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Abstract

The article is devoted to the research of the metaphorical model with biological stem,
which objectively represents the structure and pragmatical potential of a lingo-cultural
component of the national picture of the world in modern Ukrainian language. The
work’s methodology was formed under the influence of the theory of metaphorical
modeling, which was created in the USA in the 20" century. Besides this, the
following aspects are engaged in the research: cognitive research, content analysis,
modeling, classification, context analysis, lingo-cultural characteristics of metaphors
taking into consideration national specifics. The academic novelty lies in the fact that
the peculiarities of the usage of biological metaphors in modern fiction have been
carried out, and individual consistencies of the usage of metaphorical models in the
text have been pointed out. Metaphorization of animalistic lexis is an important
process of making the axiological lexis bigger. It enforces the specification and
variety of assumptions aimed at the realization of certain pragmatic tasks that specify
the modal mindset of the subject in the conversation as well as of the author of the
fictional text.

Key words: zoometaphor, animalistic lexis, zoonym, metaphoric modeling, artistic
discourse

Introduction

At the present stage of the development of linguistic thought, a notion of
metaphor gets a new interpretation in relation to human activity and thinking.
Metaphor appears as a synthesis of semiotic, cognitive-communicative, and pragmatic
aspects. In modern theories, metaphor is a universal phenomenon, the mechanism of
which is conceptual integration actualized in discourse and represented in stages of
development of a linguistic sign.

Each stage in society development possesses its own system of conceptual
metaphors which is closely connected with national traditions and cultural values
(N. Arutiunova, O. Akhmanova, A.Baranov, O. Belsky, I. Halperin, A. Kalinina,
Yu. Karaulov, V. Kostomarov, N. Kuzmina, J. Lakoff, V. Petrov, G. Sklyarevskaya,
B. Uspenskyi, A. Chudinov). Metaphors became a subject of study in thesis papers
which dealt with types of metaphors (Andrienko, 1997; Balaban, 2009; Varlamov,
1995; Verbitskaya, 1993; Yeshchenko, 2008; Makarenko, 2009) and in researches
regarding irony (Kalita, 2006), political discourse, etc. (Golubovskaya, 2003;
Karpenko, 2006; Kryvenko, 2006; Kryzhko, 2006; Potebnya, 1990; Ticher, Meyer,
Vodak, Vetter, 2009).

O. Kalyta defined two groups among ironical metaphors which function in
modern Ukrainian flash fiction: antiphrasal and occasional. The scientist also pointed
out that zoometaphors are one of the most productive while creating ironical meaning
(Kalita, 2006).

The relevance of the research is manifested in an attempt to explore
metaphorization of animalistic vocabulary and to describe the peculiarities of their
metaphorical models in artistic discourse.

Since the twentieth century, linguists have been studying linguistic and
artistic metaphors. This approach has remained in recent studies of metaphor.

Particular interest in metaphor led to dozens of definitions of this notion.
We take into account the most important ones.
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I. Halperin interpreted the metaphor as «the relationship between the
vocabulary and contextual logical meaning based on the similarity or similarity of
determining own features of two similar concepts» (by source: Vinogradov,
1980:136). E. Jordan noted that the metaphor is «a verbal formulation of reality,
reflected in the diversity and perceived as a set of features» (by source: Arutiunova,
1995: 484).

Taking as a basis a classical definition of metaphor as “a semantic process
in which the form of the lexical unit is transferred from one object onto another on the
basis of certain similarity between these objects in the speaker’s mind” (Zhaivoronok,
2006: 307), we view metaphor from the lingo-philosophical and lingo-cultural
positions as the author’s way of seeing the world and modeling the ideas of judging
people who repeat or role-play the world of animals. This definition is working in our
study.

The aim of the article is to describe metaphorical models with the zoological
stem in artistic discourse.

Methodology

The work’s methodology was formed under the influence of the theory of
metaphorical modeling, which was created in the USA in the 20" century. Besides
this, the following aspects are engaged in the research: cognitive research, content
analysis, modeling, classification, context analysis, lingo-cultural characteristics of
metaphors taking into consideration national specifics.

Results and discussion

The theory of conceptual metaphor views a metaphor first of all as a
cognitive operation over the notions and foresees in it the means of conceptualization
which allows an understanding of this or that reality in terminology which grew upon
experience perceived from other spheres and which forms new notions and without
which it is impossible to obtain new knowledge (Kupina, 2009: 45).

The subject of the given research is zoometaphors, animalistic metaphors.
Consequently, such main concepts as HUMAN BEING — ANIMAL can be presented
with the help of conceptual metaphors. In accordance with M. Johnson and J. Lakoff,
the essence of conceptual metaphor lies in understanding and perception of one
phenomenon by means of the other’s terminology. A phenomenon is not a separate
isolated object but a whole picture of the real world that is used to represent and
perceive a multi-aspect abstract phenomenon (Timchenko, 2009: 46). In accordance
with the depicted preconditions and with conceptual metaphor’s definition, the
materials obtained as a result of sampling from fictional texts of 20™ — the beginning
of the 21 century were viewed as identification of conceptual metaphors.

