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Abstract

The paper deals with the metaphorical model as a semantic-cognitive construction based on the
author’s conception of metaphorical modelling. The aim of the research is to characterize such a model of
metaphorization, that involves the disclosure of its essence, description of properties, parameters, and
construction technique.

Semantic-cognitive metaphorical modelling is the construction of metaphorization models that reflect
national stereotypes of figurative analogic and associative thinking of an ethnocultural community or
individual perceptions of the world of a particular native speaker at a particular stage of historical
development. A semantic-cognitive metaphorical model is a regular scheme of verbalization of notions
correlated in analogic and associative terms available in the minds of native speakers. It includes the original
and new ideographic domains and the semantic-cognitive motivator — this description of the metaphorical
model actualizes the denotative-conceptual domains of the source and purpose of metaphorization and the
integrating feature that motivates the process of metaphorical nomination. The semantic-cognitive
metaphorical model is a three-component structure: the original denotative-conceptual domain (metaphor
motivating) — the new denotative-conceptual domain (metaphorically motivated) | semantic-cognitive
motivator (motivating feature of metaphorical nomination). The term ‘semantic-cognitive metaphorical
motivator’ is introduced to denote the semantic component that connects the derivative and derived meanings
and expresses the motivational relations of the original and new denotative-conceptual domains, which is a
mental and semantic element that integrates different entities that are similar in some respect. It serves as a
motivating feature of metaphorization as a metaphorical projection from the original conceptual domain to a
new one, an indicator of metaphorical motivation.
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The developed methodology of constructing and describing metaphorical models as semantic-cognitive
structures is universal, since it can be used as an independent operational mechanism in the semantic-
cognitive analysis of individual facts of metaphorization or in the corpus-based study of metaphor in a
particular language (texts, discourses), as well as an obligatory stage of the semantic-cognitive study of
metaphorical concepts.

Keywords: metaphor, metaphorization, semantic-cognitive metaphorical model, metaphorical
motivation, source and target domains of metaphorization, semantic-cognitive metaphorical motivator.

1. Introduction.

Metaphors are essential in the process of human cognition of reality, as they enable us
to identify similarities between various objects and phenomena, to apply knowledge and
experience gained in one area to comprehend another area. The conceptual system of native
speakers contains a certain set of metaphorical projections that seem to be built into everyday
thinking, so they are an integral part of the cultural paradigm of the ethnic group and are
easily understood by members of the language group.

Human thinking has the important for metaphorization ability to analyse perceived
objects and situations, compare different entities, and draw analogies between similar ideas
about certain realities. Metaphorization is based on the comparison of some real objects by
their analogy or a certain associative connection between them. Metaphorical nominations,
that arise as a result of a creative cognitive process directly influenced by language and the
way of conceptualizing reality inherent in a particular ethnic culture, are gradually
accumulated by an ethnic group in the course of its historical development. As a result, a
metaphorical worldview is formed and gradually modified, and it reveals a certain
stereotypical nature of national thinking. This means that the figurative mental and verbal
activity of native speakers is carried out according to certain, relatively limited number of
schemes and models.

2. Literature Review.

In linguometaphorology, there are two main approaches to metaphorical modelling:
semantic (Kudryavtseva (2004), Kustova (2004), Laguta (2003), Ponomaryova (2005),
Tropina (2003), and others) and cognitive (Baranov, Mikhailova, Satarov, Shypova (2004),
Baranov (2014), Chudinov (2003), and others).

In linguistic and metaphorological studies of semantic modelling, the understanding
of metaphor as a model is based on the notion of semantic parallelism. In different works,
metaphorical models, considered as samples, schemes of meaning-making, include
components of different nature and number, but the allocation of conceptual domains
(semantic / ideographic fields, lexical-semantic / thematic groups, etc.), which include word
formation and derivative meanings that motivate the metaphorical transfer of features, is
similar. The metaphorical model is generally interpreted as a regular correlation between the
denotative and conceptual domains of the motivating and motivated meanings of words
connected by a common semantic element.

The positive feature of semantic research in the field of metaphorical modelling is the
aspiration for a detailed consideration of the facts of secondary nomination based on
component analysis, which makes it possible to comprehend better the essence of metaphor
formation processes. However, firstly, the descriptions of metaphorical models are usually
based on a relatively small amount of material (individual contexts and lexical and
grammatical word classes), and sometimes are selective in nature; secondly, they are
characterized by the complexity of structuring and ambiguity of model parameterization,
which does not contribute to the development of a unified methodology for describing and
classifying metaphorical models.
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In linguistic and metaphorological studies on the cognitive modelling of
metaphorization, there are two main methods of constructing and describing metaphorical
models. According to the descriptive theory (Baranov, 2004, 2014), a metaphorical model is
understood as a thematic field of signifying descriptors. In the cognitive discourse theory
(Chudinov, 2003), a metaphorical model is considered to be a connection scheme between
the conceptual domains of the source and target of a metaphorical projection, and which
exists in the minds of native speakers. Cognitive metaphorical models are described as
structured frames and slots of the source and target domains.

