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This article examines the models of metaphors formation in the frames of pejorative concepts. The scope of this study
does not only focus on one approach: an analysis has been carried out from the standpoint of the theory of conceptual
metaphor by J. Lakoff and M. Johnson and includes cognitive-discursive approach to the study of metaphorical models,
namely the pejorative ones. Pejoration will always exist as long as humans are in contact with one another. Pejorative
vocabulary affects the psychological and emotional state of the addressee and contributes to the realization of the speak-
er's intentions. Metaphorical pejorative models create a semantically differentiated language of feelings, emotions, atti-
tude, linguistic behavior and affect the participants of a locutionary act. The collision of non-identical semantic spectra
generates qualitatively new information that reveals previously unknown aspects of the content of pejorative concepts
included in the structure of the metaphors. The mechanism for constructing metaphorical pejorative models is the transfer
of various negative characteristics to the object. Metaphor can also be regarded as an additional factor of pejoration by
comparing the concept of more valuable with the concept of less valuable. The metaphorical expressions under investiga-
tion have been taken from the novels by S. Meyer. Author uses cognitive pejorative metaphors as the most effective means
for emotional influence on the reader, which are supposed to resonate in their hearts, to provoke emotional experience
and create vivid imagies. The research results studies examined the most frequently used cognitive pejorative metaphors
in the analysed corpus — the linguistic realisations of zoomorphic and anthropomorphic pejorative metaphors. Intensifiers
have been detected as additional means of pejorative meaning creation.
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CratTa npucBayeHa npobnemarui KOrHiTMBHMX MeTadop 3 NelopaTMBHUM 3HavYeHHsM. [JaHe JocnigKeHHs He 3oce-
PemKYETbCA NULLe Ha OZHOMY MiAxodi: aHani3 NpoBeAeHO 3 MO3uLi Teopii KoHUenTyanbHoi metadopu k. Jlakoda
Ta M. [>KOHCOHa i BKNOYAE KOrHITUBHO-ANCKYPCUBHUIN MiAXi4 OO BUBYEHHS METaOPUYHUX NENopaTnBHUX MOZENen, agxe
Y KOTHITUBHIN NIHIBICTULi MeTahopa TPaKTyeTbCHA AK MEHTanbHO-MOBHE sABuLLE. [TeiopaTMBHa X NEeKcuka BrnmnBae Ha rncu-
XOMOriYHMI Ta eMOLIHAI CTaH agpecara i cnpuysie peanisadii MOBHMX HaMipiB MOBLS. BuokpeMneHo acnekTu, Wwo BnimBa-
I0Tb Ha POpPMYyBaHHA MeTadOPUYHUX NernopaTnBHUX Moaenein. Po3rnsiHyTo OCHOBHI HaNPAMKWN OOCHIOXKEHHS KOTHITUBHUX
mMeTacdop Ta BU3HAYEHO, LLO PO3MMSHYTI NiAXOAM AOMOBHIOTL Ta PO3LUMPIOTL MEXi AOCNISKEHHS KOTHITUBHOI newopa-
TUBHOI MeTadpopun. MeTachopuyHi nenopaTmeHi Mogeni CTBOPIOIOTb CEMAaHTUYHO ANdEPEHLIoBaHy MOBY NMOYYTTIB, EMOLIN,
CTaBJIEHHSs1, MOBHOI MOBEIHKM Ta BNSIMBAKOTL HA YYACHMKIB MOBHOIO aKTy. 3iTKHEHHS HEOAHAKOBMX CEMAHTUYHKX CMEKTPIB
NOPOIXYE AKICHO HOBY iH(pOpMaLLito, ika PO3KPMBAE HEBIAOMI paHiLle acnekTn 3MiCTy NenopaTuBHUX NOHSATb, LLO BXOAATb
[0 CTPYKTYpU KOTHITMBHMX MeTadbop. MexaHiamomM nobynosu metacpopuyHmx neviopatuBHMX Mogenen € nepegada 06’exkty
Pi3HOMaHITHUX HEraTMBHKX xapakTepncTuk. Metadopa Takox € 4oAaTKoBMM hakTOPOM NenNopaT1BHOCTI, ad)e BOHa Nopis-
HIO€ NOHATTS BiNbLU LIHHOMO 3 MOHATTAM MeHLU UiHHMM. [JocnigxysaHi MeTad)opuyHi BUpa3u B3STi 3 Cy4acHOro aMepuKaH-
CbKOro pomaHy Ha npwvknagi pomanis C. Maviep. ABTOp BUKOPUCTOBYE KOTHITUBHI MeopaTuBHi meTacdopu Ans CTBOPEHHS
SICKpaBOro eMOLNHOrO hoHY Ta nepefadi BHYTPILLHLOMO CBIiTY repoiB. Pe3ynbratyt 4OCHIAKEHHS Nokasanw, Lo HanbinbLL
4acTo BXWBaHi aBTOPKOK POMaHIB € KOHLeNTyarnbHi neopaTtvsHi MeTachopy 300MOPGHOI Ta aHTPONOMOPEHOI CTPYKTYPU.
OkpecneHo porb iHTEHCUIKATOpPIB Sk 4o4aTKOBOro 3acoby TBOPEHHS HEraTUBHOIO 3HAYEHHS NenopaTuBHUX meTadop.