Basically, a metaphor is a phenomenon of cognitive nature, expressive
linguistic means. Basic cognitive metaphors give the possibility to understand abstract
essence by means of the experience of man’s physical being setting the way and
character of perceiving the world around and the man’s inner world (Stavitskaya,
2008: 44).

The conceptual system of knowledge about the world which is formed on
man’s experience is the basis of the language semantics and has its reflection in the
process of re-apprehension of meanings. The existence of certain connections of
language forms with multiple functions that are performed by the form is explained
from the point of view of cognitive theory as the connection between a certain
linguistic form and mental image. As the speaker of this or that language has a limited
number of lexical units, to name new notions in language or to rename the existing
concepts or notions, the speaker often uses the main means of forming new meanings,
the most significant of which is a metaphor.
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«The introduction of anthropomorphic parameter into the model of
metaphor enables us to view the metaphoric process as the activity of a certain
speaker, who compares himself with the world by an individual thesaurus, which is an
individual picture of the world» (Telia, 1988: 41). This speaker makes his own choice
of additional means and interprets new meaning within the old knowledge in his/her
own way.

Yes, the picture of the world is not a reflection of reality, but it is only an
interpretation, and it depends on the prism through which we perceive the world. The
process of creating metaphors can be such a prism, and it allows us to view those
things which we perceive again by means of those things which are already known
and fixed in the form of existing language units. The study of metaphor turns into
cognitive, ethnical-psycholinguistic, and communicative.

Two texts serve as a material for the study: a drama «Heartbreak House» by
English playwright B. Shaw and a novel «Goates» by Ukrainian writer Yana
Dubynians’ka. The heterogeneity of artistic texts does not adversely affect the
purpose of the study in any way. These two fiction texts are united by the
metaphorical animalistic vocabulary.

B. Shaw entered the world literature of the twentieth century as a well-
known author of dramatic discussions, a satirist with a steady position of criticism of
capitalist foundations, false moral principles. The tragicomedy «Heartbreak House»
has occupied an important niche in the history of the world literature, and is of great
significance for readers from different continents today. Tragicomedy has occupied an
important niche in the history of world literature and is of great significance for
readers from different continents today. The playwright created the play during 1913—
1917. The style of the drama was expressed by the professional choice of each word,
which made it possible to truly reproduce the events and tempers of characters at that
time. The author himself emerged as a consummate artist of word and a deep
philosopher-thinker.

Yana Dubynians’ka is a representative of the young generation of Ukrainian
written word, an author of eight books. She wrote the story «Goates» in 2004.

Almost a hundred years separate the story from the drama by B. Shaw.
Were there any temporal changes or any literary trends in the formation of
metaphorical zoological models of these two fiction works? That is one of the tasks to
be completed.

Content-analysis, which was initially described in the USA in the 20-30s of
the 20" century, has become a theoretical basis for constructing metaphoric models
«@nimal — human being» (Berelson, 1952: 28). As a result, the main attention of this
method is concentrated on the communicator, receiver of information, and to the
communicative effect created by this metaphor.

As metaphor conveys coded information, the main task of content-analysis
is to decode in order to interpret it in the most precise way. Explicit means of this
method consists of a) lexical-grammatical interpretation; b) material (examples);
c) interpretation of results (Ticher, Meyer, VVodak, Vetter, 2009: 26).

It is also possible to apply ethnographic method when the analysis is
connected with cultural and linguistic peculiarities of the text as context occupies the
central place in research. Context means not only the language of the work or
situational context but also the facial expressions of the heroes, gestures, body
movements, groups of heroes (for example, people), the part of the external
surrounding.

Systemic analysis of context foresees its division into situational events and
speech (in fiction — main heroes’ replicas).

One can use the following analytical structure in order to define metaphoric
models and their functions in the text (Table 1).
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Situation Subjective definition of the case when the lexical

description unit is used

Participants Readers, speakers, audience

Conclusions The aim of using a lexical unit

Tonality Tone, manner, emotionality of expression

Instruments Verbal and nonverbal means; forms of speech;
lingo-cultural symbols

Norms Specific speech constructions; metaphors and
zoometaphors

Genre Text category

T. Mikheyeva points out that «the main sources of zoomorphemes’
appearing are objective knowledge about the animal and further reconsideration of
that knowledge in accordance with the ethnical mentality and mythological-religious
ideas» (Mikheyeva, 2017: 20). The author provides the variants of terms that are
related to zoometaphors: zoomorphism, zoomorphic metaphor, zoosemism
(Mikheyeva, 2017: 20). We use the term zoometaphor in our research.

One can see a culturally defined zoometaphor with the help of this
analytical scheme.

A metaphor is determined by appeal to the image created by the figurative
value of a linguistic unit.

Imaginative language means to form a multifunctional imaginative language
field (MILF), a kind of a language subsystem. MILF is characterized by semantic
integrity, ensured by the integration of components for the concept of image.

The polyfunctional imaginative linguistic field is formed by the nucleus and
periphery. The nucleus is represented by the most specialized lexemes for making an
expression. Periphery is formed by minor lexemes.

The concept of a multifunctional linguistic field is the basis of our research.

