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la mairie, comme la baronne de Courtebiche le menerait dans |’autre camp, du haut de son
chateau» [Chevalier 2016, c. 34]). Byxisas mepii y 11bOMy MPHUKJIaIi MOPIBHIOETHCS 3 3aMKOM, IIi
JIB1 CIIOPYU CIYTYIOTh CBOEPIAHOIO (POPTELEIO SIK U1 OapOHECH, Tak 1 s Mepa, SIKi, BUCOYII0UN
HaJ BciMa OymiBiasamu KiommMep:s, 3aXMINarTh iXHI CTaTyCH Ta IOJIOKEHHS IO BiJHOIICHHIO 10
BCIX 1HIIIMX JKUTENIB MICTEUKA.

BucnoBku. Takum 4YMHOM, TpOaHATI3yBaBIIM MPHUKIAIUW BepOasizamii COIOKYIbTYPHOT
JOMIHAHTH TIAPAMETPy «IMCTAHIliS BIAIM», MOKEMO TOBOPUTH MPO TE, IO BOHA JIOCHTHh aKTUBHO
peani3yeTbCsl Ha JIGKCHYHOMY Ta CTHIICTHYHOMY piBHAX. OCHOBHMMH NIUISIXaMH BepOamizamii
HAa3BaHOI COIIOKYJIBTYPHOI JOMIHAHTH BUCTYNIAIOTh JIEKCUYHI OJIMHUIII HA TTO3HAYCHHS 3BEPXHBOTO
CTaBJICHHS OJIHMX TIEPCOHAXIB POMAHY IO BIIHOUIEHHIO 1O IHINWX, aBTOPCHKI TMOPIBHIHHS,
MPOTUCTABJICHHS B OMNKMCAaX NEPCOHAXIB JIEKCUYHUX OJWHUIL 3 TO3UTHBHOI Ta HETATUBHOIO
KOHOTAIIi€10, peajtizallis Ha JICKCUKO-CTUIIICTUYHOMY, a TaKOK Ha TEKCTOBOMY PIBHI IPOCTOPOBOL
OTIO3UIIIT «BEpX / HUBM.

B sKOCTI mepcmeKTHBH MOJAJBIIOTO TOCJTIIKEHHSI [ONUILHUM € BHUBYCHHS LUIIXIB
BepOamizamii COIIOKYABTYpHOI JOMIHAaHTH 3a IHIIMMH TlapamMeTpaMu 3a Kiacupikariero
I'. Xodcrene Ha pi3HUX PIBHAX — BiJ (OHOJIOTIYHOTO IO TEKCTOBOTO.
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COGNITIVE NATURE OF METAPHOR

