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The article deals with a contrastive analysis of English and Ukrainian anthroponymic
phraseological units, aiming to identify differences and similarities between them through the
linguoculturological prism. Some issues pertaining to the process of phraseologization of the
personal names as well as the structural and grammatical organization of phraseological units with
the anthroponymic component in English and Ukrainian are under consideration. It has been
revealed that tendency to pure appellativization of personal names and a huge amount of
anthrophrasemes in English in comparison with Ukrainian indicate differences in the cultural
paradigms of the both languages native speakers.

Keywords: anthroponym, anthroponymic phraseology, phraseologization, semantic change,
appellativization, cultural paradigm.

Phraseological units (further PhUs) containing anthroponymic constituents
compose one of the most picturesque and colourful subsystems in every language and
culture. It is to be interpreted as the reflection of the anthropocentric character of
phraseology and language in general. Most of the anthroponymic PhUs have a rich cultural
background, conceptualized in national memory as rigid associations-personalities. This
fact convinces that modeling of such component of language system as anthroponymic
phraseology is a promising area of learning language picture of the world of different
nations in the framework of anthropocentric (nominative-pragmatic) paradigm at the
junction of various sciences (in particular, onomastics, dialectology, cognitive linguistics,
psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics, ethnolinguistics, etc.). From this point of view,
anthroponymic PhUs as a universal phenomenon is one of the most interesting objects for
the contrastive investigations at both synchronic and diachronic levels in two or more
separate languages. Contrastive exploration of PhUs with anthroponymic component
explicates one of the deepest layers of the picture of the world introducing universal
(constant) and specific features of a native speaker and his culture, the reproducibility of
which contributes to the translation of ethnospecific information between generations and
the preservation of the collective cultural identity.

It is worth considering that anthroponymic set expressions become the object of
different linguistic studies of native and foreign scholars. Azhnyuk B., Kravchuk A.,
Lalayan N., Mokienko V., Moroz O., Pasik N., Safronov O., Stepanova L. and others, first
of all, give a general description of the material or cover some aspects based on a particular
language. At the same time, many problems are not finally solved yet. Interlingual
comparison of the anthroponymic PhUs, which forms the foundation for a clarification of a
lot of theoretical and applied trends of actual linguistic explorations, e. g. the problems of
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phraseography and PhUs translation, the question of the parameters of a contrastive study
of the anthroponymic PhUs are still at issue. A comprehensive contrastive study of
linguistic features of idioms with an anthroponymic component in English versus Ukrainian
has so far not been dealt; a functional aspect of these universal language units and their
national-cultural specificity has not been fully studied out. Therefore, the topicality of our
article is determined by this fact. The objectives of the presented research are to trace the
peculiarities of anthroponymic PhUs formation in English versus Ukrainian, to identify the
main semantic modifications that occur to the anthroponymic component before the process
of its complete phraseologization, to describe the structural-grammatical types and models
of English and Ukrainian anthroponymic phraseology, to emphasize the differences
conveying important cultural implications.

Phraseologization is a process of stabilization and consolidation (‘freezing’) of
certain syntagmatic language complexes in speech practice. It consists of all the changes
affecting a free word-combination until it becomes a frozen PhU (pure idiom), which is not
every time created again but only reproduced, taken from the memory of speakers. In a
complex process of certain syntagmatic segments phraseologization, we can distinguish at
least three stages:

1) restricted word-combination;

2) PhU with figurative meaning, occasionally used in specific discourses and with
a relatively established lexical valence;

3) frozen PhU with a constant figurative meaning, formed as a result of the
traditional use of the phrase with precisely this meaning in the general literary language.

The crucial mechanism of phraseologization is conversational implicature that is
the action of implying a meaning beyond the literal sense of what is explicitly stated,
wherein meaning change occurs in discourse, i.e. in the process of creating and interpreting
meanings in specific contexts. In this process, new implicatures may arise and, if they
become conventionalized, a new meaning emerges. Accustomed new interpretation of a
linguistic expression (free word-combination) is the phenomenon of a new PhU creation.