The advantages of the cognitive modelling of metaphorization include a clear
tendency towards completeness and multidimensionality of description, detailed
systematisation, and the use of corpus-based methods, which involves a significant amount
of linguistic facts under study. In addition, despite the fact that the authors of descriptive and
cognitive-discourse theories manifest them as cognitive, there is a clear intention to combine
the cognitive and semantic aspects, which brings them closer to the idea of considering
metaphor as both a mental and linguistic phenomenon. Meanwhile, the descriptions of
metaphorical models made by other researchers within these conceptual studies contain some
drawbacks: a broad understanding of metaphor, including similes, periphrases, metonymies,
phraseological units, although this approach is generally characteristic of cognitive
semantics; mixing of the terminology of linguocultural studies, linguistic cognitive science,
and linguistic semantics; lack of terminological unity, often even in the works by the same
author; discrepancies in the description of frame-slot structures of the same metaphorical
models; the practical absence of formulated basics for metaphorical projection; the
complexity of structuring models, which does not create conditions for unifying the results of
the studies for the purpose of general description.

A comparison of semantic-cognitive approaches to metaphor modelling has
demonstrated that they have common features: understanding metaphor as a modelled object;
using the term ‘metaphorical model’ (‘metaphorization model’); identifying similar
parameters of the metaphorical model and using terminology that correlates within their
meta-languages.

3. Aim and Objectives.

The aim of the paper is to describe the metaphorical model based on the author’s
conception of a semantic-cognitive metaphorical modelling. It has determined the following
objectives to achieve:

- to reveal the essence of the metaphorical model as a semantic-cognitive structure;

- to describe the properties of a semantic-cognitive metaphorical model;

- to present the specifics of metaphorical motivation;

- to characterize the parameters of a semantic-cognitive metaphorical model as a
three-component structure;

- to describe the methodology for building a semantic-cognitive metaphorical model.

4. Methods.

Modelling is well known as a scientific method to elaborate the properties and
structure of a certain real or imaginary object under the study of the properties and structure
of its built model. The modelling methodology suggests an impressive prospect for research,
yet it is obviously not the only source of knowledge about a particular object.

Later in the twentieth century, modelling became one of the basic methods to study
metaphor, as the active study of metaphorization had scholars understand metaphor as an
object to be modelled. According to the semantic approach to metaphorical modelling, a
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metaphorical model is a typical correlation between the semantic (ideographic) domains of
the motivating and motivated meaning-holding components reflected through integrating
semantic feature. As provided by the cognitive approach, a metaphorical model is a
sustainable relevance between the source and target domains fixed in the nationally specific
linguistic and cultural tradition (Kravtsova, 2018).

The analysis of existing methods for metaphorical modelling made it possible for us
to develop some specified ones for a semantic-cognitive metaphorical modelling. The
suggested approach to metaphorization modelling implies building the metaphorization
models that reflect the national stereotypes of figurative analogous and associative thinking
specific for an ethnic and cultural community or individual world mapping of a native
speaker at a particular period of historical development. A semantic-cognitive metaphorical
model is a regular scheme existing in the minds of native speakers to verbalize the correlated
analogous notions and associative ideas.

According to the suggested conception of metaphorical modelling, the methodology
for building a semantic-cognitive metaphorical model involves the following stages:
1) applying the language (speech) data to collect the facts of metaphorization, which are the
object of research; 2) establishing the denotative and conceptual domains of both metaphor
sources and targets; 3) identifying the semantic-cognitive metaphorical motivators;
4) building three-component metaphorical models: denotative and conceptual source domain
(metaphor motivating) — denotative and conceptual target domain (metaphorically
motivated) | semantic-cognitive motivator (metaphorically nominated motivating property);
5) comparing all the semantic-cognitive models built as to determine their properties
(regularity and productivity).

It should be noted that semantic-cognitive metaphorical modelling can be applied not
only to language metaphors recorded in explanatory and semantic dictionaries that reflect the
peculiarities of collective figurative thinking, but also to metaphors existing within particular
texts that demonstrate the specifics of an individual figurative worldview. Thus, the results of
a corpus-based literary discourse metaphors study (Kravtsova, 2011, 2014) disproves the
popular opinion that “metaphorical transfer occurs in certain directions just in common use
(“usus”) (Sklyarevskaya, 1993, p. 20) and “metaphorization of nominations in literary speech
proceeds somewhat illogically, arbitrarily” (Laguta, 2003, p. 134). We consider that the
formation of speech (occasional) metaphors is based on systemic patterns and does not
exceed the general linguistic systematicity, whereas identifying and describing these
processes are more complicated as compared to the analysis of the facts about common
metaphorization patterns.

5. Results and Discussion.

5.1. Essence of a semantic-cognitive metaphorical model.

According to our conception of metaphorical modelling, metaphor is a mental and
verbal construct that is intended to characterize and nominate an object created on the basis
of its analogue or associative similarity with the other object that has already got named in
the process of human cognitive activity. Metaphorization is a cognitive and semantic
mechanism that helps forward to identify properties in common between different realities
based on the analogous and associative complexes that exist in the consciousness of
representatives of a particular ethnic culture. However, the nature of metaphor is considered
in two aspects: on the one hand, it is an object of meaning-making, and on the other hand, it
is an object of meaning perception. This property of metaphor is an important factor that
makes the metaphorization modelling intricate, for the processes of creating metaphor
(metaphor encoding) and understanding it (metaphor decoding) may not coincide. Thus, the
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scholar should have a good knowledge of language and its semantic patterns as well as some
certain intuitive feeling to reconstruct the metaphor semantic meaning as it is a product of the
mental and verbal activity of a metaphor maker. Actually, the results of metaphorization as a
cognitive process can be empirically observed in language (speech) use only, and metaphors
as linguistic units are explications of human cognitive abilities.

