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STATUS OF ENGLISH CLICHES IN MODERN LINGUISTICS

Summary. The article is devoted to the analysis of the status
of English clichés in modern linguistics. The main features
of clichéd language units are their reproducibility in speech,
situational and multi-word character. Linguistic clichés are
considered as a part of the phraseological system of language.
This approach is most consistently developed by V. Teliya,
who distinguishes seven different sections in phraseology,
considering language clichés in the hierarchy of phraseological
units. Cliché in the given article is defined as one of the types
of reproducible statements related to communicative situation.
Clear criteria of clichés as a separate class of lexical units are
described in the article. In the works of foreign scholars, the term
“cliché” is often used as a synonym for the term “idiom” due
to their steady nature and frequent reproducibility in speech in
the finished form. The concepts of cliché and stamp are both
identified and distinguished due to the great similarity of these
linguistic units. However, the difference is that the stamps are
connected with certain situation, which they have to describe,
while the clichés are more independent units that appear in
speech situations, more informative, and give a positive value
to the text. The information load is a feature of a cliché that
distinguishes it from a stamp. The problem of distinguishing
clichés from proverbs and sayings, quotations is also considered
in the article. Proverbs and sayings refer to both phraseology
and clichés. Clichés and quotations are reproducible, but
a cliché is a unit of speech, and a quotation is a literal extract
from any text; when reproducing a cliché, a language unit from
a commonly used thesaurus is used, while the quotation is
someone else’s words and has its author. Defining the essence
of speech clichés, it is concluded that the most appropriate
term for all phraseological units is “set-expression”, which
best reflects the essence of the phraseological units, clichés,
stamps, proverbs, sayings and quotations. All these units are
characterized by constancy and reproducibility at the lexical
and syntactic levels.

Key words: speech clichés, linguistic clichés, idioms,
stamps, quotations, phraseological units.

Problem statement. Nowadays the problem of linguistic cliché
is of great interest in modern linguistics. The researches of mod-
ern scholars suggest that this phenomenon is somewhat ambigu-
ous. The primary task for many researchers in the study of language
clichés in various languages is the development and improvement
of the terminological base, since there is no specificity and consis-
tency of existing scientific definitions.

Analysis of recent studies. In domestic and foreign lin-
guistics, the problem of linguistic cliché was discussed by such
scholars as I. Arnold, V. Krasnykh, B. Gasparov, Yu. Karaulov,
E. Kubriakova, V. Teliya, R. Alison. The attention of the scientists
to the study of linguistic clichés within such branches as psycho-
linguistics, text linguistics, discourse theory, lexicology, phraseol-
ogy, syntax and functional stylistics proves the complexity of this

phenomenon and the possibility and necessity of its comprehen-
sive analysis.

The purpose of the article is to analyze the status of English
clichés in modern linguistics.

Discussion. The clichéd linguistic units should have some sim-
ilar characteristics, which determine the status of these units. The
main feature of clichéd linguistic units is their reproducibility in
speech [1].

In linguistics, there are several different approaches to under-
standing reproducibility. The first approach is presented by
the researchers who believe that speech activity means constantly
producing and interpreting new statements that the communicant
has never heard before [2]. Thus, speech activity is a creative pro-
cess of creating unique combinations of speech units, which proves
that clichéd units and idiomatic expressions do not exist, since their
specific nature is denied.

Another point of view is supported by the scientists who argue
that there are some ready-made communicative pieces in memory,
which help a person to learn the world and interact with it. These
fragments are stored in memory after the first visual contact or audi-
tory perception, and then they are reproduced in speech [3]. Within
the framework of this theory, the fact that people communicate with
each other exclusively with the help of the clichés or phraseological
units seems rather disputable.

In addition to the above-mentioned polar viewpoints, there
is another one that can be called a compromise. Some research-
ers admit a kind of symbiosis of reproducibility and creativity
of speech. O. Semenyuk notes that “real speech activity is a kind
of continuum, one pole of which is stereotyped, clichéd and almost
automatically performed speech, which description, perhaps,
demands a small set of terms with a small range of linguistic struc-
tures and units. The other pole of this speech activity is innovative,
creative, and breaking the established barriers” [4].

