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ABSTRACT:

Contemporary linguistics devotes increasing attention to
the study of the linguistic picture of the world as a reflec-
tion of the mentality of an ethnic group. Phraseology is
one of the most effective means of conceptualizing rea-
lity. It preserves in its structure cognitively significant re-
presentations of the surrounding world that are deeply
embedded in the linguistic memory of a given culture.
The aim of this study is to conduct a cognitive-linguistic
and linguocultural analysis of phraseological symbolism
in selected Slavic languages, namely Ukrainian, Polish,
and Bulgarian. The methodological foundation is cogni-
tive-linguistic analysis, which seeks to identify the inter-
connections between linguistic form, conceptual content,
and cultural codes, with theoretical grounding in cognitive
linguistics. Two analytical vectors were employed: verbali-
zation from sign to concept and from concept to linguistic
expression. The empirical material was drawn from phra-
seological dictionaries, associative and frequency databa-
ses, and texts of both fiction and non-fiction literature. This
approach made it possible to outline the main principles

of linguocultural analysis of phraseological units. The re-
sults revealed the mechanisms by which phraseological
units are formed through symbolic representation of cul-
turally significant concepts across the studied languages.
The cross-linguistic analysis demonstrated both universal
and culture-specific dimensions of phraseological symbo-
lism within a broader interlingual context. The study holds
practical value for translation studies, lexicography, and
the development of linguocultural resources, particularly
a multilingual dictionary of attributive comparisons. Its fin-
dings create a solid foundation for further interlinguistic
investigations in cognitive linguistics and linguocultural
research.

Keywords: Symbols, Concepts, Cognitive theory, Inter-
lingualism, Phraseological unit, Language picture of the
world, Slavic languages.

RESUMEN:

La linguistica contemporénea presta cada vez mayor
atencion al estudio de la imagen lingUistica del mundo
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como reflejo de la mentalidad de un grupo étnico. La fra-
seologia constituye uno de los medios mas eficaces de
conceptualizar la realidad, ya que conserva en su estruc-
tura representaciones cognitivamente significativas del
entorno, profundamente fijadas en la memoria lingUistica
de una cultura determinada. El objetivo de este trabajo es
realizar un anélisis cognitivo-linguistico y linguistico-cultu-
ral del simbolismo fraseoldgico en lenguas eslavas selec-
cionadas, concretamente en ucraniano, polaco y bulgaro.
La base metodolégica es el andlisis cognitivo-linguistico,
que permite identificar las interrelaciones entre la forma
lingUistica, el contenido conceptual y los cédigos cultu-
rales, sobre la base tedrica de la linguistica cognitiva. Se
aplicaron dos vectores de analisis: la verbalizacion del
signo al concepto y del concepto a la expresion linguisti-
ca. El material empirico procede de diccionarios fraseo-
l6gicos, bases asociativas y de frecuencia, asi como de
textos de literatura de ficcion y no ficcion. Este enfoque
hizo posible formular los principios del analisis linguisti-
co-cultural de las unidades fraseolodgicas. Los resultados
revelaron los mecanismos de formacion de dichas uni-
dades a través de simbolos que representan conceptos
culturalmente significativos en las lenguas estudiadas. El
anélisis comparado demostré tanto dimensiones univer-
sales como especificas de la cultura en el simbolismo fra-
seologico dentro de un contexto interlinguistico mas am-
plio. El estudio posee un valor practico para los estudios
de traduccion, la lexicografia y la creacion de recursos
lingUistico-culturales, en particular un diccionario multilin-
gle de comparaciones atributivas.

Palabras clave: Simbolos, Conceptos, Teoria cognitiva,
Interlinguismo, Unidad fraseolégica, Imagen linguistica
del mundo, Lenguas eslavas.

INTRODUCTION

It should carefully reproduce and review the current state
of the research topic and reference key publications. At
the end of the section, it should state the purpose and
main objective of the work and its relevance to the re-
search field. It should be written in the present tense, using
a descriptive-narrative style Phraseology, as a reflection
of collective experience and mental models, is perhaps
the most representative component of the language of the
world. Both lexical connections and symbolic structures
are recorded in language units. It is these units that acti-
vely verbalize cultural concepts typical of a particular eth-
nolinguistic community. Given the interlinguistic parallels
and differences, the phraseological fund of Slavic langua-
ges is of exceptional value for interdisciplinary research
in the fields of cognitive linguistics, ethnolinguistics, and
cultural studies.

Despite a sufficient number of comparative phraseo-
logical studies, a systematic analysis of cognitive mo-
dels and culturally marked images that form the basis of

2|

phraseological units in Slavic languages is still underde-
veloped. This is particularly true of the comparative analy-
sis of Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian phraseology. These
are three languages with close cultural and historical ties.
However, their national semantic markers are very distinct.
Researchers have so far neglected questions about which
cognitive structures provide similarity or difference in the
linguistic representation of anthropocentric concepts
within these languages.