Free phrases, which include an anthroponym, undergo phraseologization very
often in different language systems. However, in this process, not only implicature is the
most important mechanism of a ‘ready-made”’ set-expression formation.

Appellativization of personal name accompanies implicature in the process of
anthroponymic word-combination phraseologization. Under the term ‘appellativization” we
mean the transference of a proper name into other lexical subsystems, like
nomenclature/terminology, or common lexis, without affixation [5, p.54]. Pure
appellativization with a stylistic purpose is called antonomasia.

Indeed, onyms perform a function of individualization and identification, which, of
course, distinguishes them from units of the appellative level [4, p. 291]. These units do not
specify but denote a specific object or subject. Anthroponyms, on the contrary, lose their
identification function in the process of phraseologization, denoting, instead of naming
object or subject. Consider this problem in some detail.

The semantics of proper names is a linguistic issue much discussed by scholars.
The most common view is that onyms do not have a lexical meaning: “...it is widely,
though not universally, accepted that proper names do not have sense” [2, p.198].
Anthroponyms are asemantic signs. The information they convey or involve, should not be
confused with lexical meaning [6, p.394-396]. Personal names are motivated only
diachronically, deriving from elements of common vocabulary (for example, Turner <
appellative ‘turner’, Menvnux < appellative ‘menpHuk’). However, anthroponyms in the
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process of phraseologization acquire their constant semantic content. On the top of that,
being an asemantic sign, in the structure of PhU anthroponym becomes a semantic core of
this unit, its cognitive center, which organizes specific mythological, axiological
knowledge and plays a decisive role in motivation plan of phraseological meaning.

After undergoing phraseologization, the anthroponyms realize pragmatic semes of
their semantic structure and as a result become expressive synonyms of appellatives.
Therefore, in English, personal name Sherlock Holmes is a substitution of the common
noun ‘detective’ (it is worth to say that this anthroponymic PhU of literature origin became
interlanguage), Mrs. Grundy have acquired a constant meaning ‘the tyranny of conventional
propriety’, Jack Ketch is ‘a hanger’, Johnny Canuck is an informal name for a Canadian, or
is used as a personification of Canada, Tommy Atkins is ‘an English soldier’, Tom Thumb is
‘a small man, a Lilliputian’, Tom Tiller is ‘a hen-pecked husband’. Similarly in Ukrainian:
Maxap Kacan is ‘a glutton’, Axaxiti Axaxiiosuu is ‘a humiliated person’ (Akakii is the
main character of the story by Gogol M. ‘The Overcoat’; he is a poor despised by
everybody official Bashmachkin, whose life is focused on tailoring a new coat), Conoxa is
used now in the structure of PhU as a common noun with acquired meaning ‘cuckoo’,
Xowma is used in different discourses with the meaning ‘an one-track mind person’, lean is
an expressive synonym of a common noun ‘a worker’, Xeecoka is a proprial substitutor of a
phrase ‘a gossip woman’, Yazuu — ‘an insidious, treacherous man’, Maysxo is ‘a hesitant
man’. Some of these partially appellativized names are characterized by the ability to be
equally used both as onyms and appellatives. According to Azhnyuk B. [3, p. 134], co-
existence of proprial and appellative functions is a prerequisite for the existence of semantic
and structural phraseological model, which is a basis for similar units creation.

The appellativization of anthroponyms in the process of phraseologization can be
more or less completed. Completed appellativization is manifested orthographically: if
proprial lexeme is being written with a lower-case initial letter, it belongs to the category of
the common nouns. When appellativization is not yet completed, or it is only partial, then
there is a confusion in the writing of anthroponyms and derivatives from it. This
phenomenon can be observed in Ukrainian, e.g., 6i0 Adama, but iyoune nuem’s; myxu
Taumana, but manmanosi myxu. The use of a lower-case or upper-case initial letter may
vary even in the same dictionary.

