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Reading riddles aright: a cognitive linguistic analysis
of english and ukrainian riddles

The article offers an analysis of the conceptual structure of English and Ukrainian riddles with the subsequent comparison
of the empirical data under scrutiny. The relevance of the cognitive-linguistic vantage point adopted in the paper is determined
by the fact that riddles constitute coal-and-ice elements of the linguistic image of the world which is a reflection of the ethnic
conceptual image of the world. Thus, exposing the conceptual organization of riddles lays foundations for establishing unique
features of the mindset of the English and Ukrainian peoples reflected in riddles in both languages. To reach the goal, | apply
the methodology of conceptual analysis, namely the notions of conceptual sphere and domain introduced by cognitive linguists,
as well as basic propositional schemas that feature in semantics of lingual networks. The research consists of two stages. At
the first stage, | perform the modeling of the conceptual arrangement of objects the riddles refer to. The objects are found to
fall within one of the two conceptual spheres (LIVING BEINGS and INANIMATE OBJECTS) that consist of three and six domains
correspondingly. At the second stage, the characteristics of referents that are mentioned in the riddles serving as clues for guessing
them are considered. These 25 characteristics are viewed as predicates of 11 basic propositional schemas. In conclusions, | draw
a comparison between the riddles of the two languages. The similar features are attributed to the universals embedded in the
conceptual image of the world symptomatic of all humans whereas the revealed differences pertain to idioethnic specificity of the
two linguistic communities.

Keywords: basic propositional schemas, conceptual image of the world, conceptual sphere, domain, referent of the riddle,
riddle.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Riddle as a peculiar type of a phraseological unit has
often attracted attention of linguists [13; 18; 19; 22;
24; 26; 28]. Cognitive linguistics as a novel approach
to the study of language data offers opportunities for
new insights into the nature of riddles considered by it
as packages of verbalized information. Analyzing them
might bring us closer to understanding the ways the
human mind works [7].

Modern linguistics does not offer a unified opinion on
the status of the riddle. Traditionally, riddles are studied
by paroemiology together with other paroemiological
units - sayings, proverbs, adages, etc. Paroemia as
a term has been widely used by scholars for quite a
time, yet it doesn’t have a universal interpretation in
linguistics. Nevertheless, scholars (for instance [8, p. 4;
15, p. 412]) do agree that paroemiae are short adages
mostly as long as a sentence (or even a part of it) which
represent a brief dialogue or a sketch. They reflect a
person’s character, his/her actions, life experience, and
religious beliefs as well as the events in the immediate
environment. As a kind of paroemia, the riddle is an
expression that contains an explicit or implicit question
and provokes the listener to find the answer, which is
a condensed thought denoted by the word that names
the object or phenomenon referred to by the riddle [14,
p- 8].

Recently, there has been a rise of scholarly interest
in the riddle (for instance, [6; 20; 25; 27]), yet the
researchers have not paid any attention to the
conceptual background of the riddles in different
languages, still less to their comparison.

The topicality of the paper is stipulated by
the methodology the analysis is grounded on. The
application of various kinds of conceptual analysis
developed by different schools of cognitive linguistics
enables to reveal the mental foundations of English
and Ukrainian riddles paving the way for making
conclusions about the peculiarities of the mindset and
worldview of the two nations.

The articleai m s to expose the conceptual structure
of English and Ukrainian riddles with their subsequent
comparison. To reach the goal set, the following tasks
were solved:

e the classification of referents of English and
Ukrainian riddles as the entities belonging to certain
domains and conceptual spheres;

e the discovery of characteristics of the referents
that give a clue for guessing the riddle;

e the comparison of the revealed features of riddles
in the two languages.