KniouyoBi cnoBa: nenopatue, KOrHiTBHa MeTadopa, KOHLENUis, MPOeKTYBaHHSA, MeTapopuyHa nerMopaTuBHa Mogerb.

Introduction. A paper published recently  we share a viewpoint on a metaphor as something
in the Journal of Personality and Social  that can be automatic and not only conscious but
Psychology reports on the metaphors affecting how  unconscious as well [16].
people respond to the world around them and how From a purely linguistic perspective, metaphor is
they interact with others. The author pointed out that  the use of language to refer to something other than
metaphors evoke vivid images and allow us to "see"  what it was originally applied to. Linguistic meta-
things from a new perspective. Every single day  phor serves as linguistic means of realizing pejo-
people use metaphors in their everyday communica-  ration. Pejoratives are lexemes that possess nega-
tion. Metaphor is a part of conceptual system which  tive, emotionally-loaded expressive evaluation and
structures our thoughts and deeds, and conceptual  create preconditions for the achievement of a com-
system is not something we aware of, as most of things =~ municative goal. Pejorative vocabulary has a com-
we think and do everyday occurs automatically. Thus,  plex, conceptual structure and is characterized by a
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strongly marked contextual component. Pejorative
effect can be enhanced by a variety of ways, e.g.
there are graphic, phonetic and stylistic means of
pejoration, which do not have a pejorative meaning,
but only make it stronger [6]. However, a linguistic
metaphor is not the same as what is termed concep-
tual or cognitive metaphor. But what is important is
that linguistic metaphors are said to realize cogni-
tive metaphor. In our paper, metaphor is not studied
merely as the use of language or parts of figurative
language, but mostly as the use of language related
with cognition. Although, metaphors involve lan-
guage, they are viewed as ‘a kind of thinking or con-
ceptualization, not limited to language; however,
language provides a convenient way to observe
how metaphor works’. Concepts and meanings are
lexicalized and verbalized through metaphorical
models. Metaphor creates multi-sense words that
can have different meanings. One of the ways to
perceive it is to observe our language [13]. In our
paper we have done it on the example of modern
American novels by Stephanie Meyer.

The relevance of the research topic is
determined by the growing interest in the study of
cognitive mechanisms in various fields of humani-
ties and the continuing interest in the study of met-
aphors as linguistic phenomena of both, language
and thought. Apart from that there is a need in the
study of cognitive mechanisms from the perspective
of various fields of humanitarian knowledge. As we
focus our study on metaphorical pejorative models,
we found out that in scientific studies the mechanism
of metaphorization, as well as the system of meta-
phorical models, is presented insufficiently. Last but
not least, modern authors do actively use cognitive
metaphors for conceptualization of those concepts
which possess pejorative meanings, emerging from
the postulate that concept, unlike a lexical unit, is a
unit of consciousness, a mental lexicon and that any
metaphor exists simultaneously on several levels — in
a certain context, text, discourse [5].