It is worth to admit that there is a reversed process in phraseology, which is called
onymization of common nouns. In terms of stylistic, it is another type of antonomasia:
appellatives lose their semantics and turn into the individualizing proper names.
Consequently, the proper name establishes a homonymic relation with the original common
name: May and December (in this case, metaphorical antonomasia is realized in antithetical
binomial), Lady Luck, Miss Thing etc.

There are some additional transformational mechanisms of phraseologization,
which lead to semantic changes of proper name and result in conceptual changes. These
mechanisms can be divided into several types:

1) periphrasis: cousin Betty, Aoamose pebepye, Adamosi dimu, Adamosi crizku,
100uUHe niem s,

2) euphemism: old Harry, I'nam 6esn’smuii (used as a mild substitutions for a
taboo word ‘devil’), imu 0o Omenvka, leanosa xama,

3) hyperbole: before you could say Jack Robinson, not to know somebody from
Adam, 6i0 Aoama, 3a yaps I'opoxa ([lanvka, Tumxa, Xmens);

4) epithet (associated): a plane Jane, a simple Simon, szuxama Xsecvka;

5) irony: Buckley’s chance, a Jack-of-all-trades, /Jem snosa owxa;
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6) simile: (as) pleased as Punch, (as) poor as Lazarus, sx Tapac Bymwba 3
Anopiem, ax Aoam i €8a 6 paro, ax 6aba [lanrasxcka i baba Ilapacka, suckouumu sk Kyzema
3 KoHonenws, moskmucs ak Mapxo (piouwe Cugxo) no nexny, Ak I puyb 0o cyHuys, K NUWHOL
AB800xu K08MoK, 3aMaHyi0Ch AK Bexni kuciuuox;

7) metaphor: Naboth’s vineyard, Jacob's ladder, Davy Jones'’s locker;

8) personification: the jolly Roger, the real McCoy, Jack Frost, old Tom, Mary-
janes, weuoka Hacms;

9) reification: Nessus’ shirt;

10) allegory: Balaam’s ass, Baraamosa ociuys;

11) metonymy: in Abraham’s bosom;

12) repetition:

- phonemic repetition (assonance): a plain Jane, a Long Tom;

- phonemic repetition (alliteration): a Billy Bunter, a Richard Roe, a simple Simon,
nice Nelly;

- rhyme: even Steven, Xpucms 6 namucmi, mvoms Moms, six I puyb 0o cynuys;

- morphemic repetition: out-Herod Herod;

- lexical repetition: ui croou Muxuma ni myou Mukuma;

- syntactic repetition:

binomials: David and Goliath, Darby and Joan, Jlaoa i Jlado, Maxcum i Knum;

trinomials: Brown, Jones and Robinson; any Tom, Dick or Harry.

It should be mentioned that the crucial and additional transformational processes
that accompany the proper name phraseologization are the same in both languages.
However, pure appellativization (antonomasia) without additional lingual means is more
typical of the English language. In Ukrainian, this phenomenon is rather rare. Instead,
appellativization of the anthroponym in the structure of idiomatic simile is very productive
in Ukrainian.

Structural-grammatical organization of anthroponymic phraseology is also
important for revealing the differences and similarities of the languages under
consideration. That is why we took into account morphological expression of the
phraseological main component, syntagmatic construction of PhUs, the main component
position in relation to the dependent one. Here we identified the following paradigmatic
structural-grammatical groups, which are the same in English and in Ukrainian with minor
differences in syntactic relations between the components of PhUs:

1. Substantival phraseologisms

Substantival PhUs denote first a person, sometimes other living beings or objects.
The main component of the substantival PUs is a noun. Dominating role of nouns in the
structure of PUs is ontology-based, i.e. they serve for objects of subjective reality
nomination, for instance, Jack Ketch, man Friday, Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, Daniel in the
lion’s den, nice Nelly, old Harry, old Tom, Tommy Atkins, Xpucms ¢ namucmi, lsanosa
xama, Tham 6e3n’ssmuii, PoOin3on Ha 0e3100HOMY 0OCMPOBI.

Substantival set expressions are built according to different structures.

