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Abstract

In modern science modelling is one of the main methods of scientific research. Metaphor began to be
considered as a simulated object only from the end of the last century. In Eastern Slavic linguistics two
approaches to modelling of metaphorisation have emerged — semantic and cognitive. Based on the analysis of
linguistic studies in the sphere of metaphorical modelling, various ways of parametrising metaphors as a
semantic and cognitive model have been characterized, their common parameters have been established,
disputable questions have been highlighted. The author has developed a new semantic-cognitive approach to
the study of metaphor and modelling of metaphorisation. According to it, metaphor is considered as a mental
and verbal construct created in the process of human metaphorogenic activity. However, the study of cognitive
mechanisms, including metaphorisation, is possible only based on the research of the results of their
realisation in language (speech). Through the study of the semantics of the metaphorical nominations of a
language and the construction of corresponding metaphorical models, the semantic-cognitive approach allows
to establish the models of national metaphorical thinking characteristic of any historical period. The main
points of this approach are briefly outlined, a parametric description of the metaphor as a semantic-cognitive
model is represented, a rationale for the introduced notions of metaphorical mega-model and sub-model,
semantic-cognitive formant is provided. The proposed technique is intended both for corpus research of
metaphors and for the study of separate facts of a metaphorical nomination.

Keywords: metaphor, metaphorisation, metaphorical modelling, metaphorical model, parameter of
model, sphere-source, sphere-target.

1. Introduction.

In modern science, modelling is one of the main tools for understanding the world,
which is determined by the logic of the development of various scientific fields and the
expediency of indirectly studying of individual fragments of objective reality. The
methodology of modelling has a great research potential, the implementation of which
contributes to the penetration into the essence of many complex phenomena of reality.
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Modelling as a way of understanding the world that arose in ancient times received a
wide recognition in many fields in the XX century (Glushkov, Ivanov, Vedenov, Shtoff et
al.). It happened thanks to the intensive development of mathematical methodology; that is
why new research opportunities and prospects of this method appeared in the disclosure of
general laws and structural features of systems of different nature. In the XXI century
modelling is actively used in a variety of scientific fields, due to the rapid growth of
computer technology and the expansion of technical capabilities for obtaining new
knowledge.

The study of language as an object inaccessible for direct observation implies an
analysis of the results of mental-verbal processes in the human mind that is expressed in
written (text, discourse) and oral speech. Therefore, modelling is one of the most important
methods of linguistic research. In linguistic methodology, modelling is considered as a
method of studying the properties and structure of linguistic units or phenomena based on the
study of the properties and structure of their model.

The notions of model and modelling were first used in linguistics by the adherents of
structuralism in the first half of the XX century (Bloomfield, Harris et al.). They did not set
the global task of creating a general linguistic theory that would explain the phenomena of a
language and their interrelations, but they developed the methods for modelling and
synchronous description of a language. The terms “model” and “modelling” were introduced
in 1950-1960 in a broad linguistic context in connection with the emergence of mathematical
linguistics, which developed a formal apparatus for describing the structure of natural and
artificial languages, as well as the penetration of mathematical methods into linguistics
(Apresyan, Revzin et al.). At the same time, the views were expressed both about the limited
possibilities of this method, despite its universality (Apresyan, 1966), and about the danger
of narrowing the science of language caused by the emerging theory of models (Losev,
1968). The latter was considered not only to be the mathematical or logical theory, but the
linguistic one (Revzin, 1978). Currently, modelling is actively used in linguistics and in unity
with other methods of language learning is acted as a means of deepening the knowledge of
hidden mental-linguistic mechanisms.

