe is inclined to dress up like a cock) that with such a make-up, she
will attract only completely primitive guys that she can easily be mistaken
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for a call girl’ [RNC]; Twamenvro usbezaiime xpuuawieti odexcovt. Ecnu
6ydetme 00e6ambCs KAK Nemyx, Mo 8ac NPUMym 3a 3aypsaoHo20 Hezpa, a
He 3a 60xc0st pesomoyuu. ‘Avoid flashy clothing carefully. If you dress like
a cock, then you will be taken for an ordinary black man, and not for the
leader of the revolution’ [RNC]. Stereotypically, a person dressed in this
way is considered to be stupid, uncivilized, and with a bad taste. A woman
dressed in this way is viewed as a woman of easy virtue.

The expression Maxamv pykamu Kax nemyx Kpviivamu ‘wave one’s
hands like a cock waves its wings’ is used to refer to a man who makes
abrupt and expansive movements with his hands. For example: — 31,
kmo mym? 1! — 3akpuuan 603HUYA U 3AXIONAT PYKAMU, KAK nemyx
Kkpoimvamu. — i, dokmopa npuses! ‘Hey, someone here? Hey! The
driver cried out and flapped his hands like a cock flapping its wings.
Hey, I brought the doctor!” [RNC].

A scanty, miserable-looking man is characterized by the idiom xax
ougunannviii nemyx ‘like a plucked cockK. For example: IIpedckasanus
Pobepma Bntoma uchonHunuco: HedoCmano uemenma, 4mobul Cnasmo um
CO CIMeHO0I0 UepKBU KaMeHb, 0OCMABTIeHHbITI 0e3 3NUEKU NOOHEB0bHbIM
kamenwukom cmapoii umnepuu. Cmapux Paiinep, pazbumouii 6 céoux
YNOBAHUAX, CUOeNl O0UH, ZHYIICA U, KAK OUUNAHHDLIL nemyx, npamain
ceoil 060epeannviii xeocm. ‘Robert Blum's predictions have come true:
there wasn't enough cement to glue a stone left without filling by the
bonded bricklayer of the old empire to the wall of the church. Old Rein-
er, broken in his hopes, sat alone, bent over and, like a plucked cock,
hid his worn tail’ [RNC]. The unit implies ironic evaluativeness.

Thus, the Russian comparative phraseological units with the com-
ponent “cock” are distinguished by their emotional value. Two phra-
seological units are pejorative (3aHocuuswviti xkax nemyx ‘arrogant like
a cock’ — ethical evaluation and odemvcst kax nemyx ‘dressing up like
a cock — aesthetic evaluation). They reflect disapproval. The rest are
neutral, but may differ in usage — about men (3adupucmoii kax nemyx,
Kak Mono0oil nemyx, HanEMamo Kax nemyx, CUenumvCsa Kak nemyxu
‘pugnacious as a cock, like a young cock, jump at someone like a cock,
fight like cocks” and ironic evaluativeness.