The object of the study is English and Ukrainian
riddles. The subject matter of the article is
the conceptual organization of these riddles. The
empirical data of the research consist of 285
English and 404 Ukrainian riddles received through
continuous sampling from the novel The Hobbit by ].R.R.
Tolkien and three internet resources.
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The article makes use of the methodology of
cognitive linguistics. The conceptual arrangement of
objects the riddles refer to was modeled via applying
the notions of the conceptual domain and conceptual
sphere introduced in cognitive semantics. The
conceptual sphere signifies all background information
necessary to identify the meaning of a linguistic unit. Its
constituents are called domains [9, p. 87]. Features of
the objects riddles refer to are related to predicates of
basic propositional schemas (BPS) of four types - being
schemas, action schemas, possession schemas, and
comparison schemas. According to S. A. Zhabotynska
[10; 11], these BPS constitute a conceptual network that
underlies the informational system of a human. They are
called basic since they expose original and most general
principles governing the processes of categorization
and arrangement of information about the surrounding
world. Each type comprises several schemas which
reveal the major types of relations between an object
and its features or between several objects.

2. FINDINGS

As scholars have noted, riddles and proverbs are
significantly (sometimes literally) similar in their
structure which allows their mutual transformations
in different folklore traditions. Since A. V. Koonin,
I. I. Chernyshova and others place proverbs within
the phraseological stock of a language [see 2, p. 29-
30], the same can be evidently stated about riddles.
V. V. Vinogradov in his classification considers proverbs
(and thus riddles as well) to be phraseological unities
as they are expressions retaining semantic separability
of the elements, so their meaning is partially
motivated [see 17, p. 139]. | maintain that there are five
characteristic features conditioning treatment of the
riddle as a peculiar type of the phraseological unit.

The first such feature is the metaphoric nature of the
riddle. The latter is defined as a metaphoric expression
in which one object is depicted with the help of another
having some kind of similarity with it. The tradition of
defining riddles as metaphors goes back to Aristotle
who considered the riddle to be a well-construed
metaphor [see 4, p. 10]. A. N. Afanasyev calls the riddle
“a splinter of the ancient metaphorical language” [1,
p- 14]. Similarly, a phraseological unit is metaphoric
in its nature as well [23, p. 203]. A metaphor is a figure
of speech that presupposes using words or expressions
in indirect meaning based on some likeness, similarity,
or comparison. All these features can be found in the
riddle. As O. O. Selivanova remarks [21, p. 16], the most
typical metaphoric mapping in the riddle is based on
anthropomorphism i.e. on associating inanimate things
with humans.

The second phraseological feature of the riddle is
its stability which has several aspects [17, p. 133]. The
stability of usage surfaces in its universal application
in a speech community. “Extraordinary integrity of the
tradition and stability of images in a riddle” [3, p. 7]
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explain the fact that the riddle preserved very well its
ancient meaning and form. Stability also transpires in
its clichéd nature i.e. it is being reproduced readymade.
Syntactic stability determines certain word order
in the riddle which may seldom be violated by the
introduction of a few lexemes. Riddles also manifest
the stability of meaning and lexical composition being
traditional fossilized models which hardly (or not at all)
change except in singular cases. Sometimes, the word
which names the object the riddle refers to is a part of a
set expression and the other part of it is employed in the
text of the riddle to help identify the answer. In this case,
the riddle is stable because it is impossible to change
components of the set expression.

The third phraseological feature of the riddle is its
equivalence to a word. The riddle is a cohesive unit of
the language functioning in it like a single word which
is the answer to the riddle. Moreover, the riddle as a
word equivalent is semantically inseparable and has
synonyms - riddles which refer to identical objects.

The fourth is its nominative nature. The riddle
as a phraseological sentence names single objects or
their classes which shows that the riddle performs a
nominative function [2, p. 31].

Cumulativity is the fifth phraseological feature of the
riddle. In archaic societies, riddles were used as a part of
arite and a means of rendering sacred knowledge about
the world [12, p. 5]. They carry an impact of ancient
times and retain their “primeval mythic nature” being
“remnants of mythic creed” and “elements of the world
image of a folklore group” [5, p. 33; 16, p. 111]. Historic
circumstances, experience, and peculiar mentality of a
language community determine typical (for this very
language community) features and expressive means
surfacing in the test of a riddle pertaining to a certain
object.