In recent years, modelling has become one of the leading methods for studying
metaphors, since the active study of metaphorisation led scientists to understand metaphors
as a simulated object (Balashova, Baranov, Teliya, Chudinov et al.). The imaginative mental-
verbal activity of native speaker is carried out according to certain, relatively limited models.
Metaphorical nominations resulting from cognitive processes, which are directly influenced
by language and the method of conceptualization of reality characteristic of a given culture,
are accumulated by an ethnos during its historical development. As a result, a metaphorical
picture of the world is formed and modified, revealing a certain stereotype of national
figurative thinking. In different periods of the existence of a language, certain metaphorical
models are inherent in it (Balashova, Baranov, Kravtsova, Chudinov et al.).

The analysis of publications on the problem of metaphorical modelling (Baranov,
Kudryavtseva, Laguta, Rezanova, Teliya, Tropina, Chudinov et al.) showed that modelling as
a method of linguometaphorological research is still in the formative stage: there are relevant
metalinguistic differences in the use of terminology in characterising metaphorical
modelling, so there is no clear boundaries of the description of the simulated object;
definitions of the metaphorical model and modelling in connection with the wide application
of these concepts are somewhat amorphous; due to the ambiguity of the interpretation of the
metaphorical model and modelling their characteristics are difficult to determine; the use of
models and modelling in other branches of linguistics creates issues with the definition of the
status and boundaries of the description of the object being modelled. Consequently, the use
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of modelling in linguometaphorology requires further unification of its categorical and
conceptual apparatus.

2. Modelling in Linguometaphological Studies.

In the Eastern Slavic linguometaphorology, two main approaches to metaphorisation
modelling have emerged — semantic and cognitive. The semantic approach continues the
traditions of linguistic semantics and proceeds along the lines of semantic derivatology in the
context of key points of cognitology (Kudryavtseva, Laguta, Sklyarevskaya, Tropina et al.).
The cognitive approach is based on the postulates of linguistic cognitive science taking into
account the achievements of linguistic semantics (Baranov, Budaev, Chudinov et al.).
According to these approaches, metaphor is regarded respectively as a semantic and
cognitive model. Quite a few applied studies have been devoted to establishing and
describing specific metaphorical models in different genre-style differentiation texts and
discourses (Filatenko, Solodovnikova et al.), but many questions still remain unresolved or
debatable.

Within the framework of semantic and cognitive metaphorical modelling, there are
different ways of parametrising metaphorical models, the principles of their description and
classification. However, despite the differences, there are similar features: the unity of the
basic concepts of metaphorical modelling (with different terminology), operating with the
same term “metaphorical model”, a commonality in the selection of such model parameters
as the source sphere and the target sphere of metaphorical projection.

2.1. Metaphor as Semantic Model.

From the standpoint of linguistic semantics, metaphorical modelling can be described
as the construction of metaphorisation models that demonstrate the regular transfer of names
from one class of objects to another based on the similarity of their characteristics and
reflecting the specificity of the ethnos figuratively-associative thinking at a certain stage of
its development. Modelling is a “powerful learning tool and a convenient way to describe
motivational-derivational processes. The introduction of the notion of the model makes it
possible to move from the scattered facts of the vocabulary replenishment using the method
of semantic derivation [...] to generalizations. It makes it possible to see the particular
manifestations of the patterns characteristic of the semantic development of words” (Tropina,
2003: 116).

The term “model” (“semantic model”) in linguistic semantics first appeared in the work
of Shmelev in describing regular polysemy. He noted the prevalence of “context-specific
metonymic substitutions based on a certain more or less stable semantic model” (Shmelev,
1964: 54). The scholar emphasized the need for words to be included in one semantic
unification as an indispensable condition for the development of parallelism of semantic
structures. However, at that time the term “model” as applied to the results of the secondary
nomination was not widely used and began to be used only in the late 1980s: “Essentially, a
metaphor is the model that performs the same function in the language as the derivational
model, but only more complex and, moreover, acting “hidden” and non-standard” (Telia,
1988: 38).