In this context, the aim of the study is to conduct a cogni-
tive-linguistic and cultural analysis of phraseological units
in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian. In addition, the aim
is to identify conceptual schemes, figurative models, and
cultural universals that are verbalized in stable language
units.

To achieve the research objectives, the following research
questions have been formulated:

1. How do cognitive models and concepts form the basis
of general phraseology in Slavic languages?

2. What are the most common images and metaphors in
the studied phraseological material?

3. What cultural universals and nationally specific features
are found in the phraseologisms of the Ukrainian, Polish,
and Bulgarian languages?

The scientific novelty of this study is determined by the
combination of a cognitive-linguistic approach with cultu-
ral analysis in a three-way comparison of phraseological
material. This allowed for the reconstruction of mental mo-
dels and the reproduction of cultural symbols to identify
the mechanisms of phrase formation at the intersection of
language and culture.

To identify common and distinctive features in the repre-
sentation of key cultural concepts and to outline the uni-
versal and unique features of ethnolinguistic worldviews,
the methodological basis was chosen as the theory of
cognitive linguistics, which is based on concepts, figurati-
ve schemes, and mental models.

Literature Review

The purpose of this review of relevant literature is to sys-
tematize key theoretical approaches to the study of phra-
seology within cognitive linguistics. It also aims to analyze
scientific sources related to the linguistic representation
of concepts in Slavic languages. Particular emphasis is
placed on identifying scientific gaps and determining di-
rections for further promising research.

Cognitive linguistics — theoretical foundations

Cognitive linguistics emerged as an alternative to the ge-
nerative tradition. Cognitive linguistics focuses not on the
formal aspects of language, but on its semantic and cog-
nitive nature. The founders (Langacker, 1987; Johnson,
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1980; Lakoff & Johnson, 2020) viewed language as a tool
for conceptualizing reality. Therefore, the weight of lan-
guage units was interpreted by scholars as the result of
mental representation of experience, in particular embo-
died through figurative schemes, conceptual metaphors,
and frames.

In particular, in frame semantics (Fillmore, 1982), lan-
guage units are linked to typified scenarios. They reflect
cognitive models of the world. In this context, phraseo-
logisms are analyzed not as lexical units, but in terms of
a cognitive structure that embodies established cultural
scenarios and patterns. Fauconnier (1994) introduces the
concept of mental spaces. According to the author, these
are dynamic models of linguistic thinking that explain the
variability of phraseological unit meanings.

According to Evans & Green (2018), prototypical catego-
rization allows analyzing phraseologisms as part of a gra-
dual continuum. Such an analysis is possible from nuclear
idioms to peripheral word combinations, since they are
subject to the phraseological principle of language orga-
nization (Malanyuk & Tyshchenko, 2021; Poulsen, 2022).

Thus, cognitive linguistics offers analytical tools for inter-
preting language units as carriers of collective experien-
ce, intentions, mental models, and cultural codes.

Phraseologisms in the reception of linguoculturology
and mentality

Phraseologisms are stereotypical representations of the
world. Each of them is fixed in the national consciousness.
It should be noted that phraseologisms are not limited to
fixing linguistic traditions. They accumulate deep cultural
meanings, such as concepts, images, symbols, and va-
lues of a particular ethnic group (Lakoff, 2006).

Modern phraseological science is moving away from the
traditions of classical lexicology. It integrates methods
of discourse analysis, cultural semantics, and psycho-
linguistics into its arsenal (Babali, 2023). Phraseological
units can be viewed as tools for verbalizing mental models
that are formed under the influence of cultural experience.

Related studies record phraseologisms as the embodi-
ment of collective consciousness, where figurative mea-
nings, metaphors, and images dominate. However, it
should be emphasized that a number of authors insist on
the idea that the phraseological fund also includes other
types of language units, in particular syntactic patterns
and discursive phrases (Bakhmat et al., 2023; Marianko
et al., 2025). Nevertheless, despite the gradual expansion
of the range of research objects, there is still a lack of a
comprehensive approach that would link these objects to
cognitive structures.

Phraseology in Slavic languages

Within the fields of Ukrainian studies, Polish studies,
Bulgarian studies, and Serbian studies, Slavic linguistics

31

pays considerable attention to the study of the national
specificity of phraseological units (Colson, 2008). Kowever,
many works are descriptive or lexicographic in nature and
only partially integrate a cognitive approach.

In the traditions of Ukrainian and Polish phraseology,
there is a tendency to study it as a carrier of mentality
(Opryshko, 2022), but semantic or semiotic analysis pre-
vails methodologically. Within the framework of inter-Slavic
comparison, there is an active search for common cultu-
ral codes or different ways of conceptualizing the world.
However, such studies have not yet become systematic.
Such analyses are usually limited to two languages or fo-
cus on the translation aspect (Melikyan et al., 2017).

Phraseological composition and the pragmatic potential of
expressions are the subject of separate studies (Seitenova
et al., 2023). However, they do not delve into cognitive
structures. This creates space for further interdisciplinary
research. In particular, the analysis focuses on conceptual
models, figurative schemes, and mental scenarios that
underpin phrase formation in Slavic languages.