The article explores the theoretical basis of the study of a metaphor as a cognitive unit, the approach to understanding metaphor, the
process of metaphorization in view of the need for a modern individual to rethink the essence of cognition, mechanisms of generating
and keeping the information, as well as learning some new information. Approaches to studying metaphor and its nature are
presented in the article. The role of metaphor in the process of perception and interpretation of information, which makes it a key
figure in cognitive linguistics, has a special place in the paper. In order to achieve the article’s objectives, the process of metaphor
creation and the role of metaphor in the “thinking / mental activity of a person - world” and “language - society/surrounding reality”
systems and the relationship of these components were considered. It is noted that to create the metaphor a special process called
reflection is needed, through which conceptual transference takes place. Metaphors as linguistic expressions are possible precisely
because they are embedded in the conceptual system of man. Metaphor is the result of the influence of individual creativity on the
formal semantic structure. The conceptual process that gives rise to a metaphor recognizes both similar features, which the anomaly
is based on and on the dissimilar ones, which the semantic anomaly is based on. Thus, the only real world accessible to a man is the
world that is created by this individual in the process of cognition based on his own sensual experience. It has been revealed that the
nature of metaphor is not constant and the level of the expressiveness can change during its existence — some of metaphors can
almost lose their metaphorical component becoming a part of a regular language. So, according to the cognitive approach to
metaphors’ nature, metaphors are understood not just as a matter of language, but as a matter of thought as well.
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IMaBaenko A. C. KorniTuBHa npupoaa Meradopu. V cTarTi JOCHIIKEHO TEOPETUYHI 3acalyl BUBYCHHS MeTa)OpH SK KOTHITHBHOI
OMHMILI, MiAXix A0 po3ymiHHS MeTadopu, mporecy Meradopuszauii 3 oAy Ha HEOOXiAHICTH Uil CydYacHOi JIIOMMHHU
MePEOCMHUCIICHHSI CYTHOCTI IMi3HAHHS, MEXaHi3MiB reHepyBaHHs Ta 30epexeHHs iHdopMalii, a TAKOXK MpOLECy OMaHyBaHHS HOBOI
iH(opMariii. Y crarTi HaBe/eHi MiAXOAU 10 BUBYCHHs MeTadopu Ta ii cyTHocTi. OcobuBe Micie y poOoTi 3aiiMae posb MetaopH y
mpoteci CpuiHATTS Ta iHTepnperarii iHdopmarii, 110 poOuTh ii KIFOYO0BOIO (QIryporo y KOTHITHBHIHN JiHrBicTHLI. J{J1s TOCSTHEHHS
rocraBiIeHol MeTH OyaM pO3DIIHYTI IpoIec IOpOMKEHHsS MeTadopH Ta poib MeTaoph y CHCTEMax «MHCICHHEBA/PO3yMOBa
JUSTBHICTB JTIOMHY - HaBKOJIMIIHI CBIT» Ta «MOBa-CyCIIJILCTBO/OTOUYIOUA TIHCHICTEY». 3a3HAYAETHCS, MO ISl CTBOPEHHS MeTahopu
HEeoOXiHUH clieniabHAI Tponec, KU Ha3MBaeThCs peduiekciero, 3a JOMOMOTOI0 SIKOT BiOyBaeThCS KOHIENTYalbHA Iepeada.
Mertadopu sk MOBHI BUpa3y MOKJIMBI caMe TOMY, 10 BOHY BOY/IOBaHI B MOHATIHHY CHCTeMY JIIOOUHI. MeTtadopa - pe3yisTar BIUIUBY
IHAMBITYaJIbHOI TBOPYOCTI Ha (popManbHY CMHCIOBY CTPYKTYypy. KoHumenTyanpHuil mporec, o MOpomxye meTadopy, BU3HAE SK
nofiOHI pucH, Ha SKUX 0a3yeThCsl aHOMAJIisl, TaK BIAMIHHOCTI, Ha SIKUX IPYHTY€TbCS CEMaHTHYHA aHOMaJis. TakuM YWHOM, €MHUM
peaibHUM CBITOM, NOCTYIHHMM JIIONWHI, € CBIT, SIKHH CTBOPIOETHCS LI€I0 JIOAMHOIO B TPOLECI Mi3HAHHA Ha OCHOBI BIAaCHOTO
YyTTEBOTO NOCBiny. bymo BusBneHo, mo npupona Metadopu He € IMOCTIHHOO, 1 PiBeHb BUPA3HOCTI MOXKE 3MIHIOBATHCS MPOTATOM il
iCHyBaHHS - Jeski MeTadOpH MOXYTh Maike BTPaTHTH MeTaOopHYHMII KOMIIOHEHT, CTABIIM YaCTHHOIO 3BMYAalHOI MOBH. Takox
BCTAHOBJICHO, 1[0 MeTadopa He € KOHCTAHTOIO, Ta BIPOAOBXK CBOTO ICHYBAaHHS MOXKE 3MIHIOBAaTH PiBEHb €KCIPECHBHOI CKJIAJOBOI,
MIPOXOASYN IULIX BiJl aBTOPCHKOI O CTepToi, abo, HaBIAaKW, MO)Ke HaOyTH HOBOTO 3HA4€HHS B MPOIECi PO3BUTKY JIIOJUHHU Ta CBITY
HAaBKOJIO Hel.

Knrouosi cnosa: koenimuena ninegicmuka, memaghopa, koenimuena memaghopa, peghnexcis

Human consciousness has been, is, and will be, the greatest mystery to scientists, regardless
of field of research or country of origin. The modern approach to study is not limited to research
within the certain sciences. The synergy of the social, medical and human sciences helps to uncover
the essence of consciousness and the process of cognition, and to outline the tools of expression of
this process and its results through language. At the beginning of the third millennium, humanity
aims to rethink the place and role of cognition, issues of reality and truth, rationality, the
relationship between subject and object [Iemokapos 2004, p. 97].