Semantic-cognitive metaphorical model is a three-component structure that includes
the source and new denotative and conceptual domains (for example, “physical properties of
a person — atmospheric phenomena”) and a semantic-cognitive motivator which is
interpreted as a conceptual and semantic element that integrates different entities similar in
some way. The method of representing the domains of metaphorization (source and target)
makes it possible to understand the system of logical and conceptual relations between the
motivating (motivator) and motivated (getting motivated) meanings. However, there are
actualized the source domains (denotative and conceptual ones of the motivating meaning)
and target domains (denotative and conceptual ones of the motivated meaning) common to
semantic-cognitive modelling. In addition, as typical for cognitive studies, there are
eliminated the differences between the parts of speech (in studies on semantics, the
description is usually based on the data of a certain part of speech).

5.2. Characteristics of the semantic-cognitive metaphorical model.

Almost all linguists who study the specifics and patterns of metaphorical modeling
(Baranov (2004, 2014), Chudinov (2003), Tropina (2003), and others), when characterizing
metaphorization models, usually point to such properties as regularity and productivity.
Those are actually borrowed from morphological derivatology as the very notion of the
model and its main components. In morphological derivatology, regularity is understood as
the repetitiveness of formal and semantic relations of word-formation correlative words
when there are several words formed on the same pattern, and productivity is understood as
the ability to serve as a model for the forming of new words.

Semantic derivatology interprets regularity as the conditionality of the secondary
meaning of a word that is a part of a certain lexical and semantic range by the general
semantic characteristic of the entire range, i.e., the primary meanings of the corresponding
lexical units, or the reproducibility of secondary meanings according to a known model.
Cognitive linguistic and metaphorological studies usually clarifies regularity as the repetition
of metaphors of a certain conceptual domain.

It should be noted that opinions differ as to which metaphorical model can be
considered regular. Some linguists (Tropina (2003) among others) consider a model regular
if there are at least two motivationally similar secondary meanings. Other scholars
(Chudinov (2003) among others) consider regularity as a characteristic of a model if it
includes a significant number of similar cases and the emergence of one meaning on the
basis of another is motivated and predictable, i.e. modeled.

Semantic linguistic and metaphorological studies determine regularity by the presence
of at least two similar cases of metaphor formation, while in linguistic and cognitive works
on metaphorization modeling, it is mainly about a significant number of typical semantic
transformations, which is primarily due to the approach to the research material: to a greater
extent linguistic semantics studies metaphors within a single lexical and grammatical class
or relatively few facts of metaphorization. At the same time linguistic cognitive science, as a
rule, widely uses corpus-based research methods, i.e., the study is carried out on a large
volume of metaphorical nominations.

As we can see, the issue of the number of metaphors of one denotative-conceptual
domain, which makes the model regular, remains generally controversial. In our opinion, a

33



Hayxosuii waconuc HI1Y imeni M. I1. []pacomanosa

metaphorical model has such characteristic as regularity if it is reproducible and does not
cause difficulties in the perception of native speakers. Regarding the quantitative factor in
determining the regularity of a model, we note that a metaphorical model is regular if it is
steadily repeated in a language or an idiolect, i.e., if there are two or more facts (Kravtsova,
2011, 2014).

The amorphous nature of the notion of regularity of a metaphorical model has led to
the fact that in some researches (e.g., Chudinov (2003)), when describing a significant
number of metaphorical models, frequency is introduced as characteristic, which correlates
with regularity, but indicates a large number of similar derived meanings.

The productivity of a metaphorical model is usually understood as its ability to serve
as a model for the formation of new metaphorical meanings (Baranov, Mikhailova,
Satarov, Shypova (2004), Baranov (2014), Chudinov (2003)). A sign of the productivity of
the metaphorization model is the formation of new meanings in lexemes by analogy with the
figurative meanings already existing in other words of the same semantic (nominative) field,
recorded in the dictionary (Kuksa, 2007, p. 8). Thus, the productivity of a metaphorical
model is conditioned by its ability to produce new meanings at a particular synchronic cut,
i.e. we can speak about the productivity of the model in a particular period of historical
development of the language. However, in some researches (Tropina (2003) among others),
the productivity of the model is determined by the completeness of coverage of units with a
given set of properties, which means that the quantitative indicator is used again and,
accordingly, the notion of regularity is duplicated.

The notion of regularity is closely related to the notion of productivity: productive
models are simultaneously regular, but regular models can be both productive and
unproductive (their regularity in this case is explained by their productivity in the past).

Thus, the metaphorical model has the properties of regularity and productivity, which
characterize its reproducibility and semantic activity in different historical periods of
development of a particular ethno-cultural community.

5.3. Specificity of metaphorical motivation.

Semantic, including metaphorical, motivation, which reflects the relationship between
the motivating (derivative) and motivated (derivative) meanings of a polysemant, is the basis
of secondary nomination and the development of polysemy. The problem is that while
semantic derivation, unlike morphological derivation, the motivational relations between the
motivating and motivated meanings have no formal expression. That is why there is still no
common understanding of semantic motivation (Kustova (2004), Tropina (2003), and
others), and the notion of metaphorical motivation needs to be substantially clarified.

Until recently, metaphorical motivation was understood as one of the types of
motivational relations in morphological derivation, although the views on its essence differed
significantly. It was interpreted as the formation of derivatives based on the metaphorical
meaning of the word-former or as the emergence of a figurative meaning in the motivated
word on the basis of the non-figurative (direct) meaning of the motivating word. On this
basis, the essence of metaphorical motivation was defined as the ratio of the motivating
(derivative) and motivated (derivative) words, when the motivated word acquires a figurative
(metaphorical) meaning, but there were disagreements about the nature of the motivating
word.