Thus, an analysis of the relevant literature has revealed
gaps in the study of the cognitive mechanisms of phraseo-
logical unit formation in Slavic languages. Figurative and
conceptual models have also been neglected. However,
it is precisely these models that ensure the verbalization
of universal and specific concepts. Comparative cognitive
and cultural analysis based on several Slavic languages
(in particular, a three-way analysis: Ukrainian — Polish —
Bulgarian) remains equally understudied. Mental spaces
and scenarios represented in phraseological units of na-
tional languages have also been neglected.

These gaps highlight the need to integrate cognitive lin-
guistics into the comparative analysis of phraseological
units. This will make it possible to reconstruct concept
spheres and understand language as a mechanism of
cultural memory and ethnocultural identity.

Cultural-Historical Background of Phraseological Patterns

The phraseological alterations detected in Ukrainian,
Polish, and Bulgarian are formed by distinct historical, re-
ligious, and socioeconomic circumstances. Polish phra-
seology often echoes aristocratic and moral descriptions
entrenched in the historical supremacy of the szlachta,
which predisposed ethical and social norms. Bulgarian
phraseological units recollect mythological and zoomor-
phic imagery, reflecting pre-Christian Slavic beliefs and
their incorporation into Orthodox Christian traditions.
Ukrainian phraseology is mainly based on agricultural
and nature-based metaphors, reflecting the dominant role
of laborer farming and rural life in Ukrainian cultural uni-
qgueness. These forms validate how phraseology encodes
collective historical experience and value systems across
connected Slavic languages.

Methodological explanation of equivalence and variation.
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Phraseological units were measured by functionally corresponding when they shared the same showing cognitive mo-
del, nevertheless of formal alterations. Equivalence was resolved by metaphorical mapping, evaluative meaning, and
communicative function rather than only lexical similarity. The analysis comprised complete and partial corresponden-
ces, as well as cases of lexical gaps. They were treated as culturally expressive. Phraseological variations actuating the
same cognitive representation were clustered together, while expressions grounded on dissimilar metaphorical models
were analyse distinctly, permitting a stable depiction of both cross-linguistic similarity and cultural specificity.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The method used in this work is a cognitive-linguistic-cultural analysis of general phraseology in Slavic languages,
carried out to identify conceptual schemes, images, and cultural universals reflected in phraseological units. Cognitive-
linguistic and cultural analysis aims to identify the connections between linguistic form, conceptual content, and cultural
codes that are made through phraseologisms. The theoretical basis of the work is cognitive linguistics as an interdisci-
plinary field. This approach has made it possible to understand phraseological units as linguistic constructions and as
means of conceptualizing the world of speakers of Slavic cultural information and symbolism. The cognitive approach
also created a theoretical basis for studying the mental representations of phrase formation. The selected methods and
approaches are relevant to the research objectives and made it possible to identify the cognitive and cultural parame-
ters of symbolism in the phraseological system of language, as well as interlingual similarities and differences between
Slavic phraseological units.

Participants

The corpus of 120 phraseological units was collected by means of a purposive and stratified sampling approach. The
collection was led by the theoretical goals of cognitive and linguocultural analysis. Phraseological units were drawn
from confident phraseological dictionaries and proved corpus sources in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian.

The purposive sampling beleaguered phraseological units representing main conceptual fields applicable to Slavic
phraseology, such as intelligence, feelings, character behaviours, labour, idleness, and ethical assessment. To gua-
rantee equilibrium, a bedded principle was practiced, providing relative representation crossways main conceptual
spheres in each language.

The corpus extent of 120 units was positioned as satisfactory for recognising stable metaphorical patterns and leading
cognitive models while letting for thorough qualitative analysis. Though the study comprises both frequent and cultura-
lly marked expressions, some domain-specific or register-bound phraseology may be diminished, which establishes a
limitation and a direction for further research.

The numerical corpus procedure, counting the exploration terms, inclusion criteria, and verification procedures for
distinguishing open phraseological units from free blend in the Ukrainian Language Corpus, NKJP, and Cesky narodni
korpus (https://www.korpus.cz/), was methodically practiced to guarantee replicability and minimize sampling bias.

Phraseological units of Slavic languages (Ukrainian, Polish, Bulgarian) were selected as material for analysis according
to the following criteria (Table 1):

Tabla 1: Criteria for selecting work material

Criterion Source

Units that are widely represented in national languages and attested in phraseological

General knowledge dictionaries

Phraseological units that are actively used in modern speech (based on corpus

Frequency of use
g Y sources)

No specific local reference Units that have nationwide, rather than dialectal or slang, usage
Source: Own elaboration

Academic phraseological dictionaries of Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian languages, digital text corpora (Ukrainian
Language Corpus, NKJP, Cesky narodni korpus) were selected as source bases. Approximately 120 phraseological
units representing key concept spheres (anthropomorphism, zoomorphism, colors, artifacts, plant symbolism, etc.)
were selected from the sources.