Thus, being a peculiar kind of phraseological units,
riddles are the elements of the idiomatic stock of a
certain language where they reflect the standardized
image of the world of the language community. This
image relates the imprint of a nation’s history, its ethnic
specificity, and, consequently, a peculiar mindset.
The latter consideration enables employment of the
methodology of cognitive linguistics for studying these
language units, which is what I do in this article to
analyze English and Ukrainian riddles.

The objects that the riddles of both languages refer
to fall within two conceptual spheres — LIVING BEINGS
and INANIMATE OBJECTS. Each sphere consists of
several domains: Human, Animal and Mythic creature
belong to the former and Artefact, Object of nature,
Natural phenomenon, Culture concept, Plant and
Substance - to the latter.

Objects belonging to domain Human refer the human
as a biological species (e.g. What walks on four legs in
the morning, two at mid-day, and three in the evening?
(Human); He dopocauil uje MyxcuuHa, ma edce 308CiM
He dumuHa, mo ¢ Hazseamu liozo ak? 3dozadaaucs?
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(IOHak)), family relations (e.g. A father’s child, a mother’s
child, yet no one’s son. (Daughter)), ethnicity (e.g. Xmo
8podausa Ys NAHAHKAG, WO COpPOYKA-8UWUBAHKA? -
A s dieuuHa YcmuHka, 1 MasaeHbKka .. [(Ykpainka)),
occupation (e.g. He has married many women, but has
never been married. Who is he? (Preacher); /le scugyms
y eopax xmapu, sunacaromucss omapu? I[lomipkyiime,
nocmapatimecs, xmo nace ix? 3dozadatimecs. (4abaH)),
or mention human’s body parts (e.g. Different lights do
make me strange, thus into different sizes I will change.
(Pupil of an eye); Tpudyssms d80€ Ko3akis 8ce MO0MAMb
6e3 yinkie. /luw yykepKky nokazamu, 3HUKHe 8MUmMb, 2001
wykamu. (3y6u)).

Constituents of domain Animal refer to mammals
(e.g. What always goes to bed with shoes on? (Horse);
KauwoHoeaull, eosoxamuli, eaimky cnpumHulli ma 3as-
3amutl, Hy a 83UMKY, JexceboKa, y 6ap/a03i epie 6OKU.
(Bedmidyw)), insects (e.g. [ move without wings, between
silken strings, I leave as you find my substance behind.
(Spider); /lemumsb - 8ue, csde - pue. [2Kyk)), birds (e.g.
IImax nosadxcHo noxodcae, y Xeocmi KeIMHUK x08ae. Ak
posnycmums 8iH Xeocma, Have pysca 3aysima. ([lasuy)),
fish (e.g. Mae xgicm, ma He aimae, mae pom - He po3MO8-
sas51€e. Moscew 8ydkow cnitimamu i 3a2adky sideadamu.
(Pu6a)), amphibias (e.g. «Ksa-kea-kea» - eoHa 8uso-
dumb, no3upa 6y1bKamMuM 0YKOM. AK Hypasauka yaie-
dums, npukudaemvces aucmoukoMm. [Kaba)), shellfish
(e.g. Who moves without a leg and carries his house on his
back? (Snail)), arthropods (e.g. Bin He Xxodumv, a 3a0Kye,
pubka 3 Hbo2o, 3Hall, kenkye. Mae KaewHi moil dusak,
3dozadaaucsa? lle .. (Pak)), and their body parts (e.g.
Biena sswjipka npydka 6ias Hawozo cadka. Miz ii cnitima-
mu Kocmuk, wycmes, auwuaa miabku ... (Xeocmuk)) as
well as by-products (e.g. Lovely and round, I shine with
pale light, grown in the darkness, a lady’s delight. (Pearl);
Cim cokonsam Ha odHill nocmeni cnasame. (I1i3do)).