The understanding of a metaphor as a semantic model is based on the theory of regular
ambiguity (Shmelev, Apresyan et al.). In accordance with the semantic approach, every
model predetermines the possibility of transforming the meanings of words that are close in
meaning. However, the metaphor as a semantic model is interpreted ambiguously: a way of
formation that takes into account the denotative-conceptual meaning of the motivating and
motivated sememes, as well as the semantic formant (Tropina); regular transfer of words,
ideographically correlative, from one class of objects to another based on the similarity of
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their properties; typical correlation of direct and figurative meanings for thematically close
words (Ponomareva, Sklyarevskaya et al.), etc. Thus, the metaphorical model is interpreted
as a regular relationship between denotative-conceptual spheres deriving and derived
meanings of words based on a certain semantic motivation.

It should be noted that in semantic studies the descriptions of metaphorical models
have significant differences in the characteristics of their parameters both in quantitative and
qualitative terms: the basis of metaphor as the thought of the world (object, event, property,
etc.); some figurative representation of auxiliary entity; the very meaning of the reinterpreted
name (Teliya); archiseme, the replacement of which is carried out; the seme updated in
derivative; new differential semes (Kudryavtseva); agent (parameter word); main and
auxiliary subjects (figurative and direct meanings); attributable properties of objects; base of
comparison; context (argument word) (Balashova); parameter word (image -carrier);
argument word (microcontext) (Vardzelashvili); ideographic relatedness of motivating and
derived meanings (sphere of donor and sphere of recipient); lexicosemantic group of
motivating and derived meanings; lexical meaning of motivating and motivated meanings;
meaningful and formal characteristics of semantic formants (Tropina), etc. For example, the
metaphorical model can be described in the folloaing way: functional transfer from the
anthroposphere to the sphere of artifacts; motivating lexicosemantic group “person” —
replenishable lexicosemantic group “mechanism”; nomination: person by occupation is a
mechanism that performs a similar function; semantic formant: differential seme with the
meaning of a specific function, maintaining its status in a motivated meaning (3anpaswux,
kanvxynsamop, etc.) (Tropina, 2003: 124).

In the works describing the results of semantic modelling of metaphorisation is carried
out the classification of metaphorical models for various criterions based on the analysis of a
significant amount of language data (Kudryavtseva, Laguta, Sklyarevskaya, Vardzelashvili et
al.). Thus, Sklyarevskaya (1993), relying on the data of ideographic dictionaries, describes
the regular models of substantive metaphorisation established by it on the data of the
explanatory dictionaries of the Modern Russian language. It indicates the sphere-source of
metaphorisation and the direction of the metaphorical projection: e.g., “Animal — Human”
(ocen, nemyx); “Human — Human” (axmep, 6apun); “Item — Human” (zonyx, npobka);
“Subject — Subject” (copa xnue, oxcyunenu copooa), etc.

Thus, in accordance with the semantic approach, every model predetermines the
possibility of converting the meanings of words close in meaning to each other. Modelling
can be based on various principles, which is accordingly reflected in the nature of
parameterisation and classification of models. Therefore, when describing metaphors as a
semantic model, denotative-conceptual spheres are most often characterized (or other
semantic associations — lexicosemantic / thematic groups, semantic fields, etc.), which
include the corresponding words in primary and secondary (metaphorical) meanings, as well
as motivating metaphorical transference signs. In various semantic studies, the metaphorical
models include components of different nature and quantity, but the separation of
ideographic spheres of deriving and derived meanings is similar. Such works are usually
characterised by a thorough consideration of the facts of a secondary nomination. Based on
component analysis, it contributes to a deep insight into the essence of metaphorisation.
However, such descriptions of metaphorical models are carried out, as a rule, on a relatively
small amount of data, often of a selective nature. It is characterized by the complexity of
structuring and the ambiguity of parameterisation of models.

98



Bunyck 718’2019 Cepia 9. CyuacHi menoenyii po3eumky Mo

2.2. Metaphor as Cognitive Model.

Metaphorical modelling in the linguocognitive aspect is a means of comprehending,
categorizing, presenting and evaluating reality, reflecting national self-consciousness at a
certain stage of development of society (Budaev, Chudinov et al.).