Thus, in any language there is a unity and struggle of two ten-
dencies: on the one hand, freedom of creativity of speech commu-
nity, which is based on the productivity of linguistic forms and mod-
els, on the other — the reproduction of ready-made complex forms,
coherence, clichés, regular reproducibility. The first tendency
allows to develop and create language, the second — saves the efforts
of the speakers, replenishes the body of ready-made language units,
and is optimal for expressing a concept or thought in a particular
speech community [5]. These ready-made units are called clichés,
stereotypes, phraseological units, templates, stamps. To understand
the essence and the nature of clichés, it is necessary to consider
a number of terminological problems.

Speech clichés, like all reproducible linguistic units, can be
considered within the phraseological system of the language.
Broad understanding of phraseology which includes not only
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the units with rethought components, but also reproducible phrases
and expressions in their direct meanings allows such inclusion. The
most consistent approach to the content of phraseology is devel-
oped by V. Teliya [1], who distinguishes seven different sections
of phraseology: Phraseology-1, which studies wholly idiomatic
word combinations; Phraseology-2, which studies lexical collo-
cations with an analytical type of meaning; Phraseology-3, which
studies clichés close to the combinations studied by Phraseology-2
on the background of standardization; Phraseology-4, which stud-
ies newspaper and journalists and writers stamps; Phraseology-5,
exploring sayings and proverbs; Phraseology-6, which studies catch
phrases. Thus, the speech cliché plays a vital role in the hierarchy
of phraseological units, since V. Teliya considers the first four sec-
tions of phraseology as linguistic ones [1].

The definition of a cliché in the dictionary also states that
the cliché is a unit of phraseological character: “set expressions,
perceived as bound units (i.e. entirely reproducible) by all native
speakers” [6]. We support N. Vyshnevs’ka’s opinion, who under-
stands clichés as a category of statements reproduced in finished
form and situational related [7]. From our point of view, situation-
ality is an important feature that distinguishes speech clichés from
all other types of clichés.

As N. Sologub admits, clichés are “phraseological units plus
something else”, and only by defining this “something”, we can
reveal the specifics of the clichés [8, p. 237]. The study of the scholar
suggests quite clear criteria to separate clichés into a separate class
of lexical units: 1) reproducibility of clichés in speech, 2) their
appearance in specific conditions of a speech act, in typical situa-
tions (contexts), 3) the semantics of clichés can be realized exclu-
sively in a real context, 4) weak syntagmatic connection of clichés
with the rest of the statement [8, p. 237.]. However, when the clichés
are used, their emotive meaning is often concomitant, but not lead-
ing. For example, in meta-communicative communication, the main
emphasis is made not on the excitement of emotions, but on the acti-
vation of various kinds of psychological activity of the interlocu-
tor, aimed at perception, processing, and assimilation of informa-
tion. The third criterion asserts the deictic nature of the clichés. It
means that out of the speech situation, out of the communicative
act, the clichés do not have a specific reference, and indicates some
possible situation of its functioning only in abstract, general way,
which specifies a close connection between the second and the third
criteria identified by N. Sologub.

If we consider a cliché as a phraseological unit, then in addi-
tion to being reproducible and situational, we must admit that
the cliché should also have the feature of bringing several words
together, which is underlined by V. Teliya. However, we cannot
deny that such units as Sorry, Well, Fine and the like are clichéd.
The problem of several words in cliché, in particular, is discussed
by E. Selivanova, who believes that clichés are not just set and regu-
larly reproduced expressions, but also “usually compound linguistic
units (phrases), which are frequently and fluently used in numerous
speech acts, both oral and written” [9].

Consequently, the phraseological status of a cliché, as follows
from the above, does not cause serious disagreement among the lin-
guists, while the definition of the concept of a cliché itself is some-
what ambiguous. At the same time, we often encounter the substi-
tution of the concepts, since various researchers do not distinguish
between clichés and idioms (proper phraseological units), stamps
(templates), stereotypes, proverbs, sayings and quotes.