There is also a controversy in the interpretation of metaphorical motivation
represented in the studies of semantic derivatology and linguistic metaphorology.
Metaphorical motivation is understood as: “the removal of one semantic component from the
lexical meaning of the derivative word while neutralizing other semes and forming a new,
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figurative meaning of the derivative” (Shirshov, 1991, p. 61); “such a motivational relation
between the derivative and the original word when the semantics of the derivative word is
based on the associative, potential semantics of the original word, and in the process of word
formation itself, the rank of the motivationally relevant seme changes” (Tashlykova, 1994,
p. 174). Thus, metaphorical motivation is considered as a relation of derivative and derived
meanings or words (as in morphological word formation). At the same time, the study of
metaphorization and metaphorical nomination requires new approaches.

According to our conception, metaphorical motivation is the relation of the original
denotative-conceptual domain (direct, primary meaning) and the new denotative-conceptual
domain (figurative, secondary meaning) based on the commonality of semantic-cognitive
feature(s) in different objects of reality that are similar in analogous-associative terms.
Metaphorization can be based on an analog or associative figurative representation of reality
in the minds of native speakers. For example, the metaphorical meaning of the word whisper
“quiet noise, rustle, murmur, etc.” (whisper of waves) is a projection of the direct meaning
“quiet speech in which sounds are uttered without the participation of the vocal cords”
(child’s whisper) (Slovnyk ukrainskoi movy, 2010-2021), where metaphorization is carried
out on the motivational feature “sound”, and, accordingly, the integral seme “quiet sound” is
actualized. The metaphorical meanings of the word scream - the usual “extreme
manifestation of despair, anxiety, strong emotional experience, etc.” (scream of the soul) and
the occasional “a strong sharp sound made by something” (the scream of a locomotive
(V. Inber)) are motivated by the direct meaning “a strong sharp sound of a voice; a scream”
(a woman’s scream) (lbid.), but the linguistic metaphor is formed on the motivational feature
“measure”, as a result of which the potential seme “extreme manifestation of something” is
actualized, and the speech metaphor is formed on the feature “sound” with the actualization
of the integral seme “strong sharp sound”. Linguistic (usual) metaphorization is
characterized by the transfer of meanings mainly by analogy, and speech (occasional)
metaphorization is based on associations, which confirms the results of our study. The
meaning of a word acts as a generalized reflection of the object it denotes, which implies that
not all the features and characteristics inherent or attributed by native speakers to a certain
reality are fixed in the meaning, but only the most essential, basic, more frequently used
ones; metaphorization can reveal both essential and non-essential (peripheral, potential)
features of an object or phenomenon.

Some linguists (Usminskij (1996) among others) also note that motivation can be
multidimensional. Thus, Usminskij (1996) identified the most frequent motivating features
of tropes (metaphors, similes, etc.): auditory; taste; tactile; visual in color; visual in shape;
visual in dynamic feature; relative with logical-sensory modulation; relative without logical-
sensory modulation; relative based on the intersection of valences; combined. However, he
drew attention to the fact that visual features, when combined with others, can dominate
them when decoding, for example, occasional metaphors.

Our analysis of the metaphor of artistic discourse (based on the works of prose poets
of the first half of the twentieth century — A. Akhmatova (1989, 2017), A. Belyi (1996),
Z. Hippius (1991), V.Inber (1965), M. Kuzmin (1989), B. Pasternak (1990, 1991),
I. Selvinsky (1971-1974), M. Tsvetaeva (1988)) made it possible to identify the following
types of metaphorical motivation, such as:

1) formative: eearci xmap; Kynoau xmap (A. Belyi); conoeu 6epiz; zpusa xeunw
(V. Inber); pyku narowa; kpuna 6pie (M. Tsvetaeva);

2) coloristic: cuei xmapu; cuixcne cpiono (A. Belyi); zonomo nucms;, mioe zinox
(V. Inber); cuseuna mopis; oueii ceuneunp (M. Tsvetaeva);
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3) acoustic (sound): oowosi zonocu; zosip mops (Z. Hippius); zonocucma nuixa,
wenomams xonoces (V. Inber); wmenim ninu; 2copmanni cmpymxu (1. Selvinsky);

4) dynamic (movement, development): (pyx, po3BHUTOK). bar 3amemineii, X0po60o
suxpie (A. Akhmatova); conni mpasu;, cnums rxosuna (Z. Hippius); ie xeurun; muams poxu
(1. Selvinsky);

5) realization (expression): wenim xoxanusi; nooux mucmeymsa (A. Akhmatova);
Moenenus cepys;, cepye oanodyxce (Z. Hippius); nmax namxuenns; zopinna oywi (V. Inber);

6) quantitative (quantitative): dows sipwie; epad meneecpam (A. Akhmatova); poouna
poxum (A. Belyi); szpaa oisuam (1. Selvinsky); mope cniz (M. Tsvetaeva);

7) parametric (measure, degree): mope aucms; gpoumanu eocnio (A. Belyi); acap
npucmpacmeti, RORLK kasmmsi, 6020Hb, noxcexca 2risy (V. Inber); nasa nenasucmi; eéozons
wanenocmi (M. Tsvetaeva);

8) correlative (correlation): xopoeoo xunapucis (A. Akhmatova); mxkanuna uacis
(Z. Hippius); numxku nooiii (V. Inber);

9) consistency: ckno neba (A. AKhmatova); amnac xmap;, okcamumosa mempsisa
(A. Belyi); cknane nebo (M. Kuzmin);

10) situational (state): oywa emomnena; oywa 3einenena (Z. Hippius); xeopi bepesu;
azonisa 2opoounu (B. Pasternak); nooux oywi (M. Tsvetaeva);

11) evaluative: nacka inerw; cuie nackasuii (A. Akhmatova); mope nocmixaemucs,
oywums sxcumms (Z. Hippius); xpam oywi (M. Tsvetaeva);

12) temporal (temporal): cusunu cnpas; cueunu oym (M. Tsvetaeva);

13) functional: s1aéopamopia oymxu (V. Inber); mopcorka kynenw; Kynemnv mops
(M. Tsvetaeva).