In B.Shaw’s drama, metaphors are a significant component of the
meaningful structure. The metaphorization process encompasses animalistic
vocabulary: ceuni (hogs), cobaka (dog), caduna (vermin), ckomuna (brute).

Zoometaphor ceuni (hogs)

In the drama «Heartbreak House», the author uses a zoomorphic metaphor
at the end of the first act. Captain Shotover asks Hector: « What then is to be done?
Are we to be kept forever in the mud by these hogs to whom the universe is nothing
but a machine for greasing their bristles and filling their snouts?». — «4 wo e
pobumu? Taxk, 3Hauums, Ham 6iYHO | dapaxmamucsa 6 6onomi uepe3 Yux ceuneil, O
AKUX GCeceim wjoCb Ha 3pA30K 200i6HUYyi, 6 5Ky GOHU MUKAIOMb Cce0imu
wemunucmumu punamu, wo6 nabumu cooi uepeso?». This detailed metaphor is
formed from a series of lexemes: hogs — ceuni, bristles — wemunucmi puia, snouts —
yepeso. It is worth noting that lexeme ceuni is translated as pigs, not hogs. We track
the change in imaginative metaphorical information, namely, the use of a synonymous
variant in order to emphasize the expressive function of zoometaphor, to enhance its
speech variant.

Captain Shotover is a representative of another, opposite to the «dealers»
world. Therefore, his speech is more typical of the translated lexeme pig, than hog.
The word «hog» is used to explain «a rich self-righteous man». The semantics of the
word «pig» is broader. In the figurative sense of the lexeme, «a pig» means «a dirty,
slovenly person with bad odour».
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Captain Shotover's hero is a representative of another, opposite to the
«dealers» of the world. Therefore, his speech is more typical of the lexeme pig,
translated than borov. The word hogs is used to explain «a rich man, self-righteous».
The semantics of the word pig are broader. In the figurative sense of a token, a pig
means dirty, unkempt people who are badly snored. Depending on the context, the
semantics can be transformed and used to characterize ungrateful people, those who
act in an indecent way.

We consider that the very semantics of the lexeme hog accompanies the
inner line of the dramatic text. It is the zoometaphor hog (pig), which transmits
imaginative, expressive information without any loss of intensity.

The second part of the sentence contains peripheral components of the
multifunctional linguistic field, including lexemes bristles and snouts. Under the
influence of lexical transformation, other lexical meanings of these components have
been crystallized: not to grease their bristles, but bristly snouts; not to fill the snout,
but to stuff guts with. Zoometaphor hog is used to refer to rich, wealthy people.
Lexeme machine is the object of comparison with the Universe. The surroundings of
these two lexemes, peripheral components, are interrelated.

Zoometaphor codaka (dog)

This zoometaphor is expressed in the following sentences: «Think of this
garden in which you are not a dog barking to keep the truth out!». — «32adyiouu npo
Haw cad, 0e 8am He NPUXOOUNOCS OYMU CHMOPOHCOBUM NCOM, WO 2a8KAE, W00
nepezopooumu dopozy npaediy; «...but it’s a god’s life; and | don’t own anything». —
«...ane ye cobaue svcumms. A enacnocmi niskoi s ne matoy. It is used in the context
with a metaphorical meaning «an evil, a stupid persony.

An adjective dog, derived from the same noun, does not cause positive
associations. In the lexeme dog a seme of strengthening, overall negative evaluation is
taken into account first of all. The phrase «dog’s life» means «very hard, unbearabley.

Zoometaphor zaouna (vermin)

Zoometaphor vermin found its expression in the sentence: «I tell you | have
often thought of this killing of human verminy. — « uacmo dymas npo eunuwenns
oounonodibnux 2aduny. Zoomorphic characteristics of a human-like vermin are
directed not only at a person but much broader — at a human being. The analyzed
zoomorphic metaphor is caused by a complicated semantic transformation:
characteristics inherent from snakes: vile, slippery, false, are entrenched in the
language in the image of a human being. However, the same characteristics are
transferred to animals endowed with human traits.

Zoometaphor ckomuna (brute)

Zoometaphor ckomuna (brute) is attested in the illustration «What a brute |
was to quarrel with you..». — «fka oc s cxomuma, wo nouara 3 eamu
ceapumucsi...». The lexeme brute has a collective meaning: «a beast, a pet, usually a
cattle». In the semantics of the zoometaphor there is also a connotation «rude, with
animal instinctsy.

Zoomorphism, reflecting its meaning in human features, gives the features
of animals to an object. That is why the animal appears as a certain class of creatures
with such traits as ignorant, stupid, indifferent. The introduction of a series of
adjectives enhances the expressiveness of zoometaphor and highlights its emotional-
evaluative function.

Yana Dubynianska’s novella «Goates» has the name which actually attracts
out attention to zoometaphors and simultaneously reflects a certain symbol known by
Ukrainian lingo-culture (Dubynianska, 2004).

In novella «Goates», the process of metaphorization covers the following
zoological lexemes: xozen (goat), «smisy, «smitoka» (snake), masna (monkey), cobaka
(dog).