In the works of foreign scholars, the term “clich¢” is almost
always used as a synonym for the term “idiom”, which is quite pol-
ysemantic. Thus, English researchers use it without making any dis-
tinction between lexical and grammatical levels to define the groups
of words, the meaning of which is difficult or impossible to deduce
from the meaning of the same words out of the idiom. For example,
foreign scholars under the term “idiom” mean speech anomalies
that violate either the rules of grammar or the laws of logic [10].
In the “Longman Dictionary of English Idioms” and “Cambridge
International Dictionary of Idioms”, idioms are understood as a set
group of words that have a meaning different from the meanings
of its components, i.e. the main emphasis is on the rethinking
of the meanings of the components of the idiom. The authors of one
of the manuals on English set expressions, consider idioms as “the
term that combines not only phraseological units themselves, but
also phrases typical of English speech, like in earnest, what’s it all
about, at the latest [11].

Such understanding of the meaning of the term “idiom” allows
us to state that clichés, due to their stable nature and frequent repro-
ducibility in speech in finished form, are idioms. However, it can-
not be claimed that the meanings of all speech clichés are difficult
or impossible to deduce from the meanings of the same words out
of phrases. For example, the meaning of the speech cliché I don
think we’ve met (we are not familiar with each other) is easily
deduced from the meanings of its components. This fact proves that
“clich¢” and “idiom” are different concept though having some-
thing in common.

Consequently, there is a certain similarity between speech cli-
chés and phraseological units. In our opinion, their similarity is
obvious from the constant character of their use. However, the con-
stant character of the units and their use is diverse: in phraseological
units it is observed at lexical and grammatical composition level. In
addition, clichés are directly related to the communicative situation
in which they occur. The difference between clichés and phraseo-
logical units is also in imagery. For example, the dictionary of lin-
guistic terms argues that the cliché is an idiom that has lost its imag-
ery, the last stage of the existence of a linguistic unit, when, at first,
the borders between the denotative meanings of its components van-
ish, then the expressiveness (natural to idioms) also fades away due
to excessive reproducibility, and finally the expression “freezes”,
taking on a definite form forever [12, p. 122]. However, not all cli-
chés are devoid of imagery, for example, the I'm all ears cliché
contains a vivid metaphor, therefore, in our opinion, this criterion
cannot be taken to distinguish between clichés and phraseological
units. N. Romanyuk mentions that even the most well-known cli-
chés can in certain situations “be vivid” [13]. At the same time, we
agree that many clichés are really devoid of imagery (if you ask me,
Just a minute).

In linguistic studies the scholars make attempts to both identify
and distinguish between the concepts of clichés and stamps. This
problem arose as a result of the great similarity of these linguistic
units, which, in our opinion, in fact represent a wider layer linguistic
units — the class of stereotypes.

In the linguistic dictionary, the concepts of a cliché vs a stamp
are identified, and considered in the same dictionary entry, entitled
as a “speech stamp”, which indicates “a stylistically colored speech
expressions, existing in collective consciousness of the speakers
of a given language as set, ready for use, and therefore the most con-
venient means of expressing a certain linguistic content of expres-
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sive and metaphoric nature” [14]. F. Bider gives almost the similar
definition, and describes the clich¢ using the concepts of “stamp”,
“pattern in the way of thinking”, “common hackneyed expression”
[15]. The term “pattern”, which is used in this definition, is consid-
ered by many scholars to be synonymous with the term “stamp”.

The identification of these two terms is explained by the fact
that they have the same origin, i.e. are characterized by reproduc-
ibility. Their difference is in their functions: “stamps are not used
in language manipulation or language game, and also do not gen-
erate — unlike quotations — additional social meaning” [16]. The
stamps are also closely connected with a certain situation, which
they have to describe, they are dependent on it, while the clichés are
more independent linguistic units.