Domain Mythic creature includes biblical (e.g.
I killed one fourth of mankind. (Cain); Ilpoxasau dea
8ipHUX 00HO020 HegipHO20: dall Ham me, wWo Kpauje
yapcmea HebecHozo. (Mocud i Hukodum y [lunama miaa
Xpucmoeozo)) and mythic characters (e.g. A man but an
animal, a horn with two hands. (Minotaur)).

Objects belonging to domain Artefact are divided
into material (e.g. What gets wetter the more it dries?
(Towel); Iloizdamu, nimakamu MaHOpysaaa s ceimamu,
X0Y 6pa.ia KBUMO40K Ha KOHeepm 8 Kymo4ok. (Mapka))
and spiritual artefacts (e.g. If you have me you want to
share me. If you share me you won’t have me. [Secret);
Xmocb Ha 6is1e n0/10MmHO YopHe 8ucUNas NWoHo. Ak 3yMmi-
€W no3bupamu, 3moxcewl KHUXCKy npouumamu. (bykeu)).

Objects of nature are those elements of the natural
environment that have discrete shape (e.g. What has
roots as nobody sees, is taller than trees, up, up it goes,
and yet never grows? (Mountain); BdeHb 8iH cnumb,
8HOYI — MAHOPYE, cs1ti80 HidcHe HaMm dapye. YHoul y muxill
piuyi 106ums naeckamuce 8 soduuyi. (Micsiyb)).

Natural phenomena don’t have discrete shape in
time and space (e.g. The more there is, the less you see.
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(Darkness); Ilozotidaro 6 sici 2inky, 3akoauuwly 6 keimyi
60xcinky. Axkwo 0dobpe posaromumu, Moxcy wKodu
Hapo6umu. (Bimep)).

Culture concepts include such notions as courage,
trust, love, knowledge, soul, etc. (e.g. You can have me but
cannot hold me; gain me and quickly lose me. If treated
with care I can be great, and if betrayed I will break.
(Trust); Ha ypokax, 8 KHUXcyi, 8 WKo/Ii noyepnHew mu ix
dosoul. I Hasasxcou y scummi cmaHyms dpy3samu moo6i.
(3HaHHs)).

Domain Plant includes the names of trees (e.g.
Dies half its life, lives the rest, dances without music,
breathes without breath. (Tree); Ilpoausaaa OJpi6Hi
cAb03u Mos00da disuys. Ilosockana dosai kocu y wucmitl
soduyi. (Bep6a)), fruit (e.g. I'm red and I can be green
or yellow. (Apple); Cam ixcosmenbkull, cokosumuil,
docmueae ceped saima. Bin y Odicemi, y eapeHHI, |
conodkull, i npuemHull. (A6pukoc)), vegetables (e.g. Take
off my skin, I won’t cry, but you will. (Onion); Cudumso
naHHa y cgimauyi, mos0da, yepgoHoauys. Xmo do Hei
3asimae - esimamiHamu szoujae. (Mopkea)), berries (e.g.
IIpumocmusca Ha 6awmaHi 8 NOCMY208aHIl Nixcami.
Buepisae kpyeai 60KU, WO CMAYHUM HAAUMI COKOM.
(KasyH)), cereals (e.g. I komaci, i dumuHyi npunaca
80HA 2ocmuHyi: i Hekmap, i kauwy, we U Kopisyi nawy.
(Ipeuka)), and flowers (e.g. First you see me in the grass
dressed in yellow gay; next [ am in dainty white, then I fly
away. (Dandelion); Y mamiHku-k8imo4ku Auw 6.1aKumHi
dimouku. 3 xcuma euaas0aroms, Jimevyko eimarome.
(Bosowiku)).