In Slavic culture, the hen is a poultry endowed with marital and erot-
ic symbols and demonic features. The ritual use of the hen is noted at
turning points in the calendar, agricultural and life cycles, as well as in
healing magic and fortune telling [Slavic Antiquities..., 2009, p. 60-61].
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Russian comparative phraseological units with the component
“hen” also reflect people’s observations of the behaviour and appear-
ance of the bird. There is some symmetry, mirroring in comparisons
using the words cock and hen. The comparative phrase xax kypuua
‘like a hen’ is used by default only in relation to a woman in the mean-
ing ‘about a stupid, fussy, noisy woman’ For example: /Tio6osHuya
umena 6e3pabomHoz0 Myxiad, kK momy jce Ovinia enyna kax kypuua. ‘The
lover had an unemployed husband, besides she was as stupid as a hen’
[RNC]. In the above context, the seme of stupidity comes to the fore.
The comparative phraseological unit is dismissive. The comparison
kax owunannasn kypuya ‘like a plucked hen), like a similar compari-
son with a cock, characterizes a miserable, skinny, awkward looking
person: — Hy xaxoil se s uenosex? Ympom ecmaro 63vepouieHHast, KaxK
08ua; Ha pabomy 6Gezy 20100HASA, KAK WAKAT... 6bl7e3y U3 MPAMEAS
owunaunas, kax kypuua. ‘Well, what kind of person am I? In the
morning I get up disheveled like a sheep; I'm hungry for work, like a
jackal ... I'll get out of a tram plucked like a hen’ [RNC]. In the above
context, thanks to the interchanging of the components of the phra-
seological unit, irony is added to contempt. The comparative expres-
sion, which has not yet entered dictionaries, x7onamv pyxamu xax
Kypuua kpoineamu ‘to clap one’s hands as a hen flaps its wings’ is
synonymous with the abovementioned cock comparison; cf.: JJuma
3A6an1UBACA HA KANOM 0Xuna, 3axpule nuuo pyxamu, Kons npucedan
u xnonan pyxamu, kax kypuua kpourtvamu. Dima fell on the hood of
the jeep, covering his face with his hands, Kolya squatted and clapped
his hands as a hen flaps its wings’ [RNC].

According to the RNC, the most frequent phrase is Hocumwvcsa
C Kem, ¢ uem Kak Kypuua ¢ atiyom ‘to run with someone or some-
thing like a hen with its egg’ — ‘about a fussy person uselessly bus-
tling over a petty thing’. For example: 5 uyscmesosana cebs 6e3ymHo
CHACMAIUBOLL U 8 MO Jce 8pemst Hymko 6osinacv. Eue ne omoasas cebe
omuem 6 COOCMBEHHVLIX NEPeHUBAHUAX, He POPMYNUpys Ons cebs
npoucxo0suLez0, 1 HOCUACH € OO0, KAK KyPUuua ¢ Aiyom, cmapasco
ybepeuv, noodepicamo, Hanpasumy. ‘I felt incredibly happy and at the
same time terribly afraid. Not yet aware of what I felt, not being able
to formulate to myself what was happening, I fussed over you like a
hen over its egg, trying to protect, support, and direct’ [RNC]. The
comparison is dismissive or ironic.
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The Russian phrase xax moxpas kypuua ‘like a wet hen’ is used in
two meanings: ‘about a miserable, trembling, depressed, dejected and
sad person’ and ‘about a sluggish, passive, inert and helpless person. In
both cases, the unit is distinguished by contemptuous attitude. For ex-
ample: Xonoonwiti eemep ¢ cyxoti noinvio yoapun e Heeo. Kax moxpas
Kypuua c¢ xenmoimu mockauevimu enasamu, Canoxkos Open no
6ynveapy. ‘A cold wind with dry dust hit him. Like a wet hen with yellow
dreary eyes, Sapozhkov wandered along the boulevard’ [RNC]; ITonos
8HOBb 6CMaem, U, 06pauLascy K ceudemenio, cmapaemcs 000UMbCst
om Hezo 0osiee MONK06020 PA3BACHEHUS — NOYEMY OH APecHosan Hac,
a He nonuymeticmep. Ho amozo omeema nonyuumov Henv3s 6vino, u
ceudemenv, KAK MOKPAA KypUuua, ocMesHHbLil, CAOUMCS HA C60e MeCHO.
‘Popov gets up again, and, turning to the witness, tries to get a more
sensible explanation from him — why he arrested us, and not the police
chief. But this answer could not be obtained, and the witness, like a wet
hen, ridiculed, sits in his place’ [RNC].

The fixed comparison 3apesamv kozo kax kypuyy ‘to slay someone
like a hen’ is used to refer to someone who has ruthlessly slain some-
one; it is often used as a threat and has a pronounced disapproving
evaluativeness. The imagery is based on the stereotypical idea of kill-
ing a chicken for consumption in a traditional peasant setting. But the
utilitarian assessment of direct prototypical action turns into an ethical
assessment in relation to violence against a person.