In addition, clichés have a specific feature of being informa-
tive. A cliché, in comparison with a stamp, is considered by most
linguists to be informatively more important, attaching a posi-
tive-evaluative meaning to the text. This point of view is shared
by a number of linguists. In general, this position states that when
using clichés, the goal set in the communication process is success-
fully achieved. Reproducibility of a cliché in various situations is
more appropriate, while the use of a stamp is always associated with
a negative response from the recipient. N. Vyshnevs’ka argues that
it is the textual information load that distinguishes a cliché from
a stamp. “A linguistic cliché becomes a stamp, when for one reason
or another it has lost its primary, or textual informational load for
the interpreter, has become meaningless, insignificant for the recipi-
ent of information, in other words, it has become dysfunctional [7].

The similarity of speech stamps and clichés is in their structure:
they can be not only speech fragments, but also structural patterns
of the use of certain speech units. For example, the stamps vital
issue, free world, pillar of society, bulwark of liberty, escalation
of war have the same structures: A+N and N+of+N, and are quite
common in newspapers, while clichés Allow me to..., Excuse me...,
Remember me to... contain a verb in the imperative and a personal
pronoun in objective case.

The problem of distinguishing clichés from proverbs and say-
ings is that the latter are attributed to both phraseological units
and clichés. It should be noted that in linguistics there is no unan-
imous view on the interpretation of the concepts of “proverb”
and “saying”. In foreign literature, these concepts are considered
as analogous.

The point of view of N. Romanyuk is very interesting when
studying the problem of including proverbs and sayings into
the group of clichés. The scholar includes proverbs and sayings,
as well as various phraseological units (such as sworn enemy, etc.),
compound terms (like railway), official word combinations (nev-
ertheless, and the like), and finally, all kinds of “literary”, news-
paper and colloquial clichés (such as, so to speak, nowadays,
etc.) [13] into the group of clichés. The scientist considers that all
of the above-mentioned set constructions are purely linguistic phe-
nomena, while proverbs and sayings are related to more compli-
cated speech phenomena.

From our point of view, it is difficult to agree that proverbs
and sayings are clichés, since proverbs and sayings, unlike clichés,
are expressions of folk wisdom, and, moreover, are short sentences
expressing a universally acknowledged truth or mere fact. Clichés,
being complete sentences, rarely express any folk wisdom. Clichés
help to organize a dialogical interactional space, outline the commu-
nicative field according to the requirements of the communicative

situation, while proverbs and sayings in most cases only describe,
comment or evaluate such situations.

Some researchers attribute various kinds of quotations to cli-
chés. The English cliché researcher E. Partridge [17] defines cli-
chés-quotations as a separate linguistic group. They are borrowed
mostly from various works of English literature, for example, from
W. Shakespeare’s, J. Milton’s, as well as the Bible.

In our opinion, it is vital to consider quotations within the frame-
work of phraseology, because of their reproducible nature, although
their reproducibility is different from the reproducibility of clichés.
The reproducible character of both clichés and quotations, in our
opinion, is beyond doubt, but it is necessary to bear in mind the fact
that these phenomena are functionally different. Firstly, a cliché is
a language unit, and a quotation is a literal excerpt from a text and,
therefore, is not a language unit. Secondly, when reproducing a cli-
che, the speaker extracts a linguistic unit from a commonly used
thesaurus, uses it as their own speech; quotations, however, are
“someone else’s speech,” cited from the memory or the original,
and are not extracted from the national thesaurus or the vocabu-
lary of a given linguistic personality [1]. Thirdly, the clichés, sim-
ilar to the phraseological units, and the stamp, are not associated
with the name of a person or literary character who has spoken this
phrase for the first time, since a quote is always used as an author’s
phrase. It requires a reference to the author and quotation marks. In
case, if a quotation loses its characteristics and acquires phraseolog-
ical stability, phraseological units appear.

Clichés and colloquial formulas have a lot in common, In the lin-
guistic studies, two approaches are described: the cliché is part
of the colloquial formulas, and, on the contrary, the colloquial for-
mulas are a special kind of cliché. A supporter of the first approach
is J. Seidl, who, analyzing the concepts of “cliché” and “speech
formula”, argues that the first concept is fully included in the second
[18]. The supporters of the second approach propose to divide all
situational statements into: 1) highly clichéd formulas of speech eti-
quette, 2) reproduced in finished form and situational related state-
ments, which, from the point of standard lexicology, are completely
“free” combinations of words, where each word is used in its direct
meaning; 3) intermediate phenomena between the first and the sec-
ond types, having an idiomatic meaning and correlated with tradi-
tional phraseological combinations.