The first structural-grammatical type is represented by the model Det +
Anthroponym: a Jack Adams, a Jimmy Woodser, a Jimmy Woodser, a Peter Funk,
aRichard Roe. This structural type is not typical of Ukrainian phraseology, as we
mentioned earlier. Instead, we found a specific PhU structural model consisting of a name
and a middle name (Axaxiti Axaxitiosuy) in Ukrainian literature discourse.
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The second type is the sequence (Det) + title + Anthroponym: a Colonel Blimp,
Mr. Right (Miss Right), sister Ann, Uncle Sam. This structural type is less productive in
Ukrainian phraseology: meoms Moms.

The third structural-grammatical type is the sequence including (Det), Adj and
Anthroponym in various combinations: a proper Charlie, clever Dick, little Jack Horner,
nice Nelly, square John. This model is not productive in Ukrainian: weuoxa Hacms,
asuxama Xeecwvrka. The words order in Ukrainian PhUs of this type can be different: Xoma
nesipnuii. Specific forms of implementation of this model are different in the contrasting
languages. In English, there is no coordination of an adjective with a noun. Unlike English,
in Ukrainian, there is a coordination in number, case, and gender: ssuxama Xsecvka
(coordination of the noun and the adjective in the nominative case, the feminine gender,
and the singular). This model has an attributive type of syntactic relations with the
coordination in an adjectival-nominal group in Ukrainian, the English language is
characterized by adjectival-nominal attributive type with contiguity connection.

The fourth type represents the more complex phraseological model: (Det) +
Anthroponym’s + N. It is a specific subgroup in English. There is a combination of a noun
(personal name) in a possessive case and another noun (appellative): Achilles’ heel, Adam’s
ale, Adam’s apple, an Aladdin’s cave, an Aladdin’s lamp, a Benjamin’s portion,
Cassandra’s warnings, a Frankenstein’s monster, Hobson’s choice, Jacob’s ladder, a
Job’s comjorter, Job’s news, Naboth’s vineyard, Murphy’s law, Morton’s fork, Tom
Tiddler’s ground, Tom Drum’s entertainment. Proper name in a possessive case is a
dependent component in the given examples.

The fifth type is similar to the previous one: (Det) + Anthroponym (in a possessive
case) + N (a Judas kiss, Promethean fire, a Potemkin village). This type is one of the most
productive in Ukrainian anthroponymic phraseology. However, in Ukrainian this type is
formed by sequences involving derivative of a proper noun (possessive Adj) + N: Adamose
pebepye, Aoamosi dimu, Adamosi cnizku, Baraamosa ocauys, Isanosa xama, Kainosa
Ooywa, Kainose oino, cizigposa npays, woouni (iyouri) cpiousaxu.

There is a semantically synonymous variety of this type of idiomatic substantival
structure in Ukrainian: N + Anthroponym in genitive case: noyinynox FOou, dimu Adama.
This Ukrainian phraseological model is similar to English N1 + preposition + N2 (N1 + of
+ Anthroponym).

It is necessary to highlight a participial-nominal group of the attributive type with
contiguity in English: Det + P (I, Il) + Anthroponym: a peeping Tom. This model is not
productive in Ukrainian since active participles in the Ukrainian language are beyond the
norm of literary usage. Compare a doubting Thomas (Det + P + Anthroponym) in English
and its equivalent Xoma nesipnuii (Anthroponym + Adj) in Ukrainian.

N1 + preposition + N2 (the name can occur in position 1 or position 2). This
model is typical of two languages. In this subclass, the combination of a noun with a noun
(or a noun phrase) is fulfilled by prepositional subordination: Alice in Wonderland, Hamlet
without the Prince, a labour of Sisyphus, the mark of Cain, the thread of Ariadne. Compare
in Ukrainian: Po6inzon na 6eszmoonomy ocmposi, Xpucms 6 Hamucmi.