The word hen is often used when it comes to poor handwriting. The
ironic or joking expression nucamo xax xypuua nanoti ‘to write with
a hen’s foot’: Juxmanm no knemouxam 01 mMeHs OmKpvimue... MOLL
71e60pyKuill numem Kax Kypuua nanoii! [la u nocmompes Ha mecmol
Npouisozo 2004, 603HUKAEM B0NPOC... 3a4eM UM YHUMbCA 6 Nepeom
knacce? Haoo cpasy e cpednioro wikony!!!! ‘A dictation in a squared note-
book is a revelation to me... my left-handed boy has a handwriting like
chicken scratch! Looking at the tests of last year, the question arises ...
why should they study in the first year? They should go to middle school
right away!!!l” [RNC]. The phrase y koeco-mo nouepx xax y xypuuvi
‘someone’s handwriting is like that of a hen)’ — ‘about someone’s bad,
illegible, and hastily careless handwriting’ can be not only ironic, but
also disapproving: /1 kakue 6v1 cmpannvie! Yuumenv uucmonucanus, a
nouepx kax y kypuuvt! Kax e 6vL yuume nucamo, ecnu cami nuoxo
nuweme? — Im!.. ‘And you are so strange! A teacher of calligraphy with
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a handwriting is like chicken scratch! How do you teach writing if you
yourself write poorly? — Um!.” [RNC].

Thus, Russian comparative phraseological units with the compo-
nent “kypuua’, as well as the units analyzed above with the compo-
nent “netryx” project an emotional evaluation. The ethical evaluation
prevails over the aesthetic with the exception of the comparison xax
ouwunanuas kypuya (as a plucked hen). On the whole, the connotation
is pejorative; the range of meanings is wider than that of phraseologi-
cal units with the component “neryx”: there are disapproving, con-
temptuous, and dismissive evaluations. However, there is a “mirror-
ing” of some comparative phraseological units with the words “neryx”
and “kypuna” in Russian. In addition, in the plural form of the noun
kypuubt loses its gender identity and denotes a collection of birds,
both males and females, cf. such phraseological units as nepe6umo,
nepedywumpv kax xyp ‘to kill, strangle like hens’ — ‘to kill in an easy
and simple way, using your superior power or because of the victim’s
inability to resist, as well as ironic phraseological unit pyxu oposcam
(mpacymcs) y xozo-mo 6yomo xyp éopoéan ‘someone’s hands are
shaking as if they had been stealing hens’ — ‘about a person in a state
of intense excitement, anxiety, or fear’

RESULTS

The study found that Swedish and Russian comparative phraseologi-
cal units with the components cock and hen contain exclusively emotion-
al, not rational evaluativeness. The range of particular evaluative mean-
ings of Swedish phraseological units is narrower than the corresponding
spectrum of Russian units. It contains connotations of disapproval, con-
demnation and irony. Swedish units characterize only human behaviour
whose ethical evaluation completely prevails over aesthetic assessment.
Common to the two linguistic cultures are ideas about the cock as a
pugnacious and cocky bird. Swedish does not use descriptions equiva-
lent to the Russian like a plucked cock or dressing up like a cock. Swed-
ish and Russian comparative phraseological units with the component
“hen” display significant differences. While Swedish comparisons with
this component, which were once gender-labeled, are steadily moving
towards gender neutrality, the corresponding Russian units, describing
a stupid and fussy woman, retain a strong gender relation. Such Russian
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units as to slay like a hen, like a wet hen and write with a hen’s foot do
not find correspondence in the Swedish language. The meaning of the
Swedish gd omkring som en dggsjuk héna and the Russian Hocumuvcs
kak kypuya c siyom is somewhat different. The Russian unit, unlike the
Swedish one, involves preoccupation with a minor thing.

The predominance of pejorative evaluation in two languages is prob-
ably due to the fact that chickens have always been available for close
observation. Noting their appearance and behaviour, people never saw
any positive qualities in them, probably aware of their utilitarian pur-
pose to produce food (eggs) or to serve as food.