There are some other points of view. For example, Alison Wray,
in her review on formulaic language [19], defines colloquial formu-
las as a sequence of words or other elements that are ready-made
units, or turn out to be such, that is, stored and reproduced entirely
from the memory at the time of their use in speech, and not pro-
duced according to the grammar rules of the given language [19].
All of them serve to achieve certain “interactional goals” and to
maintain contact [19].

N. Sharmanova classifies set communication expressions as
the units of speech etiquette, which means a system of linguistic
signs and the rules of their use, adopted in a given society at a given
time in order to establish speech contact between communicators
and maintain emotionally positive communication in accordance
with the speech situation [20)].

Admitting the etiquette nature of colloquial formulas, we can-
not fully agree with the point of G. Dillon, who attributed prag-
matic clichés to the sphere of speech etiquette [21]. From our point
of view, one should not reduce clichés to colloquial (speech) for-
mulas, although the latter are the most striking examples of clichés.
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That is why in this work special attention is paid to speech formulas
of communication. In fact, it is speech formulas that frequently act
as communication controllers, governed by certain rules adopted
in a particular society in which the use of certain speech units is
dictated by moral and other social laws.

However, as in many other areas of linguistics, the concepts
of “clichés” and “colloquial formula” may overlap. The clichés can
be used in the meaning of colloquial formulas and vice versa.

Conclusion. Determining the fundamental nature of speech
clichés, we have come to the conclusion that a common term for
all phraseological units is the term “set-expression”, which reflects
the essence of phraseological units, clichés, stamps, proverbs,
sayings and quotations. All these units show a certain stability
at the lexical and syntactic levels, as well as reproducibility. We
have found that speech clichés tend to be multi-word units, which
can be referred to set expressions studied by phraseology.

Speech clichés differ from all other phraseological units known
to linguistics in terms of situational functioning. These units are
used in all kinds of situations of everyday communication. The
information load also indicates the special status of speech clichés,
distinguishing them from other phraseological units.

Thus, as a result of the analysis, it was found that the fea-
tures given above help to distinguish speech clichés and idioms
(the social necessity of using clichés and the criterion of minimum
stability at the phraseological level of idioms) from the stamps
(lexical units with negative information load), from quotations
(impersonal, national and authorial speech units), as well as from
speech formulas.

The theoretical review allows to characterize speech clichés as
steady, grammatically heterogeneous, regularly reproduced, stan-
dard phrases in typical speech situations; reflecting the stereotypes
of thinking of the communicants, allowing the speaker to success-
fully achieve the communicative goal, contributing to the unam-
biguousness and informative nature of the texts. This interpretation
of clichés allows us to assert the indispensability of clichés in creat-
ing conditions for successful communication at every stage.
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KoxnoBa T. Craryc aHIIOMOBHHX KJille y cy4acHiii
JiHrBicTHI

