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Knwueswvie cnosa: “onumnvlii Koo, KonHomayuu, KoHHoOmema, OUOIEUCKUL OHUM.

Anomauin
JI. M. Bpasicuik. “Onimnuit ko0” noesii M. I'ymunvosa
Cmammio npuceésueno posxpummio “oHimHo2o ko0y” noesii M. I ymunvosea, penpe3eHmoganoco
CKIAOHOI0 00pA3HOI0 CUCMEMON0 GIACHUX IMEH, WO MAarme Npimi ma NepeHoCHi 3HAYeHHS U
8i0OUBaAOMb OYXO06HI ULYKAHHS NOEemd.
Knwuoesi cnosa: “onimnuil koo, konomauyii, Konomema, 0iOICUCLKUL OHIM.

Abstract

L. Brazhnik. “The Onyms code” in N. Humilyov’s Poetry

The article focuses on the linguistic analysis of “the onyms code” in “Judif” by N. Humilyov.
Some additional connotations of the proper names of the poetic text have been identilled, the types of
implication observed in the poem have been singled out and characterized. The semantic group of the
Bible anthroponyms: Judif, Salomea, Olofern, Jokanaan, introduced by the poet, has been described.
The four mentioned onyms in the poem have the following connotations: “Russia”, “Germany”,
“war”, “death”, “the Russian people”, “tragedy”. They emphasize two main aspects of the war: the
war, as a call and a fatal necessity, and the war, as a threat, violence and death. The fatal necessity
leads a person to danger or death, and at the same time a need for some outcome is hidden in it. It
leads to a contradictory perception of the poem. It has been stated that the complex image system
of the literary proper names relJects the inner world of the poet and reveals the peculiarities of the
“Silver Age” poetry.

Key words: “the onyms code”, connotations, connoteme, biblical onyms.
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THE CIVILIAN APPROPRIATION OF MILITARY VOCABULARY

In accordance with M. Foucault’s discourse theory, language is not a static bank of words but
a dynamic repertoire of vocabulary, phrases, concepts, and context that includes the traditions,
institutions, social practices, and symbolic systems in which it’s used [1]. Any specillc discourse is
inseparable from these features of a society.

Military vocabulary has become part of the English language over many years. This has been a
normal process, since people tend naturally to draw upon experiences in one area of life in order to
give fresh insight and understanding to experiences in another.

A lot of military words have established themselves quite [lrmly in people’s modern-day
consciousness. American linguists, W. Glowka, R. Goodword, A. Wilson, admit the incredible
productivity and [Jexibility of military vocabulary which has a great impact on the English language
[2; 3; 10]. W. Silkett writes that “few specialized vocabularies have been as similarly borrowed,
copied, and altered as has the military vocabulary” [7].

One may say that the use of militaristic language is harmless, and serves to make people’s
communication more colorful and precise. What has concerned some linguists (G. Lakoff and
M. Johnson) is patterns of metaphorical thinking at the matacognitive level [4]. They assert that in
English-speaking society people conceive of “argument as war” as shown by a set of conceptual
metaphors which may become part of people’s belief system. Linguistic research has proved the
in[Juence of language on people’s thinking patterns.

D. Smith has explored these ideas further and proved that the dominant theme of war emerges
repeatedly: “Politics is war”, “Electoral reform is war”, “Improvement of the economy is a battle”,
“Marketing is war”, “Environmental protection is a battle”, “Medical progress is a battle”, etc.
[8].

Ch. Schaffner and A. Wenden assert that these metaphors are related to one another at an ideological
level [6]. They conclude that the language of journalists and diplomats frequently represents ideological
stances that accept and promote war as a legitimate way of regulating international relations and
settling inter-group conllict; that language promotes values, sustains attitudes and encourages actions
that create conditions that can lead to war; and that language itself creates the kind of enemy image
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essential to provoking and maintaining hostility that can help justify war. The linguists write about
the need for critical language education in Language and Peace.

Though many researchers cannot make any delInite claims about the effects of militaristic language
in public speech, they caution its frequent use saying that it might further the militaristic mindset of
the Americansociety.

Some questions remain: why militaristic vocabulary is frequently borrowed, whether it always
has negative effects and whether it has possible good effects or be more effective in some discourse.
It’s worth questioning whether militarized language has any signi[Icant effects on American citizens,
whether the public’s appropriations of such terminology imply recognition of and resistance to the
ideological manipulation at work in military discourse. The guiding question of this inquiry is: to
what extent militarized vocabulary in[Juences the way the English language is used and the effects of
the language use on society. It is important to understand current changes in these spheres better in
order to overcome the socio-linguistic barrier between the native culture of learners and the culture
of the target language.

The article aims at studying the appropriation of military discourse into the public sphere and the
in[Jltration of military terminology into specialized vocabularies. The following questions have been
considered:

1. What sociolinguistic factors led to the spread of military lexicon in American English at the end
of the 20" and the beginning of the 21 century?

What were the main sociofunctional groups of military lexical units?

Which core lexemes within military terminology became the bases of lexical innovations?
What military words were adopted by the public?