Understanding of a metaphor as a cognitive model established in East Slavic cognitive
linguistics (in Western European and American cognitive linguistics, the term “model” is
practically not used in relation to metaphor) is based on a mental phenomenon reflecting the
process of cognition of the world and fixed in language. Metaphor as a cognitive model is
interpreted in different ways: thematic field of significate descriptors; the sphere of the
source, whose elements are connected by various semantic relations (Baranov, Kobozeva et
al.); an existing or emerging in the minds of native speakers a communication scheme
between two conceptual spheres, which can be represented by a certain formula: “X is Y”
(Budaev, Chudinov et al.); projecting the source sphere onto the target sphere, as a result of
which this or that denotative sphere receives insight and figurative representation using
concepts that are borrowed from another sphere closer and more comprehensible to native
speakers (Ryaposova); projecting the source sphere onto the target sphere (Kabachenko et
al.), etc. Thus, the metaphorical model is considered in two ways: most often as a correlation
between the source sphere and the target sphere of the metaphorical projection (the
interaction of two conceptual spheres), fixed in the language and reflecting the national-
cultural traditions of a given society, more rarely as a conceptual sphere, correlated with the
sphere of the source of metaphorisation.

In cognitive linguometaphorological studies, the parameters of a metaphorical model
are described in different ways: a significate descriptor; tree of the significate descriptor
(Baranov); initial conceptual domain (source sphere, donor sphere); new conceptual domain
(target sphere, recipient sphere); typical scenarios; frames; typical frame slots; the
component that connects the primary and secondary meanings of words (Chudinov); source
sphere; sphere of metaphorical attraction (sphere-target, sphere-aim); source sphere and / or
target sphere frames; slots of sphere-source and / or sphere-target frames (Shinkarenkova);
initial conceptual sphere; new conceptual sphere; conceptual subsphere; model indicators:
frequency, productivity, dominance (Kerimov), etc.

Within the framework of cognitive modelling of metaphorisation, there are two leading
theories — descriptor (Baranov) and cognitive-discursive (Chudinov) theories. They suggest
the appropriate metaphorical model building techniques for corpus research of metaphors in
some discourse; although metaphorical model is interpreted in them in different ways, which
is reflected in the principles of modelling, parametrization, classification and description of
models.

In accordance with descriptor theory (Baranov, 2004, 2006, 2014), the metaphorical
model (M-model) is a thematic field of significate descriptors. Every descriptor includes the
hierarchically ordered “trees”. The author of this theory identifies M-models of war, sports,
games, transport, machinery, family relations, fauna, etc., structured in the form of “trees”.
For example, the metaphorical model “War” includes several conceptual spheres “weapon”,
“types of military actions”, “participants of military actions”, etc., which, in turn, are formed
by a set of terminal concepts: “weapon’ — sunmosxa, mey, ounamum, etc.

The method of analysis and corpus description of metaphor proposed by Baranov
makes it possible to use standard computer data processing tools and to involve for analysis
considerable amounts of actual (language) information, which significantly increases the
reliability of the obtained results. The corpus inventory of metaphorical models is an
important stage in the scientific description of the functioning of metaphors in real use, as
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evidenced by the emergence of an increasing number of such studies (Kobozeva,
Mikhailova, Shipova et al.).

According to the cognitive-discursive theory of metaphor (Chudinov, 2001, 2003,
2013), while describing the metaphorical model, it is proposed to characterize such
parameters as the original and new conceptual spheres (source sphere and magnet sphere),
which structure their typical scenarios, frames and slots. For example, the model “Political
realities is the human body” appears in the form of frames “human body”, “physiological
organs”, “body parts”, “physiological actions”, etc. The frame “physiological actions”
consists of slots “nutrition, digestion and adjacent processes” (ezomams, nepesapusams),
“sleep (and its phases)” (dpemamw, cnamoe, cnauka), “breath” (Ovuuwamo, nepexpvimo
KUciopoo), etc.