The elements in the English and Ukrainian substantival PhUs can be combined by
complex connection (by means of conjunction and): Anthroponym + and + Anthroponym.
Characteristic morphological features of double expressions or irreversible binomials are
specified by denotation to the same, close or even opposite notions: David and Goliath,
David and Jonathan, Damon and Pythias, Darby and Joan, Jekyll and Hyde, May and
December. In Ukrainian, 6ab6a ITanascka i 6aba [Hanaxcka, Maxcum i Knum, Jlaoa i Jlaoo.
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2. Verbal phraseologisms

Verbal PhUs are the units with a verb as the main component denoting an action/a
state, e.g. astonish the Browns, break Priscian’s head, dine with Duke Humphrey, rob
Peter to pay Paul, Xumuni kypu pozeooumu, eucimu 0aMoKno8uM meuem.

These subordinate verbal stable phrases express objective or objective-adverbial
relations. Verbal PhUs may express objective relations in different structures. Since in
Ukrainian, the main method of expressing objective connection is government, in English —
contiguity, the objective-postpositive type of syntactic relations with government in
Ukrainian corresponds to the objective-postpositive type with contiguity in English.

Anthroponym in the structure of verbal PhU is an object (or one of the components
of an object) which can be direct and indirect according to the verb category of transitivity
vs. intransivity. The model under consideration can be expanded by prepositional
extension, by an adjective or an adverb. The most frequently used prepositions in English
anthroponymic verbal PhUs are from, to, for, in Ukrainian — do:

V + Direct Object (Anthroponym): do a Thatcher, out-Herod Herod, take the
Mickey (out of), remember poor Jack, cnisamu (3aéo0umu/3aéecmu) Jlazaps, ckopuumu
Jlazaps,

V + Direct Object (Anthroponym’s + N): break Priscian’s head, open (@)
Pandora’s box;

V + Indirect Object (Anthroponym): dine with Duke Humphrey, appeal to Caesar,
keep up with the Joneses, imu 0o Omenvka;

V + Direct Object (Anthroponym or Anthroponymic phrase (Possessive Adj in
Ukrainian) + N): bend the bow of Ulysses, have the Midas touch, pozsooumu Xumuni xypu,
po3pyoysamu 2opoiie 8y301,

V + Direct Object (Anthroponym) + V + Indirect Object (Anthroponym): rob
Peter to pay Paul.

3. Adverbial phraseologisms

Adverbial PhUs function as adverbial modifiers and express characteristics of an
action and the degree of qualitative characteristic of an object. The expressions with the
meaning of time, manner, place begin with prepositions: since Adam was a boy, according
to Hoyle, in Abraham’s bosom, on one’s Jack, before one/you can say Jack Robinson; 3a
yapsa Ilanvka, sx oyra semns mounka; 3a yaps Topoxa (Ilamvka, Tumka, Xmens), no
Mapycun noscok, 6io Aoama.

The most productive adverbial phraseologisms in both languages are stereotyped
similes, denoting the degree of a certain quality regarding the object, subject, action, or
state. These PhUs are realized in speech practice when objects, subjects, actions, or states
are being contrasted on the basis of their similarity or difference. The linking words
connecting the two contrasting objects, subjects, actions, or states play an important role in
adverbial PhUs creation. These linking words are usually represented by the functional
lexemes like and as in English and sk, niou, naue, nenaue, nemosou in Ukrainian.

Adverbial phrasemes-similes in English and Ukrainian anthroponymic
phraseology are formed as shown in following patterns:

(as) Adj + as + Anthroponym (initial linking word as is optional in most cases):
(as) old as Methusilah, old as Adam;

V + like (sax, nibu, naue, nemos, nemobu in Ukrainian) + Anthroponym (or noun
phrase): feel like Daniel in the lion’s den, mosxmucs sax (mos, niou) Mapxo (Cusko) y
I’l@K./li, suckouumu ax umun 3 KOHORnéeJlb, sUcCKodumu AK Ky3bMd 3 MAakKy, eucmpu6nymu AK
Mapxko 3 nacnvony, ax cudoposy ko3y (bumu, aynyosamu), ax Mapko (Xoma) Ha 606HI
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(3apobumu, niopobumu), sk Mapmun muna (Habpamucs, HaiCMucs, HAIUSAMUCSH), K
Mapmun 0o muna (donacmucsa, npunacmu), sk Adam i €sa 6 par, ax Tapac Byivba 3
Anopiem (cmosamu, npomucmosmu,).