Consequently, as a result of the semantic-cognitive analysis of a significant corpus of
metaphors in literary discourse, the following types of metaphorical motivation have been
identified: formative, colourative, acoustic, dynamic, realization, quantitative, parametric,
correlation, consistency, temporal, situational, functional, and evaluative. However, there are
still many unresolved issues in this area that require further research, which will contribute to
the development of a general typology of motivational features of metaphorization and,
accordingly, the establishment of certain types of metaphorical motivation.

5.4. Denotative and conceptual domains as a source and target of metaphorical
projection.

The creation of new metaphors or reinterpretation of already known metaphorical
images is based on ideographic domains that have a common (objective) significance for a
certain ethnic group or a unique (subjective) significance and popularity for an individual.
The reference to specific source domains has an evaluative effect, since replacing direct
names with figurative and metaphorical ones gives them a different flavour and emphasizes
the most essential properties of the metaphorized notions.

The study of the productivity of certain classes of words as “suppliers of metaphors”
and the regularity of replenishment of conceptual (semantic) domains with metaphorical
names (Chudinov (2003), Laguta (2003), Sklyarevskaya (1993), and others) contributes to
the establishment of different sources of metaphorization (donor domains), although such
typologies are usually developed on the basis of a specific lexical and grammatical category
of words (most often nouns) or a limited number of texts.

Our paper presents the developed classification of source and target domains of
metaphorical projection (based on a significant corpus of metaphors of different partial
language affiliation), based on the analysis of linguistic studies in the field of metaphorical
modelling (Baranov (2004, 2014), Chudinov (2003), Laguta (2003), Sklyarevskaya (1993),
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and others), ideographic dictionaries, and our own observations on the facts of
metaphorization in artistic discourse (works of prose poets of the first half of the twentieth
century). These source and target domains of metaphorical projection are combined into the
following conceptual megadomains: Human, Society, Animal World, Plant World, Inorganic
World, Artefact, and Time. Let us consider in more detail one of these megadomains —
Human (anthropomorphic metaphors), where the following source domains are
distinguished:

1) human physical properties: a) appearance (beard, eyelashes, curls, blush, gray
hair, bearded, curly, bald, muscular, gray, thin, etc.): kyuepi 6epe3u; 1una Kyuepsea
(Z. Gippius); mopo3 cusuir (V. Inber); pym’aneunv 30pi (M. Kuzmin); éopooa mymany
(1. Selvinsky); b) parts of the human body (side, mouth, head, lips, leg, face, eyes, finger,
arm, hip, body, etc.): mino 3emni (A. Akhmatova); obnuuus nebec; oui nosceinci
(Z. Gippius); cmezno sexnci; zonosu oepiz (V. Inber); c) speech / voice (chatter, muttering,
speaking, voice, shout, whisper, talkative, silent, mute, chatter, babble, mutter, speak, shout,
silent, etc.): wenim nuxa (A. Akhmatova); deavkim eoou (A. Belyi); 2o6ip mops; zonoc
asmomooins (Z. Gippius); kpuk nouymmie (M. Tsvetaeva); d) physical actions of a person
(running, stepping, running, throwing, blinking, swimming, walking, etc.): nocmimxa 30pi;
oincamo poxu (A. Belyi); 6iz xmap (V. Inber); poxu necauca (1. Selvinsky); kpox oywi
(M. Tsvetaeva); e) physical sensations of a person (bitter, cold, bitter, sour, sweet, warm,
etc.): cipke nouymmsa (A. Akhmatova); xucine obnuuus; menne nouymms (A. Belyi);
xo0n100 oyuii (Z. Gippius); conookuit con (V. Inber); f) physical states of a person (fatigue,
laziness, torment, groaning, tired, rest, moan, get tired, etc.): cmocin cepuys
(A. Akhmatova); emomnene conuye (A. Belyi); oyma emomunaca (Z. Gippius); smyuene
cepye (1. Selvinsky);

2) human physiological properties: a) internal human organs (aorta, artery, throat,
larynx, capillary, blood, lungs, muscle, heart, tongue, gums, etc.): uepeso mocmis; cepue
manzu (A. Akhmatova); mpameaiini aopmu; mopzoeenvni apmepii, zopmansv pynopa,
acua cmin;, uepeso séiononueni (V. Inber); b) human physiological processes (life, sip, cry,
look, breathe, hungry, sweaty, full, look, breathe, live, cry, sweat, sob, sob, hear, etc.):
cbo3u 3ipoK; nimue conue; ouxae simepeys; puoas poans (A. Belyi); ouxanns pik;
oywa xcuea, cepuye naaue, cmiseca micayv (Z. Gippius); c) physiological states of a
person (insomnia, fever, weakness, sleep, convulsion, trembling, weak, sleepy, doze, fall
asleep, wake up, sleep, tremble, etc.): oymesene mpemminns (A.Belyi); oyma couna,
cnumo oywa (Z. Gippius); cydopoza kpana; n’anut ¢imep (B. Pasternak); conna 6ooa;
opimae muxa eéoda (l. Selvinsky); d) diseases (agony, madness, fever, delirium, swelling,
cut, wound, bruise, scar, illness, feverish, deaf, dumb, blind, sick, nauseous, delirious, etc.):
besymcmeo ceimie (A. Belyi); oyma nopanena (Z.Gippius); xeope conue (V. Inber);
panu pix (M. Kuzmin); wmpam xmap (B. Pasternak);