The cognitive-discursive theory of metaphor acquired quite a few followers in the East
Slavic linguometaphorology (Budaev, Filatenko, Ryaposova et al.). In the existing works, the
data of scientific research is a sphere-target (type of discourse) and the description of
metaphorical models is reduced, as a rule, to an inventory and classification of spheres-
sources of metaphorical nomination and their frame-slot structure.

The linguistic-cognitive study of metaphorics and the description of metaphorical
models were carried out to a greater extent on the data of political discourse (Baranov,
Budaev, Kerimov, Ryaposova, Filatenko, Chudinov et al.), and to a lesser extent artistic,
scientific, medical, ecological, economic, pedagogical discourses (Kabachenko,
Shinkarenkova et al.).

Consequently, when describing a metaphor as a cognitive model, it is usually indicated
its parameters: the conceptual spheres of the source and the target of the metaphorical
projection (or only the sphere of the source), their frames and slots. In the cognitive
approach, conceptual convergence is perceived as a factor much more important than level or
structural differences. As a result, when describing metaphorical models, restrictions
defining features of the semantic approach are eliminated (a clear structure of models by
semantic fields / micro-fields, lexicosemantic / thematic groups, etc., which includes the
deriving and derived meanings, the seme’s hierarchy). This leads to certain discrepancies in
the representation of frame-slot characteristics of the same conceptual spheres. In general,
cognitive studies of metaphor are distinguished by the scale of the material represented in
them, the thoroughness of its systematization, and a detailed analysis of the structure of
metaphors. However, in some works, metaphor is understood very broadly and often
includes, as a research data, the facts of metonymy, paraphrases, comparisons,
phraseological units.

2.3. Semantic-cognitive Modelling of Metaphorisation.

The author of this article (Kravtsova, 2011, 2014) has developed a new semantic-
cognitive approach to the study of metaphors and modelling of metaphorisation. According
to it, a metaphor is considered as a phenomenon of language and thinking. Through the study
of the semantics of the metaphorical nominations of any language and the construction of
appropriate metaphorical models it allows to establish the models of national metaphorical
thinking, which are typical for certain historical period. The study of cognitive processes,
including metaphorisation, is possible only based on the research of the results of their
realization in language (speech).

Metaphor 1s understood as a mental and verbal construct intended for characterisation
and nomination of an object and created based on its analogy or associative similarity with
another object, which already has a name, in the process of human cognitive activity. As it is
known metaphor plays a significant role in the cognition and understanding of human reality.
On the one hand, it serves to name certain phenomenon, objects, processes, etc., which
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contributes to the formation of a figurative concept of this reality. On the other hand, the
constant use of the same metaphor in relation to a particular object of reality allows us to
form a stereotypical view of it.

Metaphorisation 1s a cognitive and semantic mechanism that allow to detect
commonality among various objects of reality based on the analogue and associative
complexes existing in the minds of representatives of certain ethnoculture. Human thinking
has all abilities that are necessary for metaphorisation: to analyse the perceived objects and
situations, to compare different entities, to draw analogies among similar ideas about these or
that realities. Thus, in the process of cognition of reality, a human highlights important
elements for him, decomposes them into parts in his mind and then interprets what he has
perceived, based on the components he has laid apart. The results of such a figurative
cognition of reality are fixed in language (speech).

Metaphorical modelling can be defined as the construction of metaphorisation models
that reflect the national stereotypes of the figurative analogue or associative thinking of any
ethnocultural community (or individual ideas about the world of a native speaker) at a
particular stage of historical development.

Technique of semantic-cognitive metaphorical modelling developed by the author is
based on the following principles: understanding of a metaphor as a mental and linguistic
phenomenon; synthesis of ideas of semantic and cognitive metaphorical modelling;
implementation of metaphorical modelling based on the reconstruction of fragments of a
national (or individual) metaphorical picture of the world; analysis of the representative
corpus of metaphorical contexts; description of the metaphorical model as a three-component
structure — original and new denotative-conceptual spheres, semantic-cognitive formant,
which deal with a manifestation of metaphorical motivation (base of metaphorisation); the
establishment of regular / frequency and productive metaphorical models; the possibility of
structuring the metaphorical models as components of the mega-model and organisation of
sub-models.

