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The issue of national character has been a subject to discussion since the times of 1819 centuries when rst systematical approach to studying the phenomenon appeared. The
categories to be taken into consideration when talking about the national character and the
term denition still do vary. The reason is partly the main sphere of scientic interest of the
researcher. Furthermore the very existence of the national character is being continuously
questioned.
Yet the controversy of the subject and skepticism concerning its essence originates most
denitely from the common humanities' weak point which is a hardly dened method of
studying it and verifying the results [4]. The sources for the information related to national
character can also be classied as rather specic. S.G. Ter-Minasova denes the following
ones: international jokes, national classical literature, folklore and national language [3].
Thus the consideration of these sources constitutes one of the methods of studying national
character. A special emphasis is made on one of the 4 sources of information about national
character and cultural studies which is put by S.G. Ter-Minasova apart from others and
is perhaps examined more thoroughly. This source is the language regarded as preserving
and reecting the national values and specic national character traits [3]. The author then
suggests the idea that the process of studying a language in search of national character
can benet signicantly from involving a comparative method into it. The principle of
comparison and relativism is also developed in one of the most widely used denitions of
national character given by T.G. Stefanenko [2].
Following the steps of the researchers mentioned above the author of this article applied
a relevant linguistic material to studying the inuence of national character on the style
of traditional architecture. The lexical units and materials under analysis were the words
home in English language and äîì in Russian and the peculiarities of the denitions
given. The dictionaries used were Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary on-line and
Áîëüøîé òîëêîâûé ñëîâàðü ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà ïîä ðåäàêöèåé Ñ.À. Êóçíåöîâà on-line [1, 8,
7].
As a result the following observations have been made. The meaning of the lexical units
under discussion can be divided into several categories.
The rst one deals with the meanings that are the same for both languages:
English: 1. home as a house or apartment; 2. home as the country; 3. home as a place of
origin; 4. home as a type of family you come from [6].
Russian: 1. Çäàíèå, ñòðîåíèå, ïðåäíàçíà÷åííîå äëÿ æèëüÿ, äëÿ ðàçìåùåíèÿ ðàçëè÷íûõ ó÷ðåæäåíèé è ïðåäïðèÿòèé. 2. Î ìåñòå æèòåëüñòâà, ðàáîòû è ò.ï., ñòàâøåì äëÿ
÷åëîâåêà ðîäíûì, ñâîèì. 3. Ñåìüÿ, ëþäè, æèâóùèå âìåñòå, îäíèì õîçÿéñòâîì. 4. Ðîä,
ôàìèëèÿ; ïîêîëåíèå [1, 7].
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The next one contains lexical units with the meaning that might portray the peculiarities
of national character. In English language the dominating component can be dened as
successfully nishing something. For example: home strait, home in on something/somebody,
drive your message home, be home and dry, be home free, be/feel at home, press home your
advantage etc. In Russian the most distinctive feature of lexical units with the word äîì is
the component of people's unity at one place. Äîì can mean: 1. people living in one house:
The whole home came to participate in the meeting.; 2. a place housing people united under
the similar living conditions, interests etc. Our motherland is our common home.; 3. family
or a group of people who live and run the household together. To be homes-acquainted; To
live one home with someone (to run the household together).; To lose touch with one's home
(turn up at home rarely, be indierent to the home business). 4. an establishment uniting
people by the common (professional) interests. Ocers' home. Culture home [1, 7].
Turning to the national character studies we come across the assumptions like An
Englishman's home is the centre of his universe, . . . he values it [home] above all things,
and nally In truth the English do not often invite you into their homes [preferring to
meet in cafes or restaurants] (Pavlovskaya, 2005, 88-89). Having taken such ideas into
consideration the meaning of idioms like bring something home to somebody  to make
someone understand something much more clearly than they did before, especially something
unpleasant; come home to somebody  If something comes home to someone, they understand
it clearly appears to be very true to life [6].
Concerning Russian cultural studies we can nd an idea that the community has always
been the base and premise of its every member existence [2]. The hypothesis that individualism
is very untypical of Russians can possibly be justied by the semi-formal Russian expression
used to say that one is going crazy  Íå âñå äîìà ó êîãî-ëèáî (One's all are not at home ),
i.d. a person is going mad if not all of the dear ones are at home.
From these results we can conclude that:

• we can verify the culture through the language;
• idioms can give us some knowledge about values, norms and the history of the nation;
• language could be involved into cultural studies as a possible support for the theories
about national character;
• a comparative study provides us with a wider eld for research;
• the real dierences in cultures turn up when it comes to translating the phraseology.
However, the problem of dening methods concerning the national character studies goes far
beyond the present research.

Ëèòåðàòóðà
1. Áîëüøîé òîëêîâûé ñëîâàðü ðóññêîãî ÿçûêà. Ãë. ðåä. Ñ. À. Êóçíåöîâ. Ïåðâîå èçäàíèå: ÑÏá.: Íîðèíò, 1998. Ïóáëèêóåòñÿ â àâòîðñêîé ðåäàêöèè 2009 ãîäà.
2. Ñòåôàíåíêî Ò.Ã. Ýòíîïñèõîëîãèÿ. Ì., Èíñòèòóò ïñèõîëîãèè ÐÀÍ, ¾Àêàäåìè÷åñêèé ïðîåêò¿, 2002, 139.
2

Êîíôåðåíöèÿ ¾Ëîìîíîñîâ 2011¿
3. Òåð-Ìèíàñîâà Ñ.Ã. ¾ßçûê è ìåæêóëüòóðíàÿ êîììóíèêàöèÿ¿. Ñëîâî, Ìîñêâà, 2008,
ñ. 142-147, 38.
4. Øàïîâàëîâ Â.Ô. Î ñïåöèôèêå ãóìàíèòàðíîãî çíàíèÿ // ÎÍÑ. 1994.  1; ×åëîâå÷åñêàÿ âíåðàöèîíàëüíîñòü è ñâîáîäà ëè÷íîñòè // Ñâîáîäíàÿ ìûñëü. 1994.  1,
85-91.
5. Lindesmith, Alfred R.; and Strauss, Anselm L. A Critique of Culture-Personality
Writings. American Sociological Review. 1950,  15, 587-600.
6. Pavlovskaya A.V. England and the English. Moscow University Press, Pamyatniki
istoricheskoy misli, Moscow, 2005, 88-89.
7. Ãðàìîòà.ðó: http://www.gramota.ru/
8. Cambridge Dictionaries Online http://dictionary.cambridge.org/

Ñëîâà áëàãîäàðíîñòè

Äîðîãàÿ Ñâåòëàíà Ãðèãîðüåâíà!
Ñïàñèáî Âàì çà âíèìàíèå, ïîíèìàíèå è ïîääåðæêó!
Ñ ãëóáîêèì óâàæåíèåì è íàèëó÷øèìè ïîæåëàíèÿìè, Âàøà àñïèðàíòêà Æóðà Åêàòåðèíà

3