Both, recent and time proven traditional scien-
tific researches became the methodological basis of
the study. The general theoretical ideas in the field
of semantics and lexicology, which were developed
in the works of Y.D. Apresyan, N.D. Arutyunova and
V.N. Telia are at the core of an analysis. The work
has been carried out in line with the semantic-cogni-
tive direction and cognitive linguistics principles. An
analysis has been carried out from the standpoint of
the theory of conceptual metaphor by J. Lakoff and
M. Johnson and includes some elements of the cogni-
tive-discursive approach to the study of metaphorical
models, namely pejorative ones.
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We share E. Derman’s viewpoint that theories tell
you what something is. Models tell you merely what
something is partially like. Models are metaphors,
relative descriptions of the object of their attention
that compare it to something similar already better
understood via theories [11]. In her book pub-
lished in 2002, Daniela M. Bailer-Jones states that
metaphorical models are ‘new vocabulary in terms
of which empirical data can be described’. The task
of, e.g. scientific models, is to facilitate (perceptual
as well as intellectual) access to phenomena. While
metaphors may also facilitate access to phenomena,
their main characteristic is not this, but a transfer of at
least one part of an expression from a source domain
of application to a target domain. The implication is
that the use of the expression in the source domain
may be more familiar and/or better understood than
its use in the target domain [10]. Thus, our work com-
bines the methods of structural semantics, cognitive
and discursive analysis as well as modern approaches
to the study of metaphors.

0.D. Makedonova focused her study on a problem
of metaphor models formation which showed that
mechanism of metaphor models formation is transfer
of different people and animals’ characteristics on
product and service in advertisements. She stated
that metaphor process in, e.g. anthropomorphic
projection, happens according to some characteristics
like function, social status, external features,
attribute and quality [7]. All in all, concepts are
represented by anthropomorphic, naturomophric,
zoomorphic,  physical,  abstract-philosophical,
emotional-psychological, social and other cognitive
metaphorical models [4].

The purpose of this work is to determine the
dominant means of metaphorical verbalization of
pejorative concepts in modern American novels by
Stephanie Meyer and to describe the most frequent
metaphorical pejorative models. For this purpose, the
following tasks must be solved: 1) to identify those
cognitive metaphorical models on the basis of which
pejoratives are verbalized as components of pejora-
tive concepts 2) to conduct the mapping of cognitive
pejorative metaphors; 3) to highlight the character-
istics by which the process of metaphorization takes
place 4) to conduct an analysis of metaphorical pejo-
rative models that underlie the metaphorical verbal-
ization of pejorative concepts in contemporary works
of art on the example of modern American novels by
S. Meyer.

Results and discussions. In modern linguistics,
among traditional disciplines, metaphor is primarily
is in the focus study of stylistics, lexicology and
lexicography, which consider it as the main, along
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with metonymy, means of secondary nomination.
However, if metaphor is the main means for
creating imagery for stylistics, then lexicology and
lexicography consider metaphor as one of the ways
to develop the meaning of a word, which serves
as a means of replenishing the vocabulary of the
language. Metaphor is not only a means of figurative,
poetic speech. Metaphor is by nature inherent in
human thinking and cognition, and human thinking
itself is already metaphorical in its essence [15, p 6].
The system of concepts begins to form in the mind of
a person before mastering the language, at the stage
of non-verbal thinking, which once again confirms
their mental nature and proves the need to describe
concepts as mental formations [3, p. 6]. Concepts are
formed in the minds of people on the basis of their
sensory experience (as a result of the perception of
the surrounding world by the senses), in the course
of subject-practical, experimental-cognitive and
theoretical-cognitive (scientific), mental activity,
as well as in the process of verbal and non-verbal
communication [2]. Lakoff and Johnson stated that
abstract concepts of communication and ideas are
understood via a cognitive metaphor through the
perspective that: ideas are objects, language is a con-
tainer for idea-objects, communication is sending
idea-objects in language-containers. This notation
from Lakoff and Johnson characterizes a conceptual
mapping from a “source domain” frame for sending
objects in containers to a “target domain” frame for
communicating ideas via language. Mapping here is
regarded as a process that involves a set of stable sys-
tematic correlations between the spheres of source
and purpose, in other words, mapping is a cognitive
projection [ 15]. Baranov noted that the word "sphere"
means "conceptual sphere" or actually "concept" [1].

Conceptual metaphor is based on two conceptual
realms, in which one realm is understood in terms of
the other realm. A conceptual realm is any holistic
organization of experience [14, p. 4]. O. Jikel
described Model Hypothesis as one of the central
tenets of the cognitive theory of metaphor and stated
that ‘quite often, conceptual metaphors form coherent
cognitive models: complex gestalt structures of
organised knowledge as pragmatic simplifications
of an even more complex reality. These idealized
cognitive models, which can be reconstructed by
means of cognitive linguistic analyses of everyday
language, are regarded as cultural models likely to
unconsciously determine the world view of a whole
linguistic community’ [12].