One of the sciences that studies the problems of human nature, the existence of the soul,
consciousness and brain, life, immortality and religion is cognitive science [Hecreposa 2015,
p. 334].

And since language provides access to consciousness and thinking processes not only
through the verbalization of the results of thinking activity, but also gives the opportunity to inform
about the structures of consciousness and describe them.

Following the idea that language is the main means of reflecting human consciousness and
way of thinking, in the process of studying metaphor, it was decided to refer to cognitive linguistics,
the central place in which is kept for “categorization of reality that surrounds us”.

The purpose of this article is to analyze the nature of metaphor in terms of cognitive science.

The aim of the article is to clarify the theoretical basis of the study of metaphor in terms of
cognitive science, to describe the process of “birth” of metaphor in the mind of a human being.

The object of the study is metaphor. The subject of the study is the nature and features of
metaphor as seen by cognitive science.

The research papers by P. Ricoeur, E. Tolman, M. Nesterova, J. Lakoff, Ph. Wheelwright,
E. McCormack, G. Rodari, N. Owen and other prominent scientists served as the background for
the article.

Cognitology (or cognitive science) is defined as an interdisciplinary scientific area that
covers theory of cognition, cognitive psychology, neurophysiology, cognitive linguistics and
artificial intelligence theory.

Another aspect of cognitive science is the science of knowledge, systems of methods and
techniques for obtaining, processing, keeping and using human knowledge [Komiie 1995, p. 58].

The similar opinion was expressed by Yu. Plotynskyi. According to his idea interpretation is
also one of the aspects of cognitology [[LmoTunckmii 2001, p. 54].

Summing up, cognitive science is the science which deals with the processes of acquiring,
organizing, and using knowledge.

When perceiving information, a person uses a set of cognitive schemas, the so-called
“mental plan and guide to action” [Neisser 1976, p. 20].
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E. Tolman refers to this process with the term "cognitive map"” [Tolman 1948, p. 191] which
incorporates experience, “scientific schools”, “movement skills” in cognitive spaces that have been
passed from generation to generation [Anokhin, Chernigovskaya 2014, p. 24].

The process of thinking of a person also changes with their development and P. Ricoeur calls
a metaphor a model of changing the way of perception of the surrounding reality that gives the
opportunity to look at things differently [Pukep 1990, p. 425].

The core of cognitive science is cognitive linguistics, at the heart of which is language as a
common cognitive mechanism. Particular attention is paid to the relationship between the mind \
brain and human behavior. Our sensory sphere depends on the characteristics of the sensory organs,
and cognition is limited by the capabilities of our brain. We are talking about the type of
consciousness, a set of procedures, axioms, moves, logic, about the ways our brain can think
[Hecteposa 2016, p. 25].

According to K. Delokarov the only real world accessible to a man is the world that is
created by this individual in the process of cognition based on his own sensual experience
[denokapos 2004, p. 98].

People use specific modes of expression for abstract concepts, drawing on the sensorimotor
system, which gives rise to metaphorical thinking [Jlakodd, Hynsec 2012, p. 31].

Cognitive linguistics goes beyond linguistics, covering logic, psychology, sociology, and
philosophy [Macnosa 2016, p. 6].

The metaphor itself, as a figure of speech, has attracted attention since Aristotle. In the 60-
70s of the 20th century, there was a particular interest in it, and the number of students studying the
problem of metaphor grew in extraordinary progression [Ixxoncon, Jlakodd, 2004, p. 7].

One of the main reasons for the emergence of the metaphor is considered to be the desire to
save space in language by means of giving an already existed name to a new thing, a new idea, a
concept or feeling as well as to embellish the language for the basic functions of rhetoric - to
convince and please [Pukep 1990, p. 418].

Paul Henle gave the following definition of a metaphorical sign: “A sign is metaphorical if
used with reference to an object which it does not denote in its literal use, but which possesses some
features peculiar to the object, which had to be a literal denotation of that sign” [Henle 1990, p.
182-183].

But, as P. Ricoeur rightly points out, although the meaning is focused on the word, the
content and sense are determined by the whole statement and depend on the semantics of the word-
combination or even the whole sentence. Since the “what” this metaphorical expression is about is
something different and deeper than just the “what” it reports [Puxep 1990, p. 419].