According to the outlined principles, a metaphorical modelling is carried out in several
stages: 1) analysis and systematisation of metaphoric nominations of representative sample
(studying various metaphorical contexts and establishing links among them); 2) the
construction of metaphorical mega-models, models and sub-models (the ascertainment of the
basic structures — mega-models and models, but then the detailing of every model, the
identification of sub-models); 3) analysis and systematisation of metaphorical models
(finding out the general properties of different mega-models and models based on which they
are systematised); 4) summarising the preliminary results of the study of models (comparison
of metaphorical models, the detection of the general and the particular, the ascertainment of
the consistent patterns of metaphorical modelling); 5) analysis of the obtained results and
their application (verification of the simulation results, elucidation of the extent of their
practical application and the nature of their use in the further development of the theory of
metaphorical modelling).

The developed technique of constructing and describing metaphorical models can be
used: 1)as an independent operational mechanism in the semantic analysis of
metaphorisation facts or a mandatory stage of the semantic-cognitive research of metaphors;
2) as in the corpus study of the metaphors of texts or discourses and in the study of separate
facts of metaphorisation, which makes it universal. In addition, depending on the research
objectives, it is possible to modernise the structure of the description of metaphorical models
(for example, to exclude sub-models).

The metaphorical model is understood as a scheme of verbalization of correlative in
analogue and associative terms of notions that exist in the minds of native speakers. The
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parameters of the model should clearly reflect the essence of the metaphorical nomination
process, describing the following main stages: the motivation (basis) of metaphorisation —
the source of metaphorisation — the target of metaphorical projection (the metaphor itself).
According to it, a metaphoric model is a three-component structure that includes original and
new denotative-conceptual spheres, semantic-cognitive formant, which reflect the
metaphorical motivation (for example, “human physical properties — atmospheric
phenomenon | sound”). The ideographic way of representing the metaphorisation spheres
(original and new) makes it possible to understand the system of logical and conceptual
connections between motivating and motivated meanings. In such a description, sphere-
source (denotative-conceptual sphere of motivating meaning) and sphere-target (denotative-
conceptual sphere of motivated meaning), that are common for semantic and cognitive
modelling, are topical and the grammatical differences are eliminated, that is typical for
cognitive studies (in the semantic studies, descriptions are usually carried out based on
certain parts of speech).

One of the most important parameters of the metaphoric model is the semantic-
cognitive formant (my term — Yu. K. — that was introduced to describe a metaphor as a
semantic-cognitive model) are a formal indicator of metaphorical motivation. Metaphorical
motivation is understood as the relation of the original conceptual sphere (primary meaning)
and the new conceptual sphere (secondary meaning) based on the common semantic-
cognitive sign of different objects of reality. The semantic- cognitive formant is mental and
semantic element that integrate different entities similar in some relationship. It act as a
motivating sign of a metaphorical projection from the original conceptual sphere into a new
one. In other words, it is a semantic component that connect the conceptual spheres of the
deriving and derived (metaphorical) meanings and reflect the system relations of linguistic
and cognitive structures. The semantic-cognitive formants are formulated as “form”,
“sound”, “colour”, “dynamics”, etc. This terminological designation makes the content
topical and typical for the formant (the conceptual spheres that form this) and displays the
systemic relations of cognitive and language structures, emphasizing the essence of metaphor
as a phenomenon of language and thinking.