What spheres of social life were affected by the military lexicon impact most of all? What
specialized vocabularies borrowed military terms?

6. How does the spread of military vocabulary affect the public? Is there any evidence of the

militarization of public speech and the social realm that is ongoing on different levels?

Any language is a re[Jection of different social processes that in[Juence the mentality of people
who speak this language. It is always contextualized and situated within a given socio-cultural
setting. To study the language changes it is necessary to investigate social, cultural and political
situation in the country.

This investigation is based on authentic language data: samples of public discourse data (media) in
which military lexical units can be found; discourse realizations of military vocabulary which acquire
new meanings or, on the contrary, do not actualize their meanings described in the lexicographic
sources. A representative sample of extracts from different kinds of text shows how military words
and set expressions are used in public speech. It provides some data for the use in research and makes
it possible to get a better understanding of the extent to which military terminology in[Jltrates the
language of civilians [5; 9].

To analyze the collected data the methods of semantic (contextual) analysis and sociolinguistic
analysis have been applied.

This sociolinguistic survey of war words focuses on the regional wars at the end of the 20" —
the beginning of the 21% century. Several factors in[Juence the civilian appropriation of military
vocabulary. They are based on the following correlations: 1. “A human being — war”, 2. “A human
being — weaponry”, 3. “A human being — military science”.

The correlation between certain extralinguistic and lexico-semantic processes has been established.
Two main sociofunctional groups of military lexical units have been distinguished. They reveal: 1.
The character, the participants, the aims and goals of the war; war operations and activities (The
War with Iraq 1991; 2003-10 — George Bush’s Vietnam); 2. The Revolution in military affairs and
technological changes which have in[Juenced military science (high-tech weapons, smart weapons,
brilliant weapons, precision-guided weaponry, stealth).

Military core lexemes have been singled out, and the interaction of general lexicon and military
terms has been revealed: weapon (before 900; ME (Middle English) wepen, OE (Old English)
waepen), [1ght (before 900; ME [1(g)hten, OE fe(o)htan), [1re (before 900; ME; OE fyr); war (before
1150; ME, late OE werre), kill (1175-1225; ME cullen, killen — to strike, beat, kill; OE cyllan), battle
(1250-1300; ME bataile < OF (Old French)), defense (1250-1300; ME < OF), mine (1275-1325 ME
< MF (Middle French); gun (1300-1350; ME gunne, gonne); grenade (1525-1535; E (English) < F
(French)), bomb (1580-1590; E < F), missile (1600-1610; E < L (Latin)).
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Some military lexemes shift their meanings over time, as they are used in new circumstances.
Despecialization of meaning is a common type of semantic shift: bomb — “an outstandingly good
person or thing”’; barrage — “information [low”; front[lre — “to achieve the expected result”; W
— “destroy”’; stealth bathing suit — “bathing suit whose cut and pattern are designed to hide [1aws
in the Uligure of the wearer”. Another common type of semantic shift is transspecialization. Some
specialized vocabularies have borrowed a number of military terms:

computing: logic bomb = logic time-bomb — “an instruction secretly programmed into a computer,
as an act of sabotage or fraud, that will cause the system to break down in specillc circumstances”,
dictionary attack — “an attempted illegal entry to a computer system that uses a dictionary headword
list to generate possible passwords” (“I’'m wondering where | can [nd good collections of dictionaries
which can be used for dictionary attacks?” [security.stackexchange.com]);

business: cross-[lring — “commercial fraud”, \Weapons of Mass Consumption — (pun) < weapons
of mass destruction;

politics: ceasellre — “conllict prolongation”, Weapons of Mass Distraction — “something which
distracts a person’s mind from important events, turf battle — “a conllict or argument between rivals
for control of something” (“Anna and Rohan were the perfect weapon of mass distraction always
talking into the early hours of the morning " [urbandictionary.com]);

law: freedom Cighters— “terrorists”, artillery — “criminals " (““The statement, “One man’s terrorist
is another man s freedom [ghter, ” has become a cliché” [ict.org.il/ResearchPublications]);

science and technology: relativistic bomb — “any of various objects or devices travelling in space
that are held, because of their great speed, to be able to destroy anything in their path” (“Their most
probable weapon would be a relativistic bomb, a projectile that strikes its target planet at close to the
speed of light” [adrianberry.net/cataster]);

medicine: smart bomb — “drugs” (“Doctors have successfully dropped the Urst “smart bomb”
on breast cancer, using a drug to deliver a toxic payload to tumor cells while leaving healthy ones
alone” [nbcnews.com/id]).

Military lexemes with semantic shift express some negative connotation in specialized vocabularies,
such as confrontation, aggression, conllict, disagreement, argument and others. Militaristic language
has signilJcant emotional appeal and it serves to highlight aspects of daily life as having a war-like
character.