4. Interjectional (exclamatory) phraseologisms

Interjectional PhUs are formula phrases, e.g., Lord Harry!; let George do it; I'm
all right, Jack; hey, Rube!; for Pete’s sake; by George!; xpymu, I'aspuno!; 3 Boeom,
Iapacio! These expressions are pragmatically specialised units often structured as
imperative sentences, curses or optations.

The research on structural-grammatical features of anthroponymic PhUs in English
and Ukrainian allowed to find out common features present in the analyzed languages and
the specific features distinguishing them from each other. Thus, the analysis of
anthroponymic PhUs in English and Ukrainian in structural-grammatical aspect shows a
significant similarity of the structural-grammatical organization of English and Ukrainian
PhUs. The main structural-grammatical types of PhUs are substantival (78% in English,
49% in Ukrainian), adverbial (12% in English, 25% in Ukrainian), verbal (10% in English,
23% in Ukrainian), interjectional (6% in English, 3% in Ukrainian). The research
demonstrated that the most productive in both languages are substantival PhUs.

Summing up the brief semantic and structural-grammatical survey of
anthroponymic PhUs in English and Ukrainian, it is worth to admit that the contrastive
research on these aspects did not reveal any significant differences. However, there is one
feature that indicates the difference between the above-mentioned phraseosystems in both
languages. And this difference is not of linguistic origin, it is cognitive. It is about the
number of units.

English is rich in anthroponymic PhUs. There are much fewer Ukrainian idioms
with anthroponymic components, and these units have a much narrower spectrum of semes
and connotations of its elements. The main factor here is cross-cultural, worldview
difference. For West-European and American axiological system, a person traditionally is
an individuality with his/her own name. The westerns are more open-minded and forthright.
They are people with their own opinions, not dependent on the public, religious imposition
or fate. They create their own destiny. Furthermore, the individual is given preference over
family. Consequently, a person has more freedom and power to take decisions on his/her
own, unlike those in the east [1]. That is why the British anthroponyms as the element of
western linguacultural system demonstrate productive transition into the category of
common nouns: a person is important; his/her own name is significant (sometimes crucial)
as the expression of his/her individuality, feelings, the way of life, etc.

Ukraine is situated between Asian and European regions. Therefore, its culture is a
spatiotemporal combination of Eastern and Western cultural systems. The relationships
always used to be family centric in Ukrainian culture. The self was not given preference
over family and hence decisions on priority and relevance of relationships were not of the
individual [1].

As follows, the cultural paradigms of Ukrainian and English speaking worlds
determine the specific content of the language lexical system and phraseological fund. And
even such a factor as a number of language units reflects the peculiarities of national
mentality and world vision, despite the fact that the semantic processes of phrasemes
creation and the structural-grammatical organization of the units under consideration are
almost identical.

The presented investigation confirms that one of the best methods to analyze
linguistic and cultural peculiarities of a certain selected language area is to compare it to the
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same area in different languages. This is especially true for those units that most clearly
reflect the national cultural characteristics and the way of formation and existence of man’s
knowledge about the world.
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MOPIBHSIJIBHE JOCJLIKEHHSI AHTJIIMCBKOI 1 YKPAIHCBbKOI AHTPOIIOHIMHO{
®PA3EOJIOTTI

Harauia Sniubka

I6ano-Dpanxiecvkuil HAYIOHAILHULL MEXHIYHULL YHIGepcumem Hagmu i 2azy
Kanycokuii konedoic exonomixu, npasa ma inghopmayitinux mexHonozit
eyn. Monooioicna, 7, 77300, Kanyw, leano-@pankiscvka 06a., Yrpaina,

men. (03472) 6-18-08

3nilicHeHO MOPIBHAIBHUI aHaMii aHTJTIHCHKOI i YKPaTHChKOI aHTPOMOHIMHOI (h)pa3eoIorii, METOO SIKOTO €
BUSIBJICHHS BiZIMIHHOCTEH MK ITUMH JIIHTBOKYJIETYPHUMH CYOCHCTEMaMH.