To describe the results of metaphorical modelling, we introduced the notions of
metaphoric mega-model and sub-model. The number of metaphorical models with similar
conceptual spheres forms a mega-model, i. e. the direction of a metaphorical projection from
one ideographic sphere to another, formulated in the most general form. A metaphorical
model can have variations that are a means of its specification and are characterized by the
variability of the original and / or new conceptual spheres and / or semantic-cognitive
formant within a given invariant (model) called sub-models. For example, the metaphorical
model “the physical properties of human — atmospheric phenomenon | sound” is
implemented in the following sub-models: speech — precipitation | sound power: zoztoca
0001c0s1; moauanve cHezos (Gippius); doxcov menman (Inber); speech — precipitation
| sound power + sound quality: éopmomanue Ooocos; nenem 0ooxcos (Gippius, Inber);
speech — airflow | sound power: zonoca sempa (Bely, Tsvetaeva); kpuk sempa (Tsvetaeva),
etc. In turn, this metaphorical model is a part of the mega-model “Human — Inorganic
World”.

As a result of a corpus study of the metaphors of Russian poetry and prose of the first
half of the XX century (Bely, Gippius, Inber, Tsvetaeva et al.) based on the existing works
on the cognitive metaphorical modelling (Baranov, Chudinov et al.), ideographic dictionaries
(Baranov, Karaulov) and own observations on the facts of metaphorisation have developed a
classification of spheres-sources and spheres-targets of metaphorical projection. They are the
parts of the following seven mega-spheres: “Human” (physical, physiological, psychical,
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soulful properties of a human); “Socium” (social groups; social relations; art; as a sphere-
source also: the army); “Fauna” (animal species; as sphere-source also: animal groups;
physical properties and habitat conditions of animals); “Flora” (types and totality of plants;
physical properties of plants; plant physiology); “Inorganic world” (physical and
atmospheric phenomenon; cosmic, terrestrial and water bodies; minerals; gemstones);
“Artifact” (buildings; housewares; foodstuffs; clothing; tools; equipment; military attributes);
“Time” (properties of time; time intervals). As spheres-sources of metaphoric projection in
fictional texts, the most often are the denotative-conceptual spheres “physical properties of a

2 ¢ 2 <6 2 ¢

human”, “physiological properties of a human”, “physical properties of animals”, “physical
phenomenon”, “water objects”, “minerals”, “buildings”, “clothes”.

Analysis of the facts of metaphorisation from fiction based existing works on the
problem of metaphorical motivation (Laguta, Usminsky et al.) allowed to identify the main
semantic-cognitive formants that motivate the metaphorical projection: form (outlines,
structure), colour (tone, hue), sound (pitch, strength, tempo, rhythm, sound quality),
dynamics (movement, action, development), quantity (multitude, small quantity), measure
(size, degree of smth.), correlation (order, location, connection), object manifestations
(detection, intensity, activity, reaction to smth., realisation), consistency (density,
transparency, hardness), condition (type, character), time (duration, continuity, sequence),
functionality (purpose), assessment (positive / negative).

The obtained data and the analysis of the results achieved by different scholars
demonstrated that the revealed integral semes of the motivating and motivated meanings on
different data are very similar. It indicates the objectivity of the conducted studies. However,
there are still many controversial and unresolved issues in linguistics, the study of which
should lead to the development of a general typology of the signs that motivate the
metaphorical projection.

4. Conclusions.

In conclusion it should be noted that in modern linguistics modelling is one of the main
methods for studying various linguistic phenomenon and consists in constructing models that
recreate certain properties of the objects being modelled. Metaphor in recent years has also
become regarded as a simulated object. In accordance with different linguistic approaches, it
is described as a semantic or cognitive model, in the construction and description of which
different ways of parameterization are used.

According to the proposed semantic-cognitive approach, metaphorical model is a
scheme of verbalisation of correlative in analogue and associative terms of concepts that
exists in the minds of native speakers. It is a three-component structure, including original
and new denotative-conceptual spheres (sphere-source and sphere-target), semantic-
cognitive formant. The developed technique of metaphorical modelling can be used in the
study of both large metaphors corpus in texts or discourses of various genre-style
qualifications, as well as separate facts of metaphorical nomination.