Zootometaphor kozen (goat)
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V. Zhaivoronok in his dictionary «Signs of Ukrainian ethnoculture»
provides two meanings of the word goat: 1.wild animal from the family of
cavicornians which mainly lives in the mountains; the symbol of vitality (mainly of
the young man’s); 2. domestic male goat of nanny goat; has had ceremonial meaning
in celebrations for many years; in people’s consciousness it is connected with the
devil which looked like a goat when depicted... symbolizes stupidity (Zhaivoronok,
2006: 298).

In the 11th volume of The Ukrainian language dictionary, there are the
following definitions of the word goat: 1. wild animal from the family of
cavicornians, which mainly lives in the mountains. 2. The same as billy goat. 3 ko31a
ni wepemi, ni monoxa (UKrainian proverbs, 1955: 231). — Of goat neither wool nor
milk; Kozen mene, kosen mene, kosa uacunae (Barvinok, 1902: 47). — Goat melee, goat
melee, goat sprinkles; * Compare to Bumpiwueé oui, sx Kosei Ha HOSI opoma
(Nomys, 1864, Ne 6338). — He gazed out like a goat at a new gate.0 Kozéxn
eionywenns (a sacrificial goat) — about the person onto whom people put
responsibility or guilt for someone’s deed. Ak 3 ko3na monoxa (Like a goat's milk) —
there is no use from someone or something. ¢ 3abusamu xosna — play dominos. 4.
Gymnastics apparatus (pommel horse) for jumping over it, which has the form of a
short log on four legs covered with leather or imitation-leather cloth. 5. Metal, an
alloy that hardened while melting and stuck to the edges of a stove, ladle, etc.
(Dictionary, 1970-1980, v. 4: 211).

The dictionary by B. Hrinchenko provides such an article on this word
Kosen, -31a (goat): 1) A goat; 2) A boy, who is a servant or shepherd. Asovsk seaside;
3) The name of plants: BoletusluteusL., HeracleumsibiricumL., Pimpinella Saxifraga;
4) Koszna sooumu (Lead the goats) A type of a circular chain game with songs about a
goat; 5) Four-corner pole or stack stands for a pottery kiln; 6) Ko3mu (Goats) Plural of
goat, goats Stali vriad, a ratischa v kozla postavili; 7) Plural Kizmu which is the same
as ceiling rafters in Hutsuls’ houses (Dictionary, 1907-1909, v. 2: 265).

Analyzing the materials of various zoometaphors we will try to represent the
features and the character of a person, which reflects the main features in the
appearance of an animal or become invectives and carry a negative evaluation of a
certain hero (heroine) of a fictional text.

Lexical unit «xo3emn» (goat) goes on the first place. For example: «Kosen
Teepoonobuil! Mooicna nodymamu, wo Xmocs mamums y 1020 0080aHill NPUKIAOHIU
Mamemamuyi... 20J108He OJi JHCIHKU — 60ano euumu 3amixc. Teepoonobomy 6oHa
36icHo ybozo ne ckazana..» (Dubynianska, 2004: 8). — Stubborn Goat! You might think
that someone understands in his fucking applied mathematics ... the main thing for a
woman is to get married well. Of course, she didn't say that to the die-hard ... This
very example provides the transition of meaning on the basis of such a feature as
«stupid/wisen.

Metaphor or metaphoric lexical unit (English metaphor / metaphorical
lexeme) is a linguistic image created on the basis of alikeness between two objects or
concepts. A metaphor is formed when the word is used in its figurative (indirect)
meaning. «A tough talk» is an example of a metaphor. The term «metaphoric lexeme»
is related to separate words that make a metaphor (Tishchenko, 1997: 335).

So, the frequency of negative evaluation is quite high in zoometaphors,
which speaks of the dynamic character of the metaphoric system. Instability of the
evaluative character of zoometaphor provides it with a chance to balance between
negative and positive connotations.

The attention of linguists is still concentrated on the following questions:
functioning of zoometaphors in fictional and publicistic styles in different languages,
their syntactic functioning in the position of metaphorical reference, syntagmatic
peculiarities of zoonyms.
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Lexical-semantic group of zoomorphemes is constantly supplemented by
new meanings and is an open structure since it is impossible to stop the process of
language creation which is connected with the study of man’s essence through the life
of animals.

There are cognitive instruments of development of zoometaphors, which
can be explained by a gnosiological need of human thinking to penetrate into the
depth of words’ semantics conditioned by semantic connections in lexis.

The dynamics of animalistic metaphor is also determined by an esthetic task
to renew and reinforce the expressiveness of anthropomorphic axiology.

The understanding of the animal world in people’s heads is created by
numerous coded and not coded animalistic signs which have further activations of the
process of metaphorization.

Metaphoric modeling

Metaphoric modeling is the means of acquiring, delivering, and evaluating
the reality which reflects people’s experience and its national self-consciousness on a
certain level of development; metaphor is based on background knowledge of
communicators about the laws of society’s development. According to cognitive
theory, metaphorization is the unity of actions on two images.

Zoometaphors have a deep archaic nature when certain signs could be coded
plots that were kept in the memory of society. Ethno-cultural traditions of a nation
reflect such understanding.

Images are rudiments of old myths which, when having new relations,
create new modern myths reconstructed on the basis of zoometaphors, but which are
extremely different from them: they exist subconsciously and are not perceived as
zoometaphors.