REFERENCES

Mokienko V.M. Dictionary of comparisons of the Russian language: 11,000 units.
St. Petersburg: Norint Publ., 2003. (In Russian)

Ogoltsev V.M. Dictionary of Fixed Comparisons of the Russian Language: (syno-
nym-antonymic). Moscow: Russian Dictionaries LLC: Astrel Publ. LLC: AST
Publ. LLC, 2001. (In Russian)

Slavic Antiquities. Ethnolinguistic Dictionary. Vol. 4. Moscow: International Rela-
tions Publ., 2009. (In Russian)

Stylistic Encyclopedic Dictionary of the Russian Language. Moscow: Flint, Nauka
Publ., 2003. Available at: http://rus-yaz.niv.ru/doc/stylistic-dictionary/index.
htm (accessed: 15.05.2019). (In Russian)

Timirgaleeva E.R. The evaluative nature of phraseological units with components
of vertical space in Russian, English and French. Diss. ... cand. philol. sciences.
Yekaterinburg, 2010. 211 p. (In Russian)

Iakhina A. M. Evaluation as a Component of the Meaning of Phraseological Units in
Russian, English and Tatar Languages. Diss. ... cand. philol. sciences. Kazan,
2008. 226 p. (In Russian)

Bohlin M. Ungtuppar och honshjirnor — en studie over honsmetaforer for mdn-
skligt utseende eller beteende. Goteborg, 2010. 30 s.

Hellquist M. Gora en pudel och sova riv. Stockholm: Atlantis Publ., 2005. 245 s.

ABBREVIATIONS AND INTERNET RESOURCES

KD  — Korp databas. Available at: https://spraakbanken.gu.se/korp (accessed:
22.08.2019)
RNC — Russian National Corpus. Available at: http://www.ruscorpora.ru/

(accessed: 22.08.2019).
SAOB — Svenska Akademiens Ordbok. Available at: https://www.saob.se/
(accessed: 22.08.2019).

Cranounasckas gunonozusi. 2019. T. 17. Boin. 2 295


http://rus-yaz.niv.ru/doc/stylistic-dictionary/index.htm
http://rus-yaz.niv.ru/doc/stylistic-dictionary/index.htm
https://spraakbanken.gu.se/korp
https://www.saob.se/

SS

— Svenskt Sprikbruk. Ordbok over konstruktioner och fraser. Stockholm:
Norstedts, 2003.

Anexceiit AnémH
Canxm-IlemepOypeckuti 20cy0apcmeenHbLil yHUBEPCUMEm MeneKOMMY HUKAUUT
um. npop. M. A. Bonu-Bpyesuua

Enena 3unosbesa
Canxm-IlemepOypeckuii 20cy0apcmeeHHbITl yHUBepcumem

OHEHOYHOCTDb KOMITAPATMBHBIX ®PA3EO/IOIM3MOB
MBEJICKOT'O A3bIKA C KOMIIOHEHTAMMU «ITIETYX» I «KYPUITA»
(B COIIOCTABJIEHIY C PYCCKVIM A3bIKOM)

Ins uuruposauusi: Alyoshin A., Zinovieva E. A Comparative study of phrase-
ological units with the components “cock” and “hen” in Swedish and Russian //
CkanpmHaBckas gumonorus. 2019. T. 17. Beim. 2. C. 284-297.
https://doi.org/10.21638/11701/spbu21.2019.206