The main point of the semantic-cognitive approach to the study of metaphors is that
through the study of the semantics of metaphorical nominations and the construction of
metaphorical models reconstructed as a result of analysing any fragment of the language
picture of the world, it is possible to reveal models of the national (or individual)
metaphorical thinking typical for a certain historical period.

The further development of the theory and practice of metaphorical modelling based on
the data of various languages in descriptive and comparative aspects is one of the promising
directions of linguometaphorology. Conducting such studies will contribute to a deeper
penetration into the essence of metaphorisation, identification and systematisation of
productive metaphorical models at different stages of the evolution of one or the other
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language, generalisation of the results of scientific research and objectivity of describing the
processes of metaphorical nomination, which will open up great opportunities for
ascertainment general trends of metaphorical modelling of reality.
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Anomauin

YV cyuacniil nayyi mooeniosanna € 00HUM 3 OCHOBHUX MemOOi8 HAYK08020 00CAiOdcenHA. Memagpopa
CMana po3ensaoamucs K MoOerbosanuti 00 exm auue 3 KiHys MUHYI020 CMoaimms. Y cXiOHOCN08 SAHCbKIl
JHegicmuyi chopmysanocs 06a nioxoou 00 MoOent08anHs memagopusayii — cemanmuyHul i koenimuenui. Ha
OCHO8I QHANI3Y NIHeBICMUYHUX OOCHIONCEHb 3 Mema@dopuiuHoc0 MOOET08AHHS CXAPAKMEPU308AHO pI3HI
cnocobu napamempusayii memagopu K CeMaHmuyHoi ma KOSHIMUeHoI Mooeni, 6CTMAHOBIEHO iXHi CRilbHI
napamempu, 8UC8IMACHO OUCKYCIliHI RumarHs. A8mopom po3pooaeHull HOBUL CeMANMUKO-KOSHIMUBHUL NIOXIO0
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00 guguenHs memaghopu ma mooenosanns memaghopuszayii, 32i0H0 3 AKUM Memagopa po3yMiemvbcs 5K
MEHMANbHO-8EPOANbHULL KOHCMPYKM, WO CHEOPIOEMbC Yy npoyeci Memagopo2entoi OisanrbHoCmi T0OUHU.
OOHaK BUBYEHHSI KOCHIMUBHUX MEXAHI3MI8, Y MoMy 4ucii memaghopuzayii, € MONCIUBUM MITbKU HA OCHOBI
oocnioxcents pezyarbmamis ixnvoi peanizayii 6 moei (mosneni). CeManmuko-KoeHIMUsHU nioxio 00360.14€
uyepe3 O00CNI0NCEHHT CeMAHMUKU Memapopuunux HoMmiHayiil 06y0b-K0i MOGU ma noOy0o8y GiOn0GIOHUX
Memagopuunux mooenetl BCMAHOBUMU MOOENi MEMAPOPUUHO20 MUCIEHHS eMHOCY, XAPAKMEPHi 0l mo20 Yu
moeo icmopuunozo nepiody. Cmucio 6UKIA0eHO OCHOBHI NONONCEHHS MAKo20 MNi0X00y, NpeoCcmAasneHo
napamempuyHull. OnUC Memagpopu K CeManmuKo-KOSHIMUeHoi Mooeni, HA0ano OOTPYHMYBAHHS B8EOEHUX
NOHAMb Memagopuunoi mMe2amooeni ma cyomMooeni, ceManmuKo-KOSHImUgHo20 popmanma. 3anponoHosand
MemoOuKa NpusHaveHa K 07 KOPRYCHO20 OOCHIONCeHH Memagop, max i Olisi 6UUeHHs. OKpeMux (haxmie
Memaghopuunoi Hominayii.

Knrouosi cnosa: memaghopa, memagpopuzayis, memaghopuune mooenosanms, memapopuuna mooew,
napamemp mooeii, cghepa-oxcepeno, cepa-yino.
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