Instruments

A set of cognitive and linguocultural analysis methods was used as a working tool. Component analysis made it possible
to identify the figurative base of phraseological units and determine the semantic components that form their meaning.
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Conceptual analysis was chosen to reconstruct basic concepts and identify conceptual models.

Metaphorical analysis (based on the theory of G. Lakoff and M. Johnson) made it possible to reveal the systemic meta-
phorical organization of the selected phraseological units. Comparative analysis was also used in the work. It helped to
establish interlingual analogies and reveal asymmetries in the selected phraseological symbolism.

This selection and combination of methods made it possible to reveal the deep cultural, cognitive, and

semantic foundations of phraseological symbolism, its hierarchy, and its role in the formation of the language picture of
the world.

Procedures

Phraseological material that met the relevance criteria was selected from academic dictionaries, digital corpora, and
texts.

Semantic analysis allowed us to divide the selected phraseological units into concept spheres (anthropomorphisms,
zoomorphisms, artifacts, colors, plant symbols).

The identified metaphorical and metonymic models were compared in terms of symbolism between languages, consi-
dering cultural characteristics, metaphorical scenarios, and conceptual asymmetry.

As a result, it was possible to construct a typology of symbols and identify dominant concepts and verbalization strate-
gies in selected language picture of the world.

RESULTS-DISCUSSION

A comprehensive cognitive-discursive analysis of Ukrainian phraseology in a comparative Slavic context (Polish and
Bulgarian languages) revealed a repertoire of cognitive models.

Typical images, symbols, metaphorical and metonymic conceptualizations characteristic of the phraseological verbali-
zation of key concept spheres in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian were identified. The main results include:

A number of universal and culturally specific cognitive models were identified in the phraseological units of the Slavic
languages selected for analysis: xutra — wnsax (life is a path), yac — rpowi (time is money), po3ym — cBitiio (mind is
light), and emoujii — pignHa (emotions are liquid). Numerous universal and culturally explicit cognitive models were ac-
knowledged in the phraseological units of the nominated Slavic languages. For instance, the model “xutta - wnax”
(life is a path) signifies life as a trip, where »xutTa is “life” and wnax is “path.” Likewise, “yac - rpowi” (time is money)
conceptualizes time as a appreciated source, with yac denotating “time” and rpowi is “money.” The model “posym -
ciTno” (mind is light) depicts the mind as a basis of explanation or brightness, where po3ym interprets “mind” and
csiTno - “light.” Finally, “emouii - piguHa” (emotions are liquid) portrays feelings as fluid and flowing, with emouii deno-
ting “emotions” and pigwuHa - “liquid.”

Thought is commonly conceptualized as a tangible entity, reflected in expressions like gymka — pid/ictota (thought is a
thing/being), while understanding is expressed through perception or grasping, as in 3Hatn/po3ymitn — 6a4nTtu/xanatm
(to know/understand is to see/to grasp). The ronosa (head) is often viewed as a container (ronosa — Bmictuiye), and the
Tino (body) is treated as the locus of mental states (7in0 — 10Kyc ncuxiyHnx cTaHiIB).

Anger is metaphorized through natural forces or uncontrolled energy, as in rHiB — cTuxifa/3Bip/BU6YX/MOPOLLIEHHA
anxaHHa (anger is an element/beast/explosion/interrupting breath). Folly is associated with dysfunction, represented
in rmynota — noLukogxxeHa/Henpadtotoyda ronosa (foolishness is a damaged/non-functioning head). Pride is embodied
in nuxa — HagyTicTe (pride is inflation), cunning in xuTpicTe — KpyTMTMCA (Cunning is spinning), and stubbornness in
yrnepTiCTb — HEPYXOMICTb, TYMiCTb, 300MOPHICTL (Stubbornness is immobility, dullness, zoomorphism). Deception ap-
pears through motion-related imagery: obmaH — obepTaHHsA, nnecTu, ceucTitn, nuTn (deception is spinning, weaving,
whistling, pouring).

Among the identified typical images and symbols, the most frequently verbalized were (Table 2):

Table 2: Typical images and symbols verbalized in all languages of the study

Image/symbol Explanation
Somatic phenomena Head, heart, soul, eye, hand, foot, teeth, bile, spleen, brain.
Natural phenomena and elements Fire, water, wind, cold, darkness, light.
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Animals Dog, rooster, turkey, devil, zoonyms in comparisons and metaphors.
Plants Oak, ash, pole, radish, pepper — as attributive symbols.

Artifacts Food (palyanytsia, varenyky, etc.), wooden objects, mechanisms
Path, movement, line As conceptual bases for behavior, cognition, and development.

Source: Ukrainian Language Corpus. (n.d.); Narodowy Korpus Jezyka Polskiego (NKJP). (n.d.); Bulgarian National
Corpus (BUINC). (n.d.).