B crarbe paccMaTpMBAIOTCS TUIBI OLIEHOYHOCTH IIBEACKMX KOMIAPATHUBHBIX
(bpaseonorn3MoB ¢ KOMIIOHEHTAMI «IIETYX» VI «KYPHUIIa» B COIIOCTABIEHIN C PYCCKUM
3bIKOM. OILIeHOYHOCTD SIBISIETCST OHOI 13 B)KHBIX SISBIKOBBIX KAaTETOPUIL, CBSA3aH-
HBIX C TAaKMMU KaTeropysMU, KaK LeHHOCTHOCTb ¥ 3HAYMMOCTb, TIO3BOJISIOLIMI B
COBOKYITHOCT CYIUTh O MEHTaJMTeTe HAPOa — HOCKUTENIs A3bIKA. AHAMSUPYIOTCSI
COCTaB, CEMAHTHKA 1 GYHKIMOHNPOBaHUe PPa3eonTOrnyecKnX eAVHNL] ABYX SI3BIKOB.
B kavecTBe MCTOYHMKOB MaTepyaja CIy)Xar JIEKCHKOrpadudecKie IponsBefieHns, a
TaK>Ke MaTepuajbl HAIVOHATbHBIX KOPIIYCOB PYCCKOTO VI IIBECKOTO SI3BIKOB. B pe-
3y/IbTaTe MCC/Ie[OBAHNA AeIAl0TCA BHIBOADBI O TOM, YTO B KOMIIAPATUBHBIX ppaseorno-
TM3Max LIBEJCKOTO VM PYCCKOTO S3BIKOB C 9TA/IOHAMM HEMyX U Kypul4a IPUCYTCTBYET
VICK/TIOYVTE/IBHO SMOLIMOHATIbHAS,  He PAlliOHa/IbHAs OLleHOYHOCTb. CIIEKTD YaCTHO-
OLIEHOYHbIX 3HAYEHUIT LIBEACKNX (PPa3eoIorn3MoB YXKe COOTBETCTBYIOIIETO CIIEKTPa
pycckux epguuui. [IIBeficKie efVHNUIBI XapaKTEPHU3YIOT TONBKO MOBEEHNE YeTI0BeKa,
U 3THYECKasl OLEHOYHOCTD B HUX ITOMTHOCTBIO IpeBaNupyeT Haf acTeTndeckoit. O6-
LVIMM YIS ABYX JIMHIBOKY/IBTYP SIB/IAIOTCS IIPEACTaB/IeHNs O MeTyXe KaK O Apadin-
BOIT M 3a[MPUCTON TITnIe. JIAKYHAPHBIM OTHOCHTEIBHO IIIBEJCKOTO A3BIKA ABISETCS
OIIJICaH}e BHEIIHOCTY C IIOMOLIBI0 PYCCKUX CPAaBHEHMII KaAK OUfUNAHHOLLL Hemyx,
psoumvcst kak nemyx. llIBeiicKue CpaBHEHNsI ¢ KOMIIOHEHTOM Kypuld, SIBJISBIIIECS
KOT/Ia-TO Te€HfIePHO MaPKMPOBAHHBIMY, HEYKIIOHHO JBIDKYTCS B CTOPOHY TeH/EPHOI
HeITPaNbHOCTH, @ COOTBETCTBYIOILIIE PYCCKIe eUHNUIIBI, 0603HAYAOIIe [IYIYIO I
CYeT/IMBYIO XXEHIVHY, COXPAHSIIOT SIPKYIO FeH/IePHYI0 OTHeCeHHOCTb. [Ipeobmananne
MefOPATUBHOJ OLEHKN B [IBYX SI3BIKAX MOXXHO MOTHBMPOBATH T€M, YTO JOMAIIHIE
ITUIBL BCeTa ObUIN TOCTYIIHBI A/Is1 6/IM3KOTO HAOMIOMEHIIs, II0O9TOMY Ye/IOBEK OTMe-
Ya1 0COGEHHOCTH X BHEILIHETO BUJA, IOBEIEHNS, HO TIPY 9TOM He BUJEN B HUX I10-
JIOKUTETBHBIX Ka4eCTB, BEPOSATHO, 0CO3HABAsI VX YTIINTAPHOE Ha3HAYEHILE.

KitoueBble c10Ba: OLIEHOYHOCTb, KOMIIAPATUBHDIN (paseonornsmM, 3HaueHIe,
CTepeOTUITHOE IIPECTAB/IEHNE, CEMAHTHUKA.
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