Further detailed research of the impact of warfare and military terminology on the English
language is necessary for sociolinguistics which has become an increasingly important [Jeld of study,
as language use symbolically represents fundamental dimensions of social behavior. Sociolinguistics
brings together theory, description, and application in the study of language. The investigation of the
linguistic resources will give the complete representation of the social background of the English
language development, the non-linguistic factors that in[Juence the language. It will help to identify
different aspects connected with civilian adoption and manipulation of military lexicon.
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Annomauusn

/l. B. Bacuneuko. Ilepexod amnenosa3viunoii 60e€HHOU J1eKCUKU 6 00ujeynompeoumenvHblil
JIEKCUKOH U npogheccuonanbHovle nOObA3bIKU

Cmamus nocsaujena uccie0o8aHu0 80eHHbIX NeKCUYECKUX eOUHUY COBPEMEHHO20 AH2NULCKO20
A3bIKA, NPOYecco8 UX Oecneyuaruzayuu  (0emepmMuHoIoU3ayuL) U  MpaAHCCneyuaru3ayuu
(mpancmepmuHonIo2u3ayULL), UX nepexody 6 0oueynompeOUmenbHyIo 1eKCUKy U npogheccuonanibHvle
nooOvA3bIKU. B cmamve ommeuaemcs, umo 6ciedcmeue u3MeHeHull ux cemMaHmuxu obpazyiomcs
UHHOBAYUU, KOMOpble KOHyenmpupylomces eokpye nexcem: War, Kill, bomb, gun u nepeoarom
neuopamueHvle 3HAYEHUs: dA2PecCusHvle, HeNnpasoMepHvle, HACMYNamenbHvle, HEOHCUOAHHbLE
Oeticmeusl, KoHpponmayuro u KoHgaukmol. Bvidensromesa cghepvl ynompedieHuss 60eHHbIX eKCeM:
OuszHec, NOIUMUKA, MeOUYUHA, 3aKOH U Npagonopsaook. Onpeodensiomcs COYUOIUHSBUCUYECKUe
gaxkmopwl, nuAIOWUE HA NPOYECCybl A0ANMAayUuU 60eHHOU eKCUKU.

Knrwoueswvie cnosa: soennvie mepmuHul, 06weynompeoumenvbHas 1eKCuKkd, cneyudibHas 1eKcuxd,
sA0epHble JleKcembl, COYUOTUHLBUCIUYEeCKUEe PaKmopbl.

Anomauisn

/l. B. Bacunenxo. Ilepexio anzinomoenoi silicbKo60i 1eKcuKu 00 3a2ai1bHOHCUBAHO20 1EKCUKOHY
ma npogheciiinux niomoes

Cmammio npucesaueHo 00CIi0HNCeHHIO GIICbKOBUX TeKCUYHUX OOUHUYb CYUACHOT AH2NITICHKOI MO8,
npoyecis ix oecneyianizayii (Oemepminono2izayii) ma mpauccneyianizayii (mpancmepminonozizayii)
i nepexody 00 3a2anNbHOBHCUBAHOI JIeKCUKU ma npogecitinux niomos. Y cmammi 3a3HayeHo,
WO BHACNIOOK 3MIH IX CeMaHMUKU YMEOpHIOmvCs NIiHe8ANbHI [HHOBAYIl, AKI KOHYEHmPYIOmbCs
nasxono kmouosux aexcem: War, Kill, bomb, gun i nepedaroms netiopamueni snauenns: acpecusi,
HenpasoMipHi, HACMYNAIbHI, Hecnodieani Oii, KoHppoumayiio i Kongaikmu. Buoxpemieno cepu
BIICUBAHHS BILICLKOBUX JleKceM. Oi3Hec, NONIMuUKa, MeOuyuHa, 3aKkoH ma npasonopsadox. Busnaueno
COYIONIHeBICIMUYHT YUHHUKU, WO BNIUBAIOMb HA NPOYeCU adanmayii 8iiCbKOBOI IeKCUKU.

Knrwouosi cnosa: 8iticbko8i mepmiHu, 3a2albHOBHCUBAHA NEKCUKA, CHeYialbHAd NeKCUKd, S0epHi
JleKcemu, COYIoNIHeBICMUYHT YUHHUKU.

Abstract

D. V. Vasylenko. The Civilian Appropriation of Military Vocabulary

The article is dedicated to the problem of English war terms transition to the general lexicon and
some specialized vocabularies. It has been stated that military terminology serves to perform linguistic
and social functions: it names new objects and relJects new notions, fosters the communication process,
and gives a particular ideological spin to wartime news reports. The data examined have proved the
interrelation between social and linguistic phenomena, the changes which take place in the society
and the language and their interdependence. The survey discloses the peculiarities of English military
lexicon as a dynamic system, the development of the English military vocabulary under the in[Juence of
certain sociolinguistic factors: the character and the aims of military conlJicts; the Revolution in military
affairs and technological changes which have in[Juenced military science. Three main sociofunctional
groups of military lexical units have been distinguished. The core lexemes within military terminology
which have become the bases of lexical innovations have been singled out. Some spheres of social life
and specialized vocabularies affected by the military lexicon have been identilled.

Key words: military terms, general lexicon, specialized vocabularies, sociolinguistic factors,
civilian adoption and manipulation of military lexicon.