3) mental properties of a person: a) memory (memories, remembrance, forgetting,
remembering): naw’amo cepus (A. Akhmatova); cnozaou oywi (V. Inber); naw’ame 30pi
(M. Kuzmin); nam’ame nroocmea (1. Selvinsky); b) thinking / intellect (reflection, thought,
thoughtful, wise, ponder, know): myope cepue (A.Akhmatova); 3adymnueuii xminw
(A. Belyi); oymxu cmonimeo (B. Pasternak); saoymauei nmaxu (1. Selvinsky); oymu cepuys
(M. Tsvetaeva);

4) spiritual (psychological) properties of a person: a) the spiritual essence of a person
(spirit, soul): oyma noeszii (A. Akhmatova); dyx cmonims; oyx munynozo (A. Belyi);
oywa sipwie (Z. Gippius); oyx zypmoncumcie (1. Selvinsky); b) character traits (ruthless,
timid, greedy, cruel, angry, meek, affectionate, lazy, cautious, submissive, shy, strict,
attentive, stubborn, etc.): sne conue (A. Belyi); cepue rncadione, oyma nokipna; naziona
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oywa; ynepma oywa; 3ne s»cumms (Z. Gippius); c) feelings (longing, passionate, lustful,
love, hate, fall out of love, long, etc.): cepue nrwoums; cepuye mymscums (A. Akhmatova);
ascazyue mazuymoca ziaku (A. Belyi); oyma poznrwouna (Z. Gippius); xmuei xeuni
(I. Selvinsky); d) emotions / experiences (fright, joy, sadness, sorrow, cheerful, angry,
gloomy, touched, sad, excited, indignant, angry, etc.): cxeunvoeanuii éimep; pozuyneni
neveca (A.Belyi); cymna oywa; noxmype mnebo (Z.Gippius); eeceruii eimep
(M. Kuzmin); euieni xeuni; oywia posenieana (M. Tsvetaeva); e) desire (wish, whim,
caprice, capricious, wish, dream, strive, ask, wait, etc.): éaxcanns cepus (Z. Gippius);
oaxncanns oywi (V. Inber); kanpusz ooni; npumxnuee nebo (B. Pasternak).

The semantic-cognitive study of metaphor has identified characteristic denotative and
conceptual domains as the source and goal of metaphorical projection (Kravtsova, 2014,
2022): 1) the megadomain Human: physical, physiological, mental and spiritual properties of
a person; 2) the megadomain Society: social groups; social relations; art (also as a source
domain Army); 3) the megadomain Animal World: species of animals (as a source domain
also “animal population,” “physical properties of animals,” “animal habitat”);
4) megadomain Plant World: species of plants; plant population; physical properties of plants
(also as a source domain Plant Physiology); 5) megadomain Inorganic World: physical
phenomena; atmospheric phenomena; space, earth and water objects; minerals (also as a
source domain Gemstones); 6) megadomain Artefact: buildings; clothes; tools; equipment;
military attributes; religious objects (also as a source domain Household Utensils, Food
Products”, Foundry Products; as a target domain — Settlement, Printed and Handwritten
Products); 7) megadomain Time: periods of time (also as a target domain Properties of
Time).

Identification of the source domains and target domains of metaphorization drawing
on different material will help to establish trends and patterns of the modelling of the
metaphorical worldview of an ethnic group in a given historical period and to establish a
general scientific understanding of its evolution.

5.5. Metaphorical motivator as an indicator of metaphorization.

The motivational features of metaphorization, or the grounds of metaphorical transfer,
have repeatedly attracted the attention of different researchers (Laguta (2003), Sklyarevskaya
(1993), Usminskij (1996), and others).

It should be noted that in traditional linguistic semantics to denote the semantic
component that carries out the motivational connections of the original and derivative
meanings of a polysemant, the notion of ‘semantic core’ was introduced (i.e. to denote a
semantic element common to all meanings of a word) (Shmelev, 1973, p. 79). But semantic
commonality may not be inherent in all meanings of a polysemous word, since the
motivational connections in polysemy are quite different (Kudryavtseva (2004), Tropina
(2003), and others). Later, different terminological designations were introduced for such an
element that connects the original and derived, including metaphorical, meaning, namely:
‘associative element’ (Shmelev, 1973), ‘semantic formant’ (Tropina, 2003), ‘semantic
motivator’ (Kudryavtseva, 2004), ‘associative feature’ (Kuksa, 2007), etc. Thus, in modern
linguistic semantics (semantic derivatology) there is still no commonly used term for such
motivational features, which indicates that this problem has not been solved and that there is
necessity for its further development.