AHoTaniss. CTaTTi0O NMPHUCBAYCHO aHANI3y CTaHy aHIVIOo-
MOBHHUX KJIIIIE Y Cy4acHi# JiHrBicTUIl. [0JIOBHUMHU O3HAKAMH
KJIIIIIOBAHUX MOBHHX OJIWHHMIb € 1X BiTBOPIOBAHICTH y MOB-
JICHHI, CHTYaTHBHICTh Ta JCKUIBKOCHIBHICTh. MOBHI KIille
PO3IISAAIOTHCS K YaCTHHA (PPA3eoJIOTiYHOT CHUCTEMU MOBH.
Haii0inpm nocnimoBHo 1ei minxin po3poonenuit B. Teis,
sIka BUALISE y (ppa3eosiorii ciM pi3HUX PO3ILTIB, PO3MIISIAI0YH
MOBHI KIIillle B iepapXii (pa3eosorivHuX OfWHHI. Y CTaTTi
MIOIAETHCST BU3HAYEHHs KIIiIE SIK OXHOTO 3 TUIIB BiATBOPIO-
BaHMX y TOTOBOMY BUIJISIZII i CUTYaTHBHO ITOB’SI3aHUX BUCIIOB-
moBaHb. OXapaKTepU30BaHO YiTKi KPUTEPil BUIIICHHS KIIIIe
B OKPEMHI KJ1aC JICKCHYHHUX OJMHHMIIb. Y poOoTax 3apyOiKHUX
YUEHHX TEPMiH «KIIIIe» YacTO BUKOPHUCTOBYETHCS K CHHO-
HIM TepMiHa «ifioMa» 3 OINLALy Ha iXHill cTanmii Xxapakrep
14acTy BiATBOPIOBaHICTh Y MOBi B TOTOBOMY BUIIIAAI. [ToHATTA
KJIILIe» 1 «IITaMID) K OTOTOXKHIOKOTh, TaK 1 pO3MEKOBYIOTh
Yyepe3 BEJHUKY CX0XKICTh LIMX MOBHHUX OMUHUIL. OIHAK Pi3HULA
HOJIATAE Y MPUB’SI3aHOCTI IUTAMIIB A0 MEBHOI CUTYyalii, Ky
BOHU ITOBUHHI OMKCATH, TOI K KIIIIIE € OLTBII CaMOCTIHHUMH
OJMHULISIMH, SIKi 3’ BJIAIOTHCS Y MOBI CUTYyaTUBHO, BOHU Oi/bII
iH(pOpMAaTHUBHI, HAJJAI0Th TIO3UTUBHO-OLIIHHE 3HAUECHHS y 1100Y-
JoBi Tekcty. Came TekcToBe iH(opMaliiiHe HaBaHTaXKECHH
€ 03HAKOI0 KIIiIIIe, 1110 BiJpi3Hse Horo Bix mrammna. PosrisHyro
mpo0ieMy BiJIMEXKYBaHHs KIIiIIE BiJl MPHUCTIB’iB 1 MPUKA30K,
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nuTar. [IpuciiB’s Ta IpUKa3Ku BiTHOCATS 1 10 BiacHe (paseo-
JIoTi3MiB, 1 1o kiinre. Kuiiie 1 mutaru MaroTh BiATBOPIOBaHUM
XapakTtep, aje KIiIle € OMUHHUIICIO MOBH, a IUTara — J0CTiBHA
BUTPHUMKA 3 OY/Ib-SIKOTO TEKCTY, SIKa HE € OMUHHUIICIO MOBH; IS
BIITBOPEHHSI KN BXKMUBAETHCS MOBHA ONWHUIIA i3 3arab-
HOBKHBAHOTO Te3ayPyCY, a [IUTATa € TyXKOK MOBOIO, Ma€ CBOTO
aBTOpa. BU3Hauarouu CyTHICTh MOBHUX KJIillie, Oyiio 3po0iieHO
BHCHOBOK TIPO T€, IO 3arajJbHUM TEPMIHOM JJIs BCiX (pazeo-
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JIOTIYHUX YTBOPEHb MOBUHEH OYTH TEPMIiH «CTiHKa OMUHHIIS
(set-expression), siKuii HAHOLIBIIOK MIpPOIO BiOOpaXkae CyT-
HICTh BJacHe (pa3eosori3MiB, KIilIe, INTaMIIiB, TPUCIIB’IB,
TIPHUKA30K 1 IUTAT. YCi mepestiueHi OMUHHMII XapaKTepH3YOThCs
TIEBHOIO CTIHKICTIO HA JICKCHYHOMY 1 CHHTAKCHYHOMY PiBHSIX,
a TaKOX BiJITBOPIOBAHICTIO.

Kuarouosi cjioBa: MOBHA KITIIIIOBaHICTh, MOBHI KITiIIIE, i/1i0-
MH, IITAMITH, TUTATH, (Pa3eosoriuHi OMUHHIII.