Domain Substance contains such constituents as
mercury, sand, wine, water, milk, etc. (e.g. When young,
I am sweet in the sun. When middle-aged, I make you
gay. When old, I am valued more than ever. (Wine); |
noscusHe, I cmavHe, 6i1e, niHHe, 3anauiHe. 3a/a1H06KU
Mmaasma n’romv, 300poseHbKuMU pocmymes. (Mos10ko)).

The numbers of referents of English riddles (287)
and riddles per se (285) differ since one riddle may
refer to several objects, e.g. I'm a god, a planet, and
measurer of heat. (Mercury). This riddle refers to
objects which belong to mythic creatures, objects of
nature, and substances. Ukrainian riddles don’t reveal
such cases. The features of the referents in the riddles
of both languages are viewed as predicates of 11 basic
propositional schemas.

Predicates of evaluation schema (SOMETHING/
SOMEBODY is SUCH-evaluation) inform about three
kinds of evaluation [29, p. 45]:

. mode evaluation describes feelings and
physical or psychic states caused by the object, among
which are interest, boredom, surprise, satisfaction, etc.

E.g. [Ilpunemina yokomyxa, wocb mopo4ums noHao 8y-
XoM. Bcim Habpudaa 6alika us 6e3 novamky i kinys. (Myxa)

° utility evaluation shows how safe or dangerous,
valuable or useless the object is.

E.g. [Tid 3emaero Hapoduaacyk i 044 60pwuky 3200u-
Adcb. MeHe wucmsame, pixcymbs, mpyms, cMaxcamso, 6a-
pambs i neyymo. (Kapmonas)
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e  aesthetic evaluation shows how beautiful or
ugly the object is.

E.g. A very pretty thing am I, fluttering in the pale-
blue sky. Delicate, fragile on the wing, indeed I am a
pretty thing. (Butterfly)

Predicates of the quantitative schema (SOMETHING/
SOMEBODY is THAT MANY) inform about the quantity
of objects.

E.g. What is it that given one, you’ll have either two or
none? (Choice).

Predicates of the qualitative schema (SOMETHING/
SOMEBODY is SUCH) reveal the following features of
the object:

e  physical characteristics, e.g.

Ha 6ydosi nomazae, 602amupcbKy cuay Mde, 8IiH
Ha nosepx 6ydb-sikull NOOAE BAHMANC: MANCKUUL

(MidliomHull kpaH)

o color, e.g.

[ am white, black, and read all over. (Newspaper)

o shape, e.g.

Long and slinky like a trout, never sings till its guts
come out. (Gun)

o sound, e.g.

Hesudumka-sepeda ece d3uxcyums ma Habpuda.
Ak 3'aeasemoes yell 2icmb, CKpi3b AVHAE «158Cb» mda
«mpicwoy. (Komap)

° size, e.g.

Bepmosaim makuill MaaeHbkull ci8 Ha KeImky
30/10meHbKy. Yemixvynacs Kyavbabka: «3asimasaa e
2ocmi ...» (babka)

. kinship, e.g.

A father’s child, a mother’s child, yet no one’s son.
(Daughter)

o haptic characteristics, e.g.

Alive without breath, as cold as death; never thirsty,
ever drinking, all in mail never clinking. (Fish)

e ageeg.

B npomensx kynascsi, cunoHbKUu Habpascs. Xou 3a
gikoM He Jidycb, ma ko3aybkull Mae 8yc. (Osec)

° material, e.g.

/lepeg’siHuli ma doszeHbKull, X80CMUK 8 Hb0O20 €
MmaneHbkull. Ak y ¢papbu xeicm mouae - ece dogkoad
po3ysimae. (Ilen3auk)

e appearance, e.g.

Ilpumocmuecs Ha 6awmaHi 8 NOCMy208aHill nixcami.
Buepisae kpyani 60Ku, ujo cmauHumM Haaumi cokom. (KasyH)

o weight, e.g.