In some linguistic works on metaphorical nomination (Laguta (2003), Usminskij
(1996), and others) different scholars try to establish the types of features that motivate
metaphorization. For example, Laguta, when analysing substantive metaphors based modern
explanatory dictionaries data, identified a number of such motivational features: 1) formative
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(size, height, depth, length, fullness, size, height, shape, width); 2) odorative (smell);
3) colour (colour, tone, paint, breed); 4) taste; 5) weight (weight, mass, volume); 6) sound
(volume, range, timbre); 7) time (age, time, duration); 8) temperature; 9) tactile (hardness,
softness);  10) consistency (fullness, material, condition, composition, essence);
11) functional (purpose, goal, reason for use); 12)realization, characterizing the
manifestations of the object (activity, intensity, value, reaction, mode, result, force,
consequence); 13) dynamic, reflecting the course of action (rhythm, tempo); 14) quantitative,
indicating the discreteness of the combination of correlated objects (dose, calibre, measure)
or their syncretism (quantity); 15) relational, characterizing the commonality relations of
correlated objects (place, position, ratio, direction, proximity, order); 16) subjective and
psychological (feelings, experiences) (Laguta, 2003, p. 137). This classification is quite
complete and reflects the typical connections of the original and derivative meanings in the
metaphorization. Most linguists recognize that the most regular and universal is
metaphorization based on the similarity of formative, metrical, consistency, and chromatic
features.

In our work, when describing the results of metaphorization, we use the term
‘metaphor’ to denote a semantic component that connects the original (metaphor motivating,
direct meaning) and derived (metaphorically motivated, metaphor itself) meaning and
expresses the motivational relations of the original and new denotative and conceptual
domains. The term ‘semantic-cognitive metaphorical motivator’ is introduced, which is
understood as a mental and semantic element that integrates different entities that are similar
in some respect. It serves as a motivating feature of metaphorization being a metaphorical
projection from the original denotative and conceptual domain to a new one, an indicator of
metaphorical motivation, which we present in the most general formulation (sound,
dynamics, colour, shape, etc.). This terminological designation actualizes certain
motivational relations of the original and new denotative and conceptual domains involved in
metaphorization: metaphor motivating — metaphor | semantic cognitive metaphorical
motivator, and also reflects the systemic relations of cognitive and linguistic structures,
emphasizing the essence of metaphor as a phenomenon of language and thinking. It should
be noted that in our previous works for terminological designation of this notion we used the
term ‘semantic-cognitive formant’ (Kravtsova, 2011, 2014), where the term ‘formant’ was
borrowed from morphological derivatology to describe semantic derivation, one of the
processes of which is metaphorization. But in morphological derivatology, ‘a formant’ is the
smallest word-forming unit in formal and semantic terms, by means of which a word is
motivated, and it differs from the motivator. In semantic derivatology, which has been
formed relatively recently, this term does not fully reflect the motivational relations of the
motivating and motivated meanings, since the motivating feature is not a formal indicator of
semantic, in particular metaphorical derivation and therefore cannot be distinguished as ‘a
difference’ between motivating and motivated.

The analysis of linguistic works on metaphorical nomination and collected factual
material (usual and occasional metaphors extracted from literary texts) made it possible to
identify the following main types of semantic-cognitive metaphorical motivators: 1) shape
(outline, structure); 2) colour (tone, shade, colour); 3) sound (pitch, strength, tempo, rhythm,
quality of sound); 4) dynamics (movement, action, movement, development); 5) quantity
(set, small number, aggregate); 6) measure (size, degree of something); 7) correlation (order,
arrangement, connection); 8) manifestation of an object (detection, intensity, activity,
reaction to something, realization); 9) consistency (density, transparency, hardness,
hardness); 10) state (type, character); 11)time (duration, continuity, sequence);
12) functionality (purpose, goal); 13) evaluation (positive / negative evaluation).
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Thus, obtained by different linguists (Laguta (2003), Sklyarevskaya (1993),
Usminskij (1996), and others) data and the results of our analysis clearly show that the
motivational features identified in different sources, making up the basis of metaphorization,
largely coincide, which proves the objectivity of the studies. However, there are still many
debatable and unsolved issues that require further research, which will contribute to the
development of a general typology of features that motivate the processes of metaphorical
nomination.

Despite a large number of linguometaphorological works on metaphorical modelling,
there are still many debatable issues regarding the essence of metaphor, metaphorization
process / mechanism, metaphorical nomination, metaphorical motivation, its types,
metaphorical model, its parameterization, and construction technique.

6. Conclusions.

Semantic-cognitive metaphorical modelling is the construction of metaphorization
models that reflect national stereotypes of figurative analogic and associative thinking of an
ethnocultural community or individual perceptions of the world of a particular native speaker
at a particular stage of historical development.

A semantic-cognitive metaphorical model is a regular scheme of verbalization of
notions correlated in analogic and associative terms existing in the minds of native speakers.
It has such properties as regularity and productivity. A regular model is the one that can be
reproduced and does not cause difficulties in the perception by native speakers. The
productivity of a metaphorical model is conditioned by its ability to produce new meanings
at a particular synchronic cut.

A semantic-cognitive metaphorical model includes the original and new ideographic
domains and the semantic-cognitive motivator — this description of the metaphorical model
actualizes the denotative-conceptual source and target domains of of metaphorization as well
as the integrating feature that motivates the process of metaphorical nomination.
Metaphorical motivation is the relation of the original denotative-conceptual domain
(metaphor motivating) and the new denotative-conceptual domain (metaphorically
motivated) based on the commonality of semantic-cognitive feature(s) in different objects of
reality that correlate in analogous-associative terms. A semantic-cognitive metaphorical
model is a mental and semantic element that integrates different entities that are similar in
some respect. It serves as a motivating feature of metaphorization being a metaphorical
projection from the original conceptual domain to a new one, an indicator of metaphorical
motivation.