There are many types of metaphors in modern linguostylistics. There are
zoometaphors based on the names of animals, the names of individual qualities of
animals, the names of separate parts of the body (Timchenko, 2009: 7).

The given research also provides the classification of zoometaphors on
symbolism or those indirect features which become symbols of certain linguistic
culture. The first feature is the animals’ names. We meet the following in the analyzed
materials: «Kosen» (goat) «Yepez oOuke cmado Henosnonimuix Ko3nie?!»
(Dubynianska, 2004: 16). — «Through a wild herd of juvenile goats ?!» (in this
context, the word «kozel» means students).
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Zoometaphor «3mia», «amiroka» (snake)

Zoometaphor «smisny, «smioka» (snake) is presented in the sentence:
«lllonpasoa, 3mitoka nakazana, wob s 3paAHKy npubpana 6cr Xamy, OOPIdHCKU
sUMPYWYBANa, OONI6KYU MULA, HOCYO CHONICKY8ANA NICsL CHIOAHKY... HY, 800) HOCUMU
camo coboro... » (Dubynianska,, 2004: 88). — «True, the snake commanded me to
remove the whole house in the morning, walk the tracks, wash the dishes, rinse dishes
after breakfast ... well, carry water by itself ...».

Zoometaphor «masna» (monkey)

Zoometaphor «masna» (monkey) is illustrated by a sentence: « sxacw
Magna 6yoe npoKuOAmucs nopyy i3 HumM KOX#CHo20 paHky. I ckiadamu 0o mym6ouKu
yeil dosbanuti Hakosdpenux» (Dubynianska, 2004: 105). The word mavpa is used in
the meaning of a girl who is unpleasant and not beautiful.

The following feature is related to the features of the character of a person
who are like animals’. For example, «ocen» (donkey) — stupid, «xosen» (goat) —
stubborn, «rucuys» (fox) —sly, etc.

The main hero in Yana Dubynianska’s story is associated with a goat. His
surname Tverdovskyi is also used when it is transformed into Tverdolobyi, which is a
nickname typical to goats which like thudding with their foreheads. The metaphorical
character of the surname is underlined by the hero’s deeds. For example, a part of the
group fails an exam:

« — Teepooscvkuii? — Mapv-leopiena noyokana s3ukom i nomayaia
so0xamy 60pooasky Hao 2yboio. — IlJock 6in cb0200HI pO3X0OUBCAL...

Hauwi ece we kynuunucsa y kopuoopi, i s oiznanacs, wo Teepoonrobuil ycmue
gionpasumu 3a GI2yHKOM WICMbOX, He paxyiouu meHe, i Hagimb Kopobosy nocmasug
vomupu. Hixmo 6oice He Kenkyeae — HAGNaxu, OUSUIUCA HA MeHe chionoda U Ha
numanHs 8i0noeioanu e diibu K dsoma crosamu. Haue ye s eunna, wo 8in maxuii
ko3zenl» (Dubynianska, 2004:12). — «Tverdowski? — Mar-lgorevna tapped her tongue
and felt her hairy wart over her lip. — Something he he diverged did today .... Ours
were still piling up in the corridor, and | learned that the Hard-nosed Man had
managed to send six of the runners, not counting me, and even put Korobov four.
Nobody was already wrong - on the contrary, they looked at me with a bow and
answered no more than two words. Like it's my fault he's such a goat/». The given
example represents such a feature as stubbornness.

Apart from tverdolobist (which is a similar feature to goats), there is one
more metaphor which is «chavunna bashkax (cast-iron head): «Oui meni snunanucs, i
A 6 He 30usysanaca, AkoOu ecennynacs 3 opabunu. Ilpocmo na 2on08y Teepoonobuci:
cnoodisarocs, cmapa dana 6 0yba. Ane, 3 iHu020 60Ky, 00 I YABYHHY OAWKY MOJICHA U]
CRUHY 31amami... i s Gi0YAUOYWHO MPUMANACA 34 NEPeKIaouHy JNi6oio pPYKOO»
(Dubynianska, 2004: 71). — My eyes were sticking together, and | wouldn't be
surprised if it came from the ladder. Just on the head of Solidforehead woman: | hope
he old one died. But on the other hand, her cast iron head can break her back as
well... and I desperately clung to the crossbar with my left hand».

The life in the dormitory (filth) is associated with the life among the pigs
and nanny goats:

« — Kosu! — s wmueonyna nocom. — Ilooxcumu pix ¢ oowasi — i wo moo6i
Ko3u, wo mobi ceuni...» (Dubynianska, 2004: 23). — «Goats! | nuzzled. - To live a
year in the community - and what goats you, what you pigs... ».