According to M.V. Pimenova ‘a cognitive model
is understood as a certain stereotypical image with
the help of which experience is organized’ [8]. One
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cognitive model covers a certain set of lexemes that,
according to this scheme, connect the target and
domain spheres. If the connection between the two
spheres is associated with metaphorical rethinking,
then the metaphorical model is realized [5].

A metaphorical model is a scheme of
communication existing or developing in the minds
of native speakers of a language between two
conceptual spheres, which can be represented by a
certain formula: ‘X is Y’ [9]. Let us examine this on
the following example:

So how come Riley gives you such a long leash?”
1 asked, wondering about the relationship there
[20, p. 12].

The relationship between the components of the
formula is understood not as a direct identification,
but as a similarity- ‘X is like Y’; ‘give someone a long
leash’ is the same as ‘fo be free’. Pejorative sense
is realized through a perspective of a lexeme ‘leash’
that means ‘a strap, chain, etc., fastened to a dog or
other animal, esp. at its collar, in order to lead or
control it’. Thus, if to ‘give someone a long leash’ in
metaphorical transfer describes the conceptual sphere
of "freedom", then the mapping ‘give someone a long
leash is freedom’ is realized reflecting the ‘qualities
and properties’ of a described object. It is an example
of emotional-psychological metaphorical model with
pejorative meaning.

To go into more detail, it is important to take into
account the following statement: cognitive metaphor
refers to the understanding of one idea (conceptual
domain) in terms of another:

1 had a hive of angry bees aroundme ... [18,p. 575].

Metaphorical mapping here is: source domain —
Insect; target domain — People. The formula for the
metaphorical projection with pejorative meaning (due
to the intensifier with negative meaning — ‘angry’) is
‘Insect (bee) is Human’(due to an external pejorative
characteristic of a bee — small and unimportant) —
conceptual domain can be any mental organization
of human experience. These similar characteristics
become the basis of the zoomorphic metaphorical
pejorative model. Let us consider another example:

“...How does a three-inch-long worm fall in love
with ...” [18, p. 142].

In this example there is a metaphorical mapping,
where source domain is /nsect and target domain
is Human. When we say ‘a person is an insect’,
we are really saying ‘this person is like an insect’,
which means that we are taking all the characteristics
of a person and all the characteristics of an insect,
comparing them in order to identify highlight dif-
ferences or similarities. Another zoomorphic
metaphorical pejorative model:
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Erward growled. “Watch yourself, mongrel”
[17, p. 401].

the formula for the metaphorical projection with
pejorative meaning is ‘Animal (mongrel) is Human’
and its mapping applies to the conceptual knowledge
about the image. The meaning of a lexeme mongrel
is ‘a dog of mixed or indeterminate breed, any cross
between different things, especially if inharmonious
or indiscriminate’. Definitely not a pleasant one.
This zoomorphic metaphorical pejorative model
expresses evaluating and expressing functions. The
collision of non-identical semantic spectra generates
qualitatively new information that reveals previously
unknown aspects of the content of concepts included
in the structure of the metaphor. Such metaphors let
the reader see in a new light the object of interest:

My bladder was so full it was a constant pain,
impossible to ignore. But to parade right through the
middle of the hive of angry killers? [18, p. 152].

Here, a metaphor performs expressive and eval-
uating functions aiming at focusing on the specific
detail that attracts the most attention and is of fun-
damental importance in a given situation. Metaphor,
as cognitive mechanism, by which one experimental
domain is partially "mapped" (projected) to another
empirical domain, realizes (partially) the second
domain within the first one. The domain that is pro-
jected — a source domain, in the given example is
Killer; the domain in which the source domain is pro-
jected, that is a target domain, is People (or human).
So, when we say ‘a person is a killer’, we are really
saying ‘this person is like a killer’, which means that
we are taking all the characteristics of a human and
all the characteristics of a killer, implying that kill-
ers are deceitful and manipulative people with lack
of empathy and remorse, people with antisocial and
predatory behavior. Another example:

A humanwas on trial for trying to kill an alien. This
had to be a horrible day for all of them [18, p. 328].