As early as the second half of the 20th century, J. Lakoff and M. Johnson developed a theory
of cognitive metaphor that changed the understanding of metaphor as a purely natural language
phenomenon. Their understanding of metaphor brought the metaphor to the sphere of thought and
action, which determines its role in the formation of the conceptual system [Johnson, Lakoff, 2003,

p. 4].

Our concepts structure our feelings, behavior, our attitude to other people. The existence of
metaphors in language is determined by the conceptual system of an individual. In modern
cognitive linguistics, metaphor is understood as “the basic mental operation, a way of knowing,
categorizing, conceptualizing, evaluating and explaining the world” [bymaes 2007, p. 16].

A more radical, but equally interesting, idea was that of P. Ricoeur, who believed that
metaphor was aimed at “breaking the existing categorization” [Puxep 1990, p. 442].

“Any category is a label,” writes Nick Owen, “and any label, though easy to use, is a
limitation” [Oyen 2002, p. 36].

After all, the creative aspect of metaphor and its often unexpected variability cannot be
confined to any boundaries and guided by clear rules.

Earl McCormack believed that for creating a metaphor, a human mind compares semantic
concepts that are largely incomparable [MakKopmak 1990, p. 359]. But the similarity of these
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concepts acts as a mechanism of rapprochement that reveals the generic closeness of heterogeneous
concepts or ideas [Pukep 1990, p. 420].

To create a metaphor, it is necessary to preserve the original incompatibility through new
compatibility [Pukep 1990, p. 422]. As P. Ricoeur himself suggests in most of the fairy tales of
Mallorca's inhabitants begin with the sentence “It was and it was not,” which very accurately
describes the ambiguous nature of the metaphor [Puxep 1990, p. 426].

The followers of the reflexive idea have deepened their knowledge about the metaphor,
insisting that a special process is needed to create the metaphor, through which conceptual
transference takes place. This process was called “reflection”.

In general, reflection refers to the ability of a person to take a different position, to rise
above the position of others and his own. Using reflection and a systematic approach, a person can
carry out the analysis and synthesis of diverse processes [Koznosa 1997, p. 112].

In order to give the metaphor of the nature of the “riddle”, its creator must go through three
stages: pulling away, association and finally the creation of the metaphor itself. The process of
detachment separates the object from its meaning, pulls it out of its original context. At the same
time, associations and comparisons begin to work, leading to the final stage of metaphor formation.
The very reflection lies in this pulling away [Pomgapu 1978, p. 56].

Metaphors, viewed from inside of a person, function as cognitive processes that deepen the
understanding of the outside world. And they simultaneously act as intermediaries between the
human mind and culture, if consider them from the outside.

E. McCormack identified three levels of metaphor generation:

1 - Superficial language; 2 - Semantics and syntax; 3 - Cognition [MakKopmak 1990, p.
359].

The cognitive process provides the organization of these levels and separates the literal
language from the metaphorical one. Literal language is a general background that allows you to
partially judge the meaning of a metaphor. According to this idea, a metaphor is the result of the
influence of individual creativity on the formal semantic structure. The conceptual process that
gives rise to a metaphor recognizes both similar properties on which the anomaly is based and on
the dissimilar ones on which the semantic anomaly 1s based [MakKopmax 1990, p. 360].

Philip Wheelwright underlined the existence of two types of metaphors - epiphora
(metaphor in which the expressive function prevails over the suggestive) and diaphora (in which the
suggestive function prevails) [Yunpaiit 1990, p. 83].

Each metaphor has both components. But in the course of their existence and development,
they can change their status, and epiphoras, in general, turn into everyday language, becoming
“blurred metaphors”.

This leads us to the thought that metaphor exists as an interconnected dynamic cognitive
process that changes language and writing and changes itself as they evolve. In this situation, we
agree with the opinion of Philip Wilright, who emphasizes that -phora (movement) in metaphor
means a semantic movement — a double act of dissemination and consolidation that occurs in the
imagination of a person [Yunpaiit 1990, p. 83].