The family of Tverdovskyi is nicknamed as «goats» because of their
greediness and inattentiveness: «...Hopmaneny iscy Teepoorobuxa sadicana: 6owu,
6au, 3 Bacunvkom edxce noseuepsinu. Pozwedpunacs na yawiky Ko3sauo2o Moaoka i
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KITbKa uepcmeux nmouwlox. Moaoko s 3 OUMUHCmea HeHAaguoxcy — 0yob-iKe, Kpim
seywonku! — ane npooicysamu niowku Oe3 3anusauku ne euxoouno. Cmapa mym-
maxu niuia cnamu, Teepoonobuti 0asHo 0asas Xponaxa Ha 6Cio Xamy: Kauamu npaed
He 6Y10 8 K020, @ WEEHOAMU YYIHCOI0 XAMOK Y NOWYKAX 800u s He Hagadxcunacs. Tax i
sasanunacs cnamu — 20100na ma 31a. Kosnu eonu ecil» (Dubynianska, 2004: 62). —
«... The Solidforehead woman her normal food was clamoring: they had already had
dinner with Vasilko. Topped off with a cup of goat's milk and some stale buns. | hate
milk since childhood — anything but condensed milk! — but it was not possible to chew
buns without a condensed milk. The old woman went to bed here, the Solidforehead
man has long asleep to the whole house: there was no one to swing the rights, and |
did not dare to munch on someone else's house in search of water. So she went to bed
—hungry and evil. They are all goats!».

Here is a metaphor dealing with alikeness of a person to certain parts of an
animal’s body:

«A 8i0nosioaio, a 6in OUUMbCs KPizb OKYISAPU CBOIMU OPIOHUMU OUUYAMU,
AK Y KHypa — suuwykye, 00 uoz2o 6 npucikyeamucs» (Dubynianska, 2004: 9). — «/
answer, and he looks through his glasses with his tiny little eyes, like a boar — looking
for something find fault with it». The portrait of a man through a metaphorical
comparison with a brawn (male pig) draws our attention to small round eyes. The
same eyes a pig has. Besides, it is considered that pigs have bad eyesight. Thus the
likeness is underlined in the description of the man who wears glasses.

The description of a dog which breed is ‘bulldog’ has got a characteristic
feature: the dog stands out among others with its wide but short neb. The eyes are set
very low. Folds of skin almost cover the nose, which is very visible. Let’s compare
the passage: «bpunu ak y éGyavooza, pom 6e33y6010 witunoio, 3anaiuti 3 OOKie
2070MO3uUll 100, A Cama TUCUHA NPUKPUA NIEMEHOT0 Wanyurot — y yepsinil!! — i we
yi Oauoysce-HiaKi KHypaui ouuyi 3a 2pyoumu KeaopamHumu OKYIIAPAMU Y
(Dubynianska, 2004: 10). — «Shaved like a bulldog, mouth with a toothless slit, a
bulky forehead sank on both sides, and the bald head covered with a wicker hat — in
June ! — and still these indifferent no-nonsense eyes for rough square glasses». A
negative evaluation of the image of a male tutor has caused the repetition of a
zoometaphor: «¥V nvozco oui, six cmomamonoeiuna mawuna. I 6yn00ici Gpuau, i pom
nepeKkpueieHutl, SIK 2aucmd... «MmeHne e6dxce mym Hema. Ilpuiideme e6ocenu»
(Dubynianska, 2004: 23). — «He has eyes like a dental car. And the bulldogs were
shaving, and my mouth was twisted like worm ... «l’m gone. Come Fall».

This portrait deals not only with the associate professor, but we can also get
the description of his mother which is done with the help of zoometaphors: «Bona
Nno6epHy1aAcA, i 51 mak i 3aMO8Kl1a 3 PO33A61E€HUM PONIOM. Jlamnouxa Had HOMEpOM
xamu 2emv Heno2ano nioceimuia 300Ky ii obauuus. Temme, 3mopuikysame, 3
obeucnumu Opunamu no 0OKU HEGUOUMUX 2V, 3 MANECEHbKUMU KHYPAUUMU
ouuysamu u nHasucaum nooom. Tax-max. Jluwe woprna xycmka s3amicme niemeHoi
wanyunuy (Dubynianska, 2004: 60). — «She came back, and | stopped with my mouth
open. The light above the house number illuminated the side of her face. Dark,
wrinkled, with sagging bumps along the sides of invisible lips, with tiny knotty eyes
and a hollow forehead. Yes Yes. Only a black scarf instead of a wicker hat».

On the other hand, the author also provides a positive evaluation of dogs’
behavior which is also transferred onto their hosts: «Om co6ak st mo6mo. Ocobauso
BENUKUX, KOUWIAMUX | «OBOPAHCLKOI nopoouy. 3 maxkum codaKoio s 3200Ha Oyia
opyarcumu, a na 0o0amox, xai yace, i 3 oo 2ocnooapem» (Dubynianska, 2004: 46).
— «I love dogs. Especially large, shaggy, and «noble breedy. I agreed to be firiends
with such a dog, and in addition, even with its host».

The nails of a young girl are compared to the claws of domestic and wild
animals: «Ob6epeorcniwe! Axkypamnuo suimaii, komy xaxcy! Tu o meni éeco ypocaii
nepemmews ceoimu kizmapamu, oypena oespyxal..» (Dubynianska, 2004: 72). — «Go
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easy! Carefully shoot who | say! You will mix me all your harvest with your claws,
you foolish foolly. Invective to convey negative emotions has been added to
zoometaphor. The suffix -sp-, which carries exaggerated and coarse meaning,
indicates pejorativeness.