A comparative analysis (Ukrainian, Polish, Bulgarian languages) revealed common features of contextual connections
between phraseological units (Table 3):

Table 3: Contextually contrasting phraseological units in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian languages

Contrast / Opposition Ukrainian Polish Bulgarian
Ha cboMoMy HeGi (in seventh heaven) | by¢ w siGdmym niebie (be in Ha ceMoTo HeGe (in seventh heaven)
sky —earth / B 3emutio mpoBasutucs (Sink into the | seventh heaven) / zapas¢ sie pod / morbBaM B 3eMsiTa (Sink into the
ground) ziemie (disappear into the ground) earth)
. 6imii K cHIr (White as snow) / biaty jak $nieg (white as snow) / 6511 KaTo cHAr (White as snow) /
white — black . AR
YyopHui sk 3emsisi (black as earth) czarny jak ziemia (black as earth) yepeH Karo 3eMs (black as earth)
elephant — f po6uTH 3 MyxH cIoHa (Make an robi¢ z muchy stonia (make an npaBst OT MyxaTa cJIoH (Make an
P v elephant out of a fly) elephant out of a fly) elephant out of a fly)
h JIOKKa ZIbOT'TIO B 6oulli Mefy (a spoon | tyzka dziegciu w beczce miodu (a JIBKHIIA KaTpaH B Kalja ¢ Me/i (a
oney — tar : . X
of tar in a barrel of honey) spoon of tar in a barrel of honey) spoon of tar in a barrel of honey)
honev — ice Ha A3uL Meg, a i asukoM i (honey | na ustach midd, a w sercu 16d (ho- | Ha ycrarta Mez, B cbpiieto Jies (honey
Y on the tongue, ice beneath it) ney on the lips, ice in the heart) on the mouth, ice in the heart)
bread and water nocaJiuTH Ha xJ1i6 i Bogy (put someo- | zy¢ o chlebie i wodzie (live on bread | xuBest Ha xJ1s16 1 Bozia (live on bread
ne on bread and water) and water) and water)
SIK BOBK y 30psiX PO36HpaTHCs zna sie na czyms$ jak kura na PasGupa Ce KaTo CBUHS OT

KJaZieHyoBa Boga (understand

wolf — pig i(r?r;?;rss)tand something like a wolf Eﬁ%%u (ekno:/r)somethlng like a hen something like a pig understands
PepPp well water)
beast — eagle nuBHTHCS 51K 3Bip (look like a beast) / | patrze¢ wilkiem (glare like a wolf) / miesaMm Kato 3Bsp (look like a beast) /

Ak oper (like an eagle) jak orzef (like an eagle) kato opei (like an eagle)
[ ictionary in the Bulgarian tanguage

The phraseolog|cal fabric of Ukrainian, Pohsh and Bulgarian reveals a number of shared and distinct conceptualization
patterns within key conceptual domains. Notably, all three languages feature a widely represented universal meta-
phorical model: rHiB — ue ctuxia / 3sip / Tenno (anger is a force of nature, a beast, or heat), which invokes natural or
animalistic associations as a means of representing uncontrolled emotions. Other frequent cross-linguistic metaphors
include posym — csitino (mind is light), aymka — ictota / nTax (thought is a being or a bird), and nmxa — HagyTicTb (pride
is puffiness), indicating a deep-rooted kinship in the figurative thinking of Slavic languages. The studied languages also
exhibit a shared symbolic load in somatisms such as ronosa, cepue, and o4i (head, heart, eyes), which serve as central
conceptual anchors in the phraseological worldview.

At the same time, important nationally specific differences can be observed. In Polish, there are phraseological expres-
sions that reflect the view of the stomach as an emotional center. For instance, anger is conceptualized as a disturbance
of digestion, a belief that echoes folk medicine and ethnopsychological traditions. Bulgarian exhibits a broader reper-
toire of religious-mythological and zoomorphic imagery, particularly within the conceptual domains of luxa (pride) and
Yneprictb (stubbornness), reflecting the influence of sacred discourse on the language picture of the world. Ukrainian,
in contrast, stands out for its high phraseological productivity related to the artifact-based concept of xa (food) within
the domains of lNMosegiHka (behavior), Ctpax (fear), and lnynora (foolishness), where acts of consuming or rejecting
food metaphorically convey psychological states or character traits.

At the level of structural models of conceptual domains, several key metaphorical frameworks are outlined. Within the
conceptual domain of IHTenekT (intellect), the dominant metaphors include 3HaHHA = 6a4eHHA (knowledge is vision),
posym = fokyc (mind is a location), and iHTyiuia = Hrox (intuition is smell), where the central symbolic referent is the
ronosa (head). In the domain of lMeuxiyni cTanm (mental states), prevalent imagery comprises emouia = pignHa / BOroHb
/ BiTep (emotion is liquid, fire, or wind) and Tino = BmicTunnie emouivi (the body is a container for emotions), supported
by somatic symbols such as cepue (heart), gywa (soul), and xoBu (bile).
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The concept of MHiB (anger) is realized through models such as rHiB = Bubyx / ctuxisa / 38ip (anger is an explosion, a
natural force, or a beast) and rHiB = nopyLueHHsa TemnepartypHoro 6anaHcy (anger is a disturbance of thermal balance),
with no indications of personification. The concept of Ctpax (fear) is characterized by specific features such as the idea
of internal organ displacement, for example, neyinka ctuckaetoca (the liver contracts), the consumption model as a
metaphor for emotional experience, and the integration of mythological and religious representations.