is completely opposite to the previous one, as
here, vice versa, the source domain is Human and
the target domain is Killer. The implementation of
the anthropomorphic model, with the source domain
Human and is based on the selection, rethinking and
transferring of characteristics from a human to object
(human as well). In other words, the anthropomor-
phism of the object is manifested in the fact that it is
endowed with pejorative human features, which are
explained by linguistic means. In the structure of the
following projection there is another anthropomor-
phic metaphorical model, but what makes it interest-
ing for a linguistic analysis is its sense:

“lan is... lan believes me. He watches over me.
He can be so very kind... for a human.” [18, p. 334].
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Source domain here is Kind, and target domain is
Human; but this cognitive metaphor is used sarcasti-
cally, so in fact the real mapping is Unkind is Human.
Pejorative effect of this metaphor is enhanced by
such intensifier as ellipses. The process of metapho-
rization within the anthropomorphic model can be
based on rethinking human actions and transferring
of these functions to the object of interest:

But I didn't care. She didn't care what she had
done to me — letting herself be slaughtered like an
animal [17, p. 329].

This pejorative metaphor performs expressing
and evaluating functions. Metaphorization happens
here due to the transfer of signs of human action
towards an object. Metaphorical mapping here is:
source domain — Slaughter; target domain —Human.
Objects can be endowed with a variety of features —
emotions, appearance, physical, moral and psycho-
logical traits, and other signs of evaluation:

The anger flashed hot inside me. "I hate them!”
[19, p. 409].

Pejorative semantic varieties of introducing ele-
ments of such figurative thinking into the texts of
the studied novels with the help of conceptual met-
aphor can be traced in the author's description of
various emotional states, in this case — anger (Anger
is Human). Such emotional states have a negative
meaning in the human system of values and are com-
bined in metaphors with concepts that characterize
moral and physical world. And it is a human who
becomes the basis for the characterization of those
abstract entities that have a negative meaning in the
universal system of values, making the nature of
pejorative cognitive metaphor anthropomorphic.

Conclusion. Metaphorical thought arises inde-
pendent of language. Cognitive metaphors seem to
root themselves deep into the subconscious where
they reshape human conscious and unconscious lan-
guage use. Pejorative vocabulary affects the psycho-
logical and emotional state of the addressee and con-
tributes to the realization of the speaker's intentions.
Metaphorical pejorative models create a semantically
differentiated language of feelings, emotions, atti-
tude, linguistic behavior and affect the participants of
a locutionary act. They are important to discourse due
to their functions — explaining, clarifying, describing,
expressing, evaluating, entertaining and others.

It was revealed that pejorative concepts are
complemented by negatively evaluative pragmatically
loaded meanings aimed at causing a variety of read-
er’s emotions and feelings, shaping their attitude
towards an object of interest. Concepts with pejora-
tive meaning can be represented by anthropomorphic,
physical, abstract-philosophical, emotional-psycho-
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logical, and some other cognitive metaphorical mod-
els, among which anthropomorphic and zoomorphic
are dominant in the studied corpus. Modern novels
serve as a good source for this purpose as they are not
only a fiction, but a part of our life — how characters
think and act are represented in the language.

The collision of non-identical semantic spectra
generates qualitatively new information that reveals
previously unknown aspects of the content of
concepts included in the structure of the metaphors.
The mechanism for constructing metaphorical per-
orative models is the transfer of various negative
characteristics to the object. A diverse degree of the
usage of metaphorical pejorative models has been
detected. The following metaphorical constructions
turned out to be the most frequent in the studied nov-
els: zoomorphic, the source sphere of which is an
Animal/Insect and anthropomorphic, the correlate of

which is Human. Intensifiers (like adjectives, punc-
tuation) enhance emotional meaning of an utterance.
The process of metaphorization in the structure of
zoomorphic pejorative models — the mapping —
happens due to a transfer of behavioral and exter-
nal characteristics of insects/animals to a referent.
Within the boundaries of anthropomorphic pejora-
tive models the projection happens according to such
aspects as actions, emotions and psychological char-
acteristics. Cognitive pejorative metaphor compares
the concept of more valuable with the concept of
less valuable and performs a number of functions,
among which are emotional and evaluative stylistic
functions.

Based on the conclusion above we outline the
prospects of the future studies in the nature of a
cognitive metaphor, especially within the boundaries
of its models and functions.
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