Unpleasant hugs look like boa’s hugs for the heroine: «lllopoxkuii
nemoochkutl wenim. OOIUYYs nevamanocs y 806HY 2pyb020 NiemeHHsl, KOIouy,
nponaxny nomom. O6ilimu — HiOu Kinbus niaemenozo yoaea. Kompuii xoue He
npocmo npudywumu — pozoyutumu. Kosmok nogimps — 3H08y 3amuciocs Kiibye —
11e0b crabuie — nekyui nanvyi HUWNOpsams no 2pyosx... I mym s uozo enisnanall!
Pisxo, 3 giouaiioywmnolo cunoio poszeena pyku 8 pisHi OoKu, eiodepna, posipeand
Haenin goenanozo yoasa. Kosen Teepoono6uitly (Dubynianska, 2004: 109). — «A rude
inhuman whisper. The face was imprinted on the wool of coarse weaving, barbed,
then swollen. The hugs are like the rings of a wicker boa. Who wants to not just
suppress — to crush. A breath of air — again tightened the ring — a little weaker —
burning fingers snoop on his chest ... And then | recognized him !!! Sharply, with
desperate force, she spread her hands in different directions; tore away, tore in half
the fiery boa. Stubborn Goat!».

M zoometaphor

5% hog

5%

M zoometaphor
snake

M zoometaphor
monkey

i zoometaphor
dog

Llzoometaphor
boa

Diagram 3. Multifunctional imaginative language field
(‘Yana Dubynianska's novella «Goates»)

Facial expression is reinforced by the verb «Bupsuntucsa» (synonyms — to
say goodbye, to yell, to shout) and transformed phraseological unit: «Tsepoorobuxa
supauunaca na mene, ak Kozen Bycuk na nosi eopoma'» (Dubynianska, 2004: 77). —
«The Solidforehead woman yelled at me like a goat Busik on a new gate!».

Sounds, produced by a man but which are similar to the sounds of animals,
can also have metaphorical meaning: purring: «Babua 3 Kkuovamu 6upasHo
npomypkomina  «cesm-ceam-ceésmy U giocmynuna  60IK,  X08aKUUCh  3d
HANIGEIOYUHEHOI0 CMYIKOIO, MUXULL 3ACROKIUIUGULL 20110C, NOOIOHULL 00 MYPKOMIHHS
xoma; — barking: «4 mu xmo maxa?! — zaekuyna meepoonobisceka mamu. — Hou
2emb 36i0cu! Possenocs mym...» (Dubynianska, 2004: 60). — «The old lady with the
keys clearly blurted out 'sviat-sviat-sviat’ and stepped aside, hiding behind a half-
open sash, a quiet soothing voice, like a cat's purring; — yelling: «And who are you?!
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— Barked the solidforeheaded mother. — Get out of here! Divorced here ... »,
unpleasant sharp voice which resembles dog’s barking.

The lingo-cultural aspect of zoometaphor «xo3en» is connected with the
meaning which associates this animal with dark forces and provides it with humane
features. Thus we get the metaphorical model «human being/animal.

For example, in the description of an animal: «Yopna copuzonmanvha
3iHUYs nonepek dicosmozo oxa. Inyznuea 3inuus. Posmipeno xooums croou-myou
HUJICHA ujenena, i 6 maxkm ii pyxy noxumyemoca oinacmui ixoms 60podu. 3erena
CcmebIuHa BKOPOUYEMbCS HA  04YAX, BMSASYIOUUCH YCepeOuHy 0e300mMHol nawi,
3AMACKO8AHOI MIEI0 camoto baiidysice-2ny3naueo0 NOCMiwKow. 3you uOIUCKYIOMD
KONU-He-KOIU — 5K 8i08UCHe Ha Mumb bopodama 2yba. Cmaparnni, neOaHmuuni 3you.
Bin (ko3en) yoae, wo yinkom sunaokoeo 3auuiog Ha cmedxicky. Lo mooce 6yow-saxoi
Mumi 3itimu 3 Hei, NOMASHY8UIUCL NO MOA00Y 2IIOYKY, AKA 3d 6CIMA 3AKOHAMU
Qizionozii mae yixasumu tioco 6invuwe, Hioc...» (Dubynianska, 2004: 5). — «Black
horizontal pupil across yellow eye. Mild pupil. The lower jaw measures in size, and
the whitish whirling beard swings to the beat of its movement. The green stem
shortens in the eye, being drawn into the homeless mouth, masked by the same
indifferent smile. Teeth glisten almost once — like a bearded lip that hangs for a
moment. Diligent, meticulous teeth. He (the goat) manages to enter the trail by
accident. What can get out of her at any moment, reaching for a young branch, which
by all laws of physiology should interest him more than... ».