The concept of JypHyaricts (foolishness) is represented through models such as rooBa — HenpavLtor4Ymi MexaHi3m
(the head is a malfunctioning mechanism) and mMo30k = noLukoakeHwu / nopoxxHin (the brain is damaged or empty),
which evoke the image of a 3namaHa mawumHa (broken machine). In the conceptualization of Jocsig (experience), the
leading metaphor is JOCBI — CJ/1IAN IVl HA OB’E€KTI (experience is the trace of actions on an object), exemplified
by common phraseological expressions such as crtpinaHmi, butui, Teptmi (seasoned, battle-tested, worn down).
The concept of Ynepricts (stubbornness) is characterized by zoomorphic and object-based verbalization, with sym-
bolic elements like poru (horns) and gepes’aHi npeameTn (wooden objects), as in yneptuii Ak ocen (stubborn as a
donkey) and ronosa sk konoga (a head like a log). The concept of NMuxa (pride) is metaphorically represented as
HagyTicTe (puffiness), with the iHguk (turkey) serving as a central symbolic figure. In the phraseological structuring of
O6man (deception), dominant models include obman = kpuBi gii | putyan / o6eptanHA (deception is distortion, ritual, or
rotation), conveyed through dynamic imagery such as kpytutu, ceuctitn, and naectu (to twist, to whistle, to weave),
often involving somatisms without fixed symbolic anchoring.

Particular attention should be given to the phenomenon of ambivalence, where the same object receives opposite eva-
luations in different phraseological expressions. For example: Myapwii sk ay6 (wise as an oak) vs. ypHui Ak ay6 (foo-
lish as an oak), Po3ymHuii ik cobaka (clever as a dog) vs. ypHuii ik cobaka (stupid as a dog); Madry jak dab vs. Glupi
jak dab; Madry jak pies vs. Glupi jak pies; Mbabp kato a6 vs. [lynaB kato Ab6; YMeH KaTto Ky4ye Vs. [TlynaB KaTo KyJe.
In the context of Slavic languages—particularly Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian—there also appears the image
4YepBOHWI AK Oonup, czerwony jak upior, 4epBeH kaTo Bamnup (red as a vampire), which carries contradictory semantic
connotations. This kind of ambivalence can be explained by the polysemantic nature of cultural symbols or by differing
conceptualization profiles within a single language picture of the world or across distinct linguistic cultures.

As a result of the linguocultural analysis of general phraseology in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian a number of shared
cognitive models, images, and symbols have been identified. These elements reflect both similar and divergent con-
ceptual representations of the world within the Slavic language community (see Table 4).

Table 4: Cognitive metaphors in the phraseological systems of the selected languages

Cognitive Metaphor Ukrainian Polish Bulgarian
. NpoMTY cBil wnax (to walk przejéé przez zycie (fo go  M3MMHaBaM xuTelrckms MbT (to walk
Life is a path \ . o
one’s path) through life) life's path)
Time is money yac — rpowi (time is money) (riwzc?r?et; pieniadz (time s BpemMeTo e napw (time is money)
Mind is light cBiTna ronoga (a bright head) = jasna glowa (a clear head) = csetna mucbn (a bright thought)
Emotions are liquid/ nepenosHeHMM . wylewac zale (to pour out n3bnmK Ha yyBcTBa (out-
container emouismm (overflowing SOIrows) burst of feelings)

with emotions)
The analysis also made it possible to identify key phraseological images that function as symbols in the language pictu-
re of the world. The cepuye (heart) is a center of emotion and compassion, a shared image across all the examined lan-
guages. The ronosa (head) symbolizes intellect and logic. Borons (fire) and Boga (water) represent emotions, passion,
purification, or danger. lMraxum (birds) are associated with freedom, the soul, and flight, as seen in Ukrainian BisibHui, Ak
ntax (free as a bird) and Bulgarian cBob6ogeH karo ntuya (free like a bird). The wnasax (path) refers to life as a process
and to personal destiny. Oui (eyes) and 3ip (sight) are linked to understanding and intuition, as in Ukrainian po3ymitu 3
nienormAay (to understand at a glance) and Polish mieé¢ oczy szeroko otwarte (to have one's eyes wide open). All of the-
se images possess an archetypal nature and contribute to the construction of phraseological oppositions (see Table 5).