I am weightless, but you can see me. Put me in a
bucket, and I'll make it lighter. (Hole)

Predicates of the mode of being schema
(SOMETHING/SOMEBODY exists SO) inform about the
physical state of the object. E.g.

Kuee - uopHe, ympe - uepsoHe. (Pak).

Predicates of the locative schema (SOMETHING/
SOMEBODY is THERE) inform about the location where
the object is or acts. E.g.

In a tunnel of darkness lies a beast of iron. It can only
attack when pulled back. (Bullet).
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Predicates of the temporative schema (SOMETHING/
SOMEBODY is THEN) indicate the period of time when
the object exists. Hanpukaag, . E.g.

Bsumky y cady Ha eimax 3aickpuaucs 6i1i keimu. Xmo
J#c yell duso-cadisHUK, ujo 3pobus makuli keimHuk? (Iuiti).

Predicates of action schemas (contact, state/process,
and causation) inform about the action or the motion of
the object: e.g.

BiH 6e33y6ull, a Kycae, 8iH 6e3pyKull, a xanae, we ii
npuyenumucsi MiyHeHbko 00 WmaHyie i 0o CyKeHKU.
(Pen’six)

I go up and down the stairs without moving. (Carpet)

Predicates of the part-whole schema (WHOLE has
PARTS) inform about parts that the referent has (or
doesn’t have), e.g.

AKy yupky akpobamu /1i3ymbe 620py no KAHAmy, mak
i 8iH - 6e3 pyk, 6e3 Hie eci muuku o6eumu 3mie. (Topox)

Predicates of the inclusive schema (CONTAINER has
CONTENT) inform about the filling of something which
is viewed as a container, e.g.

My sides are firmly laced about, yet nothing is within;
you'll think my head is strange indeed, being nothing else
but skin. (Drum)

Predicates of ownership schema (OWNER has
OWNED) inform about the property someone has, e.g.

I'm hard as a rock, and as light as a feather. I'm
passed on to one another. Poor people need me, and rich
people have me. What am I? (Money)

Predicates of the similarity/analogy schema
(COMPARATIVE is as CORRELATE) inform about the
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similarity of entities that belong to the same category),
e.g.

What is round as a dishpan, deep as a tub, and still the
oceans couldn’t fill it up? (Sieve)

Predicates of the likeness/metaphor schema
(COMPARATIVE is as if CORRELATE) inform about the
likeness of objects that belong to different categories,
e.g.

Ilo mpasuuyi 6iH cmpubae, i copkoue, I cnisae,
3a1U8aEMbCS, 1K 0380HUK, HA3UBAIOMD 11020 ... (KoHukK)

3. CONCLUSIONS AND PROSPECTS FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH

The analyzed data enable the following inferences:

As we have discovered (see Table 1 and Table
2), most objects that riddles of both languages refer
to represent inanimate objects (English - 83% and
Ukrainian - 71.2%).

Yet the representation of domain differs: English
riddles more often refer to artifacts (41.8%) and
Ukrainian riddles - to plants (32.2%) and animals
(25.8%). Such discrepancy is explained by a more
“technological” orientation of the English and closer
ties with the nature of Ukrainians.

285 English riddles refer to objects which possess 25
features the latter being used 1359 times (see Table 3).

Objects 404 Ukrainian riddles refer to have one
feature less (24) and are used 1445 times (see Table 4).

Thus, on average, an English riddle contains 4.77
features of the “encoded” object while a Ukrainian

Table 1
The conceptual structure of referents in English riddles
. Number of usages
Conceptual sphere Domain
absolute percentage

LIVING BEINGS Animal 26 9.1
Human 20 6.9

Mythical creature 3 1.0

INANIMATE OBJECTS Artifact 120 41.8
Natural phenomenon 39 13.6

Object of nature 30 10.5

Substance 24 8.4

Plant 17 5.9

Culture concept 8 2.8

Total 287 100

Table 2
The conceptual structure of referents in Ukrainian riddles
. Number of usages
Conceptual sphere Domain
absolute percentage