Conclusions and Perspectives. In view of the definition of cognitive science, given at the
beginning of the article, knowledge is acquired through the help of cognitive schemas (maps) used
by a person to acquire something new, the process of this thinking takes place on the basis of
associations, i.e. through objective or sub objective similarity between things themselves. Metaphor
changes the way we perceive the surrounding reality, allowing us to look at things in a new way.
Interest in metaphor has been constantly growing during the three centuries. The question of its
nature will be relevant for as long as it does not solve the riddle of cognitive processes in the human
brain, connection with the conscious / subconscious and their verbalization. In addition, cognitive
metaphor research, based on the function of metaphor to separate and explain an object or idea from
the point of view of another object or idea, enables one to use the experience and knowledge gained
in one industry to solve problems in another.
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AHAJIOT'IA SIK MEXAHI3M ®OPMYBAHHSI AHIVIIHCBKOMOBHUX JIEKCHUKO-
®PA3EOJIOTTYHHUX THHOBAIIIN BINCHKOBOI COEPH

CraTTd TpUCBSYCHA JOCITIKEHHIO YHIBEPCAJbHOTO MEXaHi3My TBOPEHHs HEOJIOTI3MIB aHTJIHChKOI MOBH — aHaNorii, IO
3HAXOAMTHCS y B3aeMOJIl 3 MOPQONOTIYHUM Ta CeMaHTUYHHMM HIIIXaMH i IXHIMH crocobamu 30aradeHHsl CJIOBHHKOBOTO CKIIAIy
HOBOIO JIGKCHKOIO Ta (hpa3eosioriero BilichkoBoi chepu. BusHaueHo, 110 aHanorist — Ie MpoIec, B pe3ysIbTaTi SKOro MOBHI OJUHUIII
abo kareropii Ha OCHOBI IEBHOI CX0XKOCTi, CX0K0i (hOPMH, 3HAUCHHS Ta (QYHKIIOHYBaHHS OTPHUMYIOTH MOJXKJIMBICTH HOJANIBIIOTO
€IMHOCIIPSIMOBAHOT0, TapaJIeIbHOTO PO3BUTKY a0o0 % MOBHOI yHi(ikamii oxHiel oquHuULI 3a 3pa3koM iHmol. B mawiii po3siaui 6ymno
MIPOAHATI30BaHO JIEKCHKO-(Pa3eoIOTiYHI IHHOBAIIi aHMITIHCHKOI MOBHU BIICEKOBOI CepH, a TaKOK BCTAHOBJIEHO B3a€MO3B’S30K Jii
aHaJoril 3 TAKUMH NPOXYKTHBHIUMH CIIOCOOAMH CIIOBOTBOPEHHS SIK CIIOBOCKJIAIaHH, aOpeBiamis, adikcarlis, Teneckomis. 3’sSCoBaHo,
1110 aKTHBHY POJIb aHAJIOTIS BiJirpae B MpoOIieci TBOPEHHS HOBHX OJHHHIb CHOCOOOM CIIOBOCKIIAaHHS, OCKIIBKH IiJla HU3KAa HOBHX
CKJIQJHUX CIiB YTBOpEHa HE CTIIBKM 3a MOJEIUIIO, CKITbKM 3a aHayorielo. Y ¢GopMyBaHHI HOBHX adikciB, 30KpeMa ais
BilfiCBKOBOTO BOKaOyIsipy, YMHHE Miclle 3aiiMae MexaHi3M aHayorii y 30araueHHi CJIOBHUKOBOTO CKJIaJly aHTJiHChKOT MOBH.
3a aHanoriero Takox (opmyroThcs Ta (QYHKIIOHYIOTh HOBITHI aHIVIOMOBHI a0OpeBiaTypHi mo3HaueHHs BiiicbkoBoi cdepu. Koxna
aHaJoTifiHa MOZENh 3MIHIOE SIK CTPYKTYPY, TaK i CEMaHTHKY, OT)KE€ aHAJOTiI0 BBa)XKaEMO YHIBEPCAJbHUM MEXaHi3MOM JUIs
(dopMyBaHHS (pa3coNOTiYHUX OJMHHIb. 3a pe3yJbTaTaMH HAyKOBOi pPO3BiIKM OyiM BHOKpEMJICHI Ta INpoaHali30BaHi Taki
CEeMaHTHYHI THIH (Ppa3eoJOTiYHUX OJUHHIL BICHKOBOI cepr aHTIiHCBKOT MOBH, IO c(OPMOBAHI 32 aHAJIOTIEI0: CHHOHIMIYHI,
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