Table 5: Shared phraseological images with archetypal significance

Shared / Distinct Symbols Ukrainian Polish Bulgarian
Cepue - emodii (heart — emotions) + + +
BoBk - HeBeaneka (wolf — danger) + + -
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Xni6 - BigHicTb (bread — poverty) + + +
Mep, - nonuvH (honey — wormwood) + + +
LLnax - »xutTs (path - life) + + +
Mraxu - cBobopa (birds — freedom) + - +
Yac - rpowi (time — money) + + +

The findings indicate a close similarity; however, cross-linguistic asymmetry is also present. Linguistic symmetry is
observed in the fact that the majority of phraseological units share common roots in folklore and biblical imagery, and
frequently rely on bodily experience (heart, head, stomach) to conceptualize emotions and intellect. Regarding asym-
metry, Bulgarian demonstrates a higher frequency of phraseological units involving animal symbols (cBuHsA, komap,
KOHb), often with humorous or derogatory connotations. Fixed expressions with Christian symbolism (601, rpix, pa#)
are also actively used. In Polish phraseology, aristocratic imagery is particularly prominent, as seen in “odnosi¢ sie po
krolewsku” (to behave royally) and “mieé szlachecky dusze” (to have a noble soul). The results obtained showed that
cognitive models and concepts are not only the basis for the formation of phraseological units in Slavic languages, but
also a manifestation of established mental structures that are deeply rooted in the collective experience of speakers.

It has been traced that phraseological unit’s function as sign language units that accumulate frame structures, concep-
tual metaphors, and figurative patterns characteristic of the Slavic mentality. In this context, the opinion of researchers
(Kévecses, 2017; Hartmann, 2021) is confirmed that phraseological units are not random formations, but regular cog-
nitive forms that serve as verbal markers of stereotypes, values, and worldview orientations.

In particular, the concepts of “po3ym” (intellect), “mypictb” (foolishness), “npausa” (work), and “niHowi” (laziness) are rea-
lized through similar cognitive patterns in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian, which indicates a cross-linguistic similarity
in Slavic phraseological thought.

The analysis of phraseological data also made it possible to outline a set of the most frequent images and metaphors
that function as dominant representations of key concepts in Slavic languages. These include zoomorphic, anthropo-
morphic, and floromorphic images, as well as metaphors related to religion, corporeality, domestic life, and the natural
world (see table 6):

Table 6: Dominant frame models.

Cognitive Model / Category Ukrainian (%) Polish (%) Bulgarian (%) Notes
gt%rgatic imagery (head, heart, eyes, 15% 14% 13% Dominant in intellect, emotions, mental states
Zoomorphic imagery (animals) 8% 8% 1% Stubbornness, foolishness, pride, aggression
Anthropomorphic imagery 5% 6% 4% fﬂ%?g”atst concepts: thought, experience,
Religious metaphors 3% 8% 4% Biblical or sacred elements
Secular metaphors 23% 17% 22% Everyday, natural, or cultural symbols
Anger = natural force / beast / heat 4% 5% 4% Core metaphor across languages
Mind = light 4% 4% 3% Conceptualizes intellect and understanding
Emotions = liquid / container 3% 4% 3% Emotions as flowing, overflowing, contained
Life = path 3% 3% 3% Life conceptualized as journey
Other models (pride, foolishness, o o o Pride as inflation, deception as rotation, foolish-
deception, etc.) 9% 8% 7% ness as dysfunction

The choice of conceptospheres as anthropomorphism, zoomorphism, colors, artifacts, and plant symbolism was direc-
ted by cognitive-linguistic and linguocultural theory. Previous research (e.g., Kévecses, 2017; Brdar, 2009) state their
importance in phraseological systems, mirroring embodied knowledge, symbolic thinking, and socially salient stan-
dards. Initial corpus analysis established that these spheres produced frequent and semantically rich phraseological
units across Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian.

The detected similar symbolism, where equal objects like “oak” are assessed oppositely, is interpreted through ba-
ses of prototype semantics, radial categories, and mental space theory, reflecting historical semantic shifts, domain-
specific conceptual frames, or context-dependent meaning construction, as supported by relevant cognitive-linguistic
scholarship.
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As noted by Brdar (2009), such metaphors are stable
cognitive models that form a shared cultural field. Positive
qualities are often metaphorized through light natural ima-
gery, such as “uite sk MaK” (blossoms like a poppy) and
“3on0Ti pykn” (golden hands), while negative traits are ex-
pressed via zoomorphic or bodily representations, as in
“nypHUI gk neHb” (dumb as a stump) and “He Bci Booma”
(not all there).