LIVING BEINGS Animal 104 25.8
Human 10 2.5

Mythical creature 2 0.5

INANIMATE OBJECTS Plant 130 32.2
Artifact 66 16.3
Natural phenomenon 42 10.4

Object of nature 26 6.4

Culture concept 15 3.7

Substance 9 2.2

Total 404 100
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Table 3
Features of the referents of English riddles
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Table 4
Features of the referents of Ukrainian riddles

Number of usages Number of usages
Features of referents Features of referents
absolute percentage absolute percentage

Action/motion 306 22.5 Action/motion 285 19.7
Physical state 254 18.7 Location 239 16.5
Existence of parts 156 11.5 Physical characteristics 124 8.6
Location 113 8.3 Existence of parts 121 8.4
Time 105 7.7 Color 118 8.2
Mode evaluation 73 5.4 Time 77 5.3
Physical characteristics 71 5.2 Utility evaluation 59 4.1
Color 42 3.1 Quantity 52 3.6
Shape 33 2.4 Sound 48 3.3
Utility evaluation 29 2.1 Similarity 45 3.1
Sound 21 1.6 Shape 41 2.8
Size 18 13 Physical state 39 2.7
Kinship 17 1.2 Mode evaluation 35 2.4
Content 15 1.1 Appearance 31 2.2
Property 15 1.1 Size 29 2.0
Haptic characteristics 14 1.0 Kinship 22 1.5
Quantity 14 1.0 Content 20 1.4
Aesthetic evaluation 12 0.9 Haptic characteristics 18 1.3
Similarity 12 0.9 Age 17 1.2
Likeness 9 0.7 Material 14 1.0
Age 9 0.7 Aesthetic evaluation 7 0.5
Material 9 0.7 Property 2 0.1
Appearance 7 0.5 Likeness 2 0.1
Weight 5 0.4 Total 1445 100

Total 1359 100

riddle - 3.58. So to read a riddle, the English generally
offer one feature of the described object more than the
Ukrainians do.

It is evident that the conceptual structure of both
English and Ukrainian riddles is modeled with similar
basic propositional schemas. Moreover, the most
frequent characteristic (action/motion) is identical in
both languages. It means that it is vital to state what the
thing does or how it moves in order to make it easier
to guess the referent of a riddle in both languages. As
for other features, the numerical representation of the
predicates of the propositions differs.

English predicates of evaluation BPS mostly
inform about mode evaluation of the referent whereas
Ukrainian predicates of the said BPS present the
referent’s utility evaluation. This testifies to the fact
that for the English it is more important to know what
emotions the referent excites whereas Ukrainians focus
on the referent’s (in)ability to be useful for a person.

The number of qualitative features the objects reveal
is greater (11) in English riddles since the Ukrainian
ones (10) don’t expose such a feature as the referent’s
weight. Yet, in the riddles of both languages, identical
qualitative features (physical characteristics, color,
shape, and sound) prevail. With all possible certainty,

one can claim that these features represent primary
attributes of objects which people of any ethnicity focus
their foremost attention on.

Generally, the most frequently mentioned features of
the objects English riddles refer to include the objects’
action/motion (22.5%), physical condition (18.7%),
composition (existence of parts) (11.5%), location
(8.3%), and time of existence (7.7%). Their Ukrainian
counterparts are mostly described through their
action/motion (19.7%), location (16.5%), physical
properties (8.6%), composition (existence of parts)
(8.4%), and color (8.2%). The revealed data testify to
the fact that when asking a riddle the English focus on
the object of it per se whereas Ukrainians emphasize
the co-existence of the object and the human within a
certain space.

We venture to claim that all that the revealed
differences pertain to the idioethnic specificity of the
two linguistic communities.