Iniomu 3 iMeHaMH JIFOEH € BETHKOIO TPYIHO0 (pa3eonoriaHoro GoHIy i aHIIIIHCHKOI, 1 yKpaiHCHKOT MOB.
Came BOHHU 4YH He HaifsACKpaBille BiZoOpa)KalOTh aHTPOIOLECHTPUYHHUN XapaKTep MOBH i 3aCBIAYYIOTH HOTpedy
BUBYCHHS PI3HUX MOBHUX OJMHHIb HE JIMIIE B CTPYKTYpPHO-CHCTEMHOMY, ajie¢ H B QHTPOIOJOTiYHOMY BHMIpi.
BuyTpinHiit 06pa3, npuxoBaHHil y 3HAYECHHI YW BUKOPHCTAHHI (pa3eMu, MOXKHA EKCILTIKYBATH Jiumie Ha (oHi
HAL[IOHAIBHOI KYJIBTYPH, Y KOHTEKCTI SKOI CTifiKa OMMHUILI BUHHUKIA. Lle MOSICHIOETBCS THM, 1[0 HOMiHATOPOM i
IHTEpHPETaTOPOM MOBHHUX 3HAKIB 3aBXK/IH € HOCIT KOHKPETHUX eTHOAU(EPEHIIIHHNX MOJAIBHHIX CHCTEM.

VY 3amponoHOBaHOMY JOCIIDKEHHI BHUCBITIEHO mpobiemu (paseosorizarii iMeH, a TaKOX OCOOIHBOCTI
CTPYKTYPHO-TPaMaTHYHOI OpraHizaiii (ppa3eonoriyHix OJHHHUIb i3 AHTPOMOHIMHAM KOMIIOHEHTOM B aHTJIHCHKI
i yKpaiHChKii MoBaX. 3’SCOBaHO, IO OCHOBHI ¥ J0JATKOBI MexaHi3MH TpaHC(OpPMALIHUX MPOIECIB, IO
CYMPOBOKYIOTh (hpa3eosiorizamifo BIAaCHHX IMEH, OAHAKOBI B 000X MoBax. I[Ipore amemstuBi3amis 6e3
[OIATKOBUX JIIHIBAIBHUX 3ac00iB HE MPOAYKTHBHA B YKpaiHChKii ¢paseosnorii. TeHeHuis m0 YHCTOI
areNATUBI3alii BIACHUX HA3B 1 3HAYHA KINBKICTH aHTPONOHIMHMX ()pazeM B aHIVIHCHKIH MOBI IOPIBHSHO 3
YKpaiHCBKOIO BKa3yIOThb Ha BIIMIHHOCTI B KYyJIBTYPHHUX IapaurMax HOCIIB mocmimxyBaHuX MoB. Dpaseornoris
AHIUIHCHKOI MOBH BiJOOpa)ka€ LIHHOCTI 3aXiZHOI KyJAbTYPH: CXIJIBHICTH MO MEpCOHAami3amii, MpeBaTFOBAHHSI
0COOHMCTOCTI, IHAWBIIYaJILHOCTI HaJ CIUIBHOTOK (CiM’€10, HAapOJOM, €THOCOM, HaIi€r). YKpalHChKa X
aHTpONoQpa3eosoris, O € HaAOAHHIM HApOLy, Y KYJIbTYpl SKOTO IMEPETHHAIOThCS LIHHOCTI 3aXiIHOro i
CXIZIHOTO CBITIB, BiJIoOpa)kae MPEBAITIOBAHHS CIIIBHOTH HaJl OCOOUCTICTIO.

Knouosi crosa: aHTPOIIOHIM, aHTPOIOHIMHA (pa3eosoris, (Qpaseoyorizaimis, CEMaHTHYHA 3MiHa,
KyJIbTypHa MapaJiurma.