Similar symbolism is observed in all three languages
analyzed, which once again confirms the similarity of
conceptualization models in Slavic cultures. Prototypical
ideas about mind, beauty, health, as well as pathologi-
cal or marginal states are realized linguistically through
metaphorical thinking, which is conditioned by deeply
rooted figurative patterns. In the context of above-mentio-
ned abilities development modern research in the field of
Ukrainian philology as well increasingly combines linguis-
tics and literature, demonstrating an interdisciplinary ap-
proach to the study of language and literature (Syvachuk,
Yuhan, Posmitna, Opryshko & Kobzei, 2024). Papafragou
(2021) raises the question of ambivalent symbolism, es-
tablishing theoretical frameworks of polysemy, including
prototype semantics, radial categories, and mental spa-
ce theory, explaining that such contradictory valuations
may arise from historical semantic shifts, domain-specific
conceptual frames, or pragmatic context-dependence.
Regarding the third research question, the results showed
both the presence of cultural universals and distinct na-
tional specificity. Universal concepts related to the basic
oppositions of life/death, work/laziness, good/evil are re-
presented by similar phraseological units structured by
similar frames. At the same time, within each language,
local priorities in figurative thinking are clearly defined. In
particular, the Polish language is dominated by references
to Christian symbols and moral and religious concepts,
while the Ukrainian language tends toward images of natu-
re, agricultural activities, and everyday life. The Bulgarian
language retains archaic imagery associated with the ani-
mal world, magic, and pre-Christian beliefs. From a dia-
chronic viewpoint, cognitive models in Ukrainian, Polish,
and Bulgarian phraseology demonstrate both historical
steadiness and discerning novelty. The essential meta-
phors (life is a path, mind is light, emotions are liquid, an-
ger is a natural force) trace mirror Slavic folklore, biblical
imagery, and pre-modern worldviews. They reflect perso-
nified involvement and agrarian, religious, and mythologi-
cal knowledge. Dissimilarity, fresher models, such as time
is money, mirror industrialization, capitalist economies,
and modern output, representing adaptive reconfigura-
tion of traditional systems. Therefore, Slavic phraseology
exemplifies both cultural steadiness and semantic altera-
tion, with introductory metaphors outstanding stable while
newer social veracities add layers of meaning, stress the
active evolution of phraseological cognition. Thus, the role

of national experience in the conceptualization of mea-
nings even within related languages is undeniable.

Thus, the proposed cognitive and linguocultural approach
has made it possible to establish that the mental struc-
tures encoded in phraseological units are not arbitrary
but are shaped by lived experience, value systems, and
the conceptual hierarchy inherent to a particular langua-
ge community. Despite considerable interlingual affinity,
Slavic languages exhibit both deep cultural commonality
and distinct patterns of language conceptualization.

At the same time, certain limitations of the study, such
as the restricted number of languages and phraseolo-
gical units, as well as the focus on nominative and eva-
luative functions, indicate directions for further research.
Expanding the comparative scope to include additional
Slavic languages, in combination with an analysis of the
pragmatic and discursive functions of phraseological
expressions, would allow for a deeper understanding of
both universal and unique aspects of the Slavic phraseo-
conceptual worldview.

The results approve that the combination of cognitive lin-
guistics and linguocultural approaches successfully dis-
closes how language translates collective experience and
proposes robust pedagogical potential for Slavic language
instruction and translation exercise. Phraseological units’
crossways languages group around recurring cognitive
models, which can be qualified in semantically connec-
ted groups (e.g., mind as light, life as a path) to improve
understanding, holding, and intercultural consciousness.
In translation exercise, this typology helps in classifying
practical equivalents, avoiding literal mistakes, and pro-
moting cultural understanding. The integration of cogniti-
ve and comparative phraseological perceptions supports
a conceptually beached and culturally learnt method to
idiomatic competence and professional translation skills.

CONCLUSIONS

A comprehensive approach to the outlined topic made it
possible to reconstruct the deep cultural meanings em-
bedded in phraseological units and to identify interlingual
and intercultural patterns in their formation.

The analysis revealed interlinguality and archetypality.
The results of the study demonstrated the symbolic com-
monality of a significant part of phraseological metaphors
and metonymies in Ukrainian, Polish, and Bulgarian. This
is due to the common cultural and historical space of the
Slavic peoples. The work also highlights asymmetries,
namely differences in prototypical representations and
symbolic attributes formed under the influence of national
traditions. It has been established that symbols as structu-
ral components of phraseological units perform a seman-
tic and cognitive function, and that concept spheres are
mostly anthropocentric and ethnocentric.

EDITORIAL
Vol 18 | No.3 | May-June | 2026 ;
Continuous publication LA
e5422 gmli/jnsﬁ)



UNIVERSIDAD Y SOCIEDAD | Scientific journal of the University of Cienfuegos | ISSN: 2218-3620

Prospects for further research may concern comparative
strategies for verbalizing concepts. Such research will
allow us to record the dynamics of the language picture of
the world, in particular, the transition of exotic prototypes
to typical ones, as well as the specifics of categorizing
abstract features in different languages.

The proposed study confirms that for the Slavic space,
where both common and unique features of phrase forma-
tion are noticeable, a linguocultural analysis of phraseolo-
gisms is an effective tool for reconstructing the language
picture of the world. The results of this work create a solid
foundation for the further development of linguocultural
dictionaries, intercultural studies, and for the needs of lan-
guage teaching in an interlinguistic context.
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