The prospects for further research in the field
lie in analyzing the empirical data from other Germanic
and Slavic languages (foremost, German, Russian,
and Polish) so that conclusions could extend to the
peculiarities of the mentality of larger cognate linguistic
communities.
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BIATALYIOUYM 3ATALKW: NIHTBOKOTHITUBHUI AHANI3 AHITTIACbKUX TA YKPATHCbKUX
3ATALOK

Y cTaTTi 3aNpoOnNOHOBAHO aHasi3 KOHLENTYaNbHOI CTPYKTYPU aHININCbKUX Ta YKPATHCbKMX 3arafioK i3 NofganbluMm NOPiBHAH-
HAM JOC/ifKYBaHOTO emMnipMYHOro matepiany. [lopeyHicTb BUKOPUCTAHHA KOTHITUBHOIO MiAX0OAy 3yMOB/IEHA BAX/IMBOIO POIO
3arafok AK 0C06AMBOrO Pi3HOBMAY GPa3eoNoriyHUX OAMHULD i BOAHOYAC HEBiL'EMHOTO CKNaHUKA MOBHOI KapTUHM CBITY, LLO
BiZ6VBa€ KOHLLENTYaAbHY KapTUHY CBITY NeBHOro Hapoay. Tox, 3'AcyBaHHA KOHLLENTYyaAbHOI OpraHisaLlii 3arafoK 3aknasae nigga-
JIVHW AN1S BCTAHOB/IEHHA YHIKAIbHUX PUC MEHTANITETY aHMINLIB | YKPATHLLB, LLLO 3HAXOAATb BTINEHHA Y 3arafKax BiAnoBigHUX MOB.
Y CTaTTi BUKOPUCTAHO A0PO6OK KOHLENTYa AbHOrO aHani3y, 30Kpema 3anponoHOBaHi Pi3HUMM WKOAAMM KOTHITUBHOI NiHTBICTUKM
MOHATTA «KoHUeNnTocdepa» i «4OMEH», a TaKOK 6asnCHI NPoNo3nLioHanbHi cxemu, AKi QirypyroTb y CEMaHTUL NiHIBabHUX Me-
pEeX — HOBITHI meTogonorii, po3pobneHil C. A. laboTUHCbKOW. AHani3 34ilicHeHO y ABa eTanu. Ha nepLiomy MogentoeTbcs KoH-
LlenTyanbHa opraHisalisa AeHOTaTiB 3arafiok, AKi Hanexatb A0 oaHiei 3 4Box KoHuenTocdep (MBI ICTOTU Ta HEXWMBI OB’EKTH),
[le nepLwa MiCTUTb TPKU AOMEHM, 3 Apyra — WicTb. Ha Apyromy eTani aHani3yoTbCA 03HAKM AEHOTATIB, WO NOAaHI B 3arasui abu
[IONOMOITH BrafiaT¥ HeHasBaHuit aeHotar. Lii 25 03HaK po3rmafatoTbea AK npeankat 11 6asncHUX NponosnLioHaNbHUX CXeM.
MiacymKom aHanisy € NopiBHAHHA 3araZok 060X MOB Yy M/iaHi IXHiX AEHOTATIB Ta XapaKTepPUCTUK Lux 0b’ekTiB. Bouesnab, BuAB-
NeHi CXOXi pUCKM € YHiBEpPCANiAMM, AKI € CKNALHUKAMMU KOHLENTYa/IbHOI i MOBHOI KapTUH CBITY KOXHOI NIOANHU, HE3aNEKHO Bif,
il HaLiOHaNbHOT NPUHANEKHOCTI, @ HasABHI PO36iKHOCTI NOACHIOTHCA ifi0ETHIYHUMM PUCAMM CBITOCTIPUIMHATTA HOCIIB L BOX MOB.

Kntouosi cnoBa: 6a3ucHi npono3uyioHanbHi cxemu, deHomam 3a2a0Ku, 00MeH, 302a0Ka, KOHUENMoc@epa, KOHUENnmyanbHa
KapmuHa ceimy.
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