The semantic-cognitive metaphorical model has a three-component structure: the
original denotative-conceptual domain (metaphor motivating) — the new denotative-
conceptual domain (metaphorically motivated) | semantic-cognitive motivator (a motivating
feature of metaphorical nomination).

The developed methodology of constructing and describing metaphorical models as
semantic-cognitive structures is of universal nature, since it can be used as an independent
operational mechanism in the semantic-cognitive analysis of individual facts of
metaphorization or in the corpus-based study of metaphor in a particular language (texts,
discourses), as well as an obligatory stage of the semantic-cognitive study of metaphorical
concepts.
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Anomauia

Y cmammi posensidaemocs memagopuuna mMooens K CeMAHMUKO-KOZHIMUGHA CMPYKMYpa 32I0HO 3
a8MOpPCHKOI0 KOHYenyiclo Memapopuynoeo moodentosanisi. Memorw HaAyKo8oi po36iOKu € Xapakmepucmuxa
maxoi mooeni memagpopuzayii, wo nepeddbavae po3Kpumms it Cymnocmi, ORUC 81acmueocmell, napamempie i
Memoouxu nobyoosu.

Cemanmuro-KoeHimusne — mMemagopuune MOOemO8aHHs — A6IAE  cob0l0  CMEOpPeHHs.  Mmooenel
Memacghopuzayii, Axi 8i06UBAIOMb HAYIOHAILHI CMepeomunu 00pa3H020 AHANO208020 U ACOUIAMUBHO20
MUcieHHs OY0b-K0l emHOKYIbMYPHOL cnilbHOMU ab0 IHOUBIOYANbHI YAGLEHHS NPO CEIM NEEHO20 HOCISI MOBU
Ha KOHKpemHoMmy emani icmopuynozo po3eumky. CeManmuko-KOZHImueHa Memagpopuyna Mmooens — ye HaseHa
y CBIOOMOCHI HOCIIB MOBU PecyNiapHA cxema 8epoanizayii KopeusimusHUX 6 aHan02080-ACOYIAMUBHOMY NAAHI
nouame. Bona eémiwye 6uxiony i nogy ideocpagiuni cghepu ma cemanmuro-koenimusnuil momusanm (npu
maxkomy onuci memagopuyuHoi Mooeni akmyanizyromscs 0eHOMAMUSHO-NOHAMMESL chepu Odicepena i memu
Memapopuzayii, a Mmaxkoxc iHMe2pysanbHa IXHA O3HAKA, WO MOMUBYE NPOYeC MemapopuyHoi HOMIHAYIL).
CeManmuxo-KoSHImueHa Mema@opuina Mooeib € MpUKOMIOHEHMHOI CIMPYKMYPOIO: UXIOHA 0eHOMAMUBHO-
nowammeea  cgepa  (Memagopuunuii  momusamop) —  HOBA  OEHOMAMUBHO-NOHAMMESA  chepa
(memagopuunuti momueam) | cemanmuxo-koeHimuenuit momuganm (MOMUBYEAILHA 03HAKA MemMapOopUtHOi
HOMIHayil). JIist NO3HAYEHHS CMUCI08020 KOMNOHEHMA, WO HO8 SA3Y€ MEIPHe Ui NOXIOHe 3HAYEHHS Md SUPAXCAE
MOMUBAYIUHI  BIOHOWIEHHS BUXIOHOI 1l  HOB0I OeHOMAMUBHO-NOHAMMEBUX Chep, YeeOeHull mepmin
‘CeManmuKo-KOSHIMUSHUIL MemapopuyHuLl. MOMUEaHm’, KU € MEHMANbHO-CMUCTIOBUM eNeMEHMOM, WO
inmezpye pisHi cymHocmi, NoOibHI 6 AKOMy-HeOyOb acnexkmi. Bin ciyeye MOmugy8anbHOO O03HAKON
memacghopuzayii sk memapopuunoi npoekyii 3 uXiOHoli nowammeeoi cgepu 00 HOB80I, NOKAZHUKOM
Memagopuunoi momusayii.

Pospobrena memoouka nobyoosu i onucy memagopuunux mooeneil K CeMaHMUKO-KOSHIMUBHUX
CMPYKMYpP € YHIBEPCANbHOK, OCKINbKU i1 MONCHA BUKOPUCTHOBYSBAMNU AK CAMOCMIUHULL ONepayitiHuil MexaHiam
nio 4ac CeManmuKO-KOSHIMUBHO20 AHANI3Y OKpeMux (akmie memagopuzayii abo 6 KOPRyCHOMY O0CHIOHCEHHI
memapopuxu koukpemnoi moeu (mekcmie, OUCKYPCI8), @ MAaKodC AK 0008 A3KOSUL eman CemaHmuKo-
KOCHIMUBHO20 OOCALONCEHHS MEMAPOPUUHUX KOHYENMIE.

Knrouosi cnosa. memagopa, memagpopusayisi, CeMaHmMuKo-KOSHIMUGHA Memapopuuna Mmooens,
memaghopuuna momusayis, cgepa-oxcepero ma cehepa-mema memapopuszayii, cemMaHmuKo-KOSHIMUGHUL
MemaghopuyHuiL MOMUSAHM.
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