The author also describes the opposition of a man and an animal which has
a dark side: «/lrodceka 605 ti Oyx cunvhiuii. He 6i0800umu no2nsiody, 3H08y SpumHymiu
3ANI3HUM  XA3AUCLKUM MOHOM, 3pobumu Kpok yneped. Bin mae eiocmynumu.
Tozaokyeamu, 3einohumu cmedxcky... Oo0auwumu Knuwnu, epewmi-pewm!... /[eco
mam, HA0 Po3102010 KPUWKOI depena OpiMae — uu 80ae, wjo opimae?! — memuuil
Hemoocokutl acmpan. Bio sxozo moocna ouikysamu 6yov-uoeo...» (Dubynianska,
2004: 6). — «The human will and the spirit are stronger. Do not look away, again rush
with an iron master tone, take a step forward. He must back down. To hum, to free the
trail ... To put out scorns, after all! ... Somewhere there, above the spreading lid of
the skull, is it asleep — is it possible that it is asleep ?! — Dark Inhuman Astral. From
which you can expect anything ... ».

So, we can say that the usage of zoometaphors indicates the symbolism of
images and evaluation, as the author draws exact associations between a mythological
idea about a certain animal and a certain hero from a story. These metaphorical
models have a negative evaluation in most cases and are related to the inner world of
heroes, their likes, fears, etc. Zoometaphors deepen certain artistic and psychological
aspects, the latter deal with the main character who is compared to a goat and who is
afraid to live without the help and amulets of psychic mediums. Zoometaphors xoszexn
(goat), xuyp (boar), yoas (boa), masna (monkey) have negative connotations while
cobaka (dog) has ambivalent nature. Habits, character, likeness to animals, the main
character’s fear of goats prove the penetration of animals’ features into the man and
vice verse.

Such a metaphor performs the function of coding of certain cultural
information in the text.

In the Ukrainian language, almost every name of the representative of an
animal world (domestic animals, wild animals, birds, insects, etc.) can be used as an
evaluative characteristic of a person (xozen (goat), cobaxa (dog), masna (monkey),
amis (Snake), etc.). For example, « Qonosixu — 6onu 6éci maxi... Bci naonou i kozauy
(Rubina, 2012: 104). — «Men — they are all like that ... All the goats and goats».

Phraseological units created on the basis of zoometaphors reflect the
peculiarities of language interpretation of reality, national-cultural originality of
character nominations. The features which are the core of their formation often
express national-cultural associations understood in a certain lingo-cultural unity. The
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appearance of additional anthropocentric ideas of zoonyms proves the fact that
animals played a vital role in the language picture of the world, which can be seen on
a traditional model of transferring animals’ features onto a human being and vice
verse. There is quite an interesting example of comparing a woman to a nanny goat
taken from a fairy-tale «Koza-dereza»: «I moii manenokuti wmamox, noxu
ogiyianmka Hecia cmpasgy 3 Kyxwi 00 341y, U CHOKYCU8 OiOHY JHCIHKY (e 306Cim
MONOOY [ 8POONUBY NO-KUIBCLKOMY, MOOMO NOGHY, 3 nepehapbosanum 8010CCIM, i3
cepesckamu i md), i 6oHa eéxonuna mou wWMamovok, sIK ma Ko3a 3 KA3Ku J1UCmMOYoK,
ane pisHuYs Midic oQiyiaHmKow i K03010 NoseaNa 8 momy, wo Ko3d, HOKU 00X00una
00 ce020 0dida, écmuzana NPOKOSMHYMU JUCMOYOK, wie Il 3anumu iio20 600u
Kpanenvkow, ogiyiaumra dc HisK He MO2id 6CMUSHYMU NPOKOGMHYMU KABAIKA
pocmbigha Ha momy KOpOmMKOMY GIOPI3KY WWIAXY, AKUU iUl HALeNHCAIo nodoaiamu 6io
Kyxui 0o 3amosnuxa» (Zagrebelnyj, 2008: 188). — «And that little bit while the
waitress was eating from the kitchen to the hall, and seduced the poor woman (still
very young and pretty in Kiev, that is full, with dyed hair, earrings, etc.), and she
grabbed that leaf, like that goat from a fairy tale leaf, but the difference between the
waitress and the goat was that the goat, until she reached her grandfather, had time
to swallow the leaf, and even a drop of water to request, the waitress did not have
time to swallow that piece of roast beef on the short path she had to overcome from
the kitchen to the customer.

Conclusion

Metaphors-zoonyms convey national and cultural peculiarities of a
language, give explicit information about a person, permit the simultaneous revelation
of the dynamics of the development of national language picture of the world, positive
or negative character of the formation of its axiological capacity expressing those
attitudinal values which are in priority.
One can get the understanding of metaphor in such ways: 1) through the actualization
of the component of semantic structure in animals’ name; 2) man’s features and
indications of certain actions which allow associating a man with an animal;
3) through a situation in which this association arises. The paper analyzes and
systemizes certain forms of interaction of different semantic factors in the process of
functioning of zoometaphors in the text. We define lingo-cultural, accumulative,
evaluative, expressive functions of zoometaphors in fictional texts.
The scientific novelty is revealed in the scientific grounding of lingo-cultural specifics
of the usage of zoological metaphor in the modern fictional discourse, in defining
individual regularities of applying metaphorical models in the text.
The practical value of the research lies in the possibility of using the materials with
zoometaphors in lexicographical practice.
Further scientific work should be carried out to view relations of metaphor with
certain figures of speech, sum up the vision about its place in the system of figures of
speech taking into consideration both historical preconditions and the research done in
Linguistics and other branches of science during the last decades.
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