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THE PROBLEM OF POLYSEMY AND HOMONYMY
IN THE SYSTEM OF ENGLISH NOUN

This article focuses on the treatment of polysemy and homonymy in monolingual and bilingual dictionariesin the
system of English noun and includes some theoretical and practical aspects of the procedure of distinguishing between
these phenomena disclosed in the PhD thesis of the author. Delimitation of meanings within the system of English noun
in form of qualitatively different lexical semantic elements: metaphors, lexical semantic variants, syncrets, heterosemes
and homonyms is dependent on the nature of metonymic shift or metaphorical transference or specificity of connotation.
Ambiguous, heterosemous and homonymous elements, obtained in course of this analysis, should be further investigated
with distributional -componential criterion based on distributional modelling and frequency of occurrence in the corpora.
Distributional modelling presupposes determining of actual combinability of the nouns by means of submitting the
selected distributional models in the special programme named “concordance”, estimating the frequency of these models
and dependence of occurrence of heterosemy and homonymy in them. Homonymous meanings in the system of nouns
are characterised by uniqueness of contexts and lower or higher, compared with polysemous meanings, frequency of
corpus identifiers.
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Formulation of aresearch problem and its significance. This distinction between polysemy,
related phenomena and homonymy is not always clear-cut and mainly depends on the viewpoint of
dictionary compilers towards enumeration of senses of nouns and their interpretation. Most linguists
see the solution to the problem in choosing a certain criterion among the existing ones: etymological,
relatedness of meaning or grammar and complex criteria such as. formal-semantic, relatedness of
word-formation ranges, semantic congruence etc. However, as the practice of lexicography shows,
none of them is universal and sufficient because not all semantically related words share common
etymology and not all etymological cognates constitute the same semantic field. Thus, every
dictionary entry should be thoroughly examined to assess the applicability of each criterion.

With respect to the problem we have previously made a chart of the nouns in which polysemy
and homonymy are delimited differently in the four dictionaries mentioned below. It aso includes
the nouns with heterosemous meanings — meanings which are potentially homonymous but not
actually ones. They are context-sensitive hybrids that are hardly ever highlighted in dictionaries.
Thus, the objects of investigation are 353 selected nouns the meanings of which are ambiguously
treated. We have analysed certain meanings of these nouns selected from four dictionaries to make
this chart for comparison [1; 4; 22; 25]. The process was really time-consuming and challenging.

Conducting our investigation we resorted to six methods: the method of comparison of
dictionary entries, componential analysis and synthesis, the method of lexico-semantic field,
distributional and corpora anaysis. This article mostly features the explanation of componential
synthesis of lexical semantic elements and some aspects of application of other methods.

The structures of classification are lexical semantic elements of nouns corresponding to certain
meanings or their parts and distributional models on the basis of which the frequency of usage of
these e ements can be estimated in the corpora.

Analysis of theresearch into this problem. The outlook onto the approaches towards the core
meaning of the words and functioning of the system of lexical meaning of the noun is usualy
complex. There are two basic paradigms showing how this system is built, namely the unstoppable
continuum of meaning which is hard to measure [11; 29], and the unity of elements [17]. We believe
that it is important to distinguish the process of meaning change and the elements resulting from and
simultaneously performing this change. These paradigms predetermine the choice of approaches and
methods.
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From the lexicographical standpoint it is difficult to find a golden medium while compiling a
dictionary which means combining theoretical descriptions of some words and their adequate
modern representation. So the authors of dictionaries either choose etymology or actual frequency in
this respect, and making the decision is always complicated. The consequence is that the picture of
the meaning of some words tends to be distorted because of the conflict between etymology,
frequency of usage and semantics.

The newest approaches to the problem presuppose either the psycholinguistic behaviora
research or a survey to find out the semantic and pragmatic difference in representation of meanings.
For example, in behaviora studies there are two contrasted viewpoints as to how polysemy and
homonymy are represented in the mental lexicon: like related or unrelated phenomena [20], [12].
L. Frazier and K. Reiner argued that the process of disambiguation is moulded by such factors as
mutual exclusiveness of homonyms and unexclusiveness of polysemes and time needed for
disambiguation [12].

Some experiments have shown that polysemous words embedded in phrasal contexts and
homonymous words function identically but comprehension depends on the consistency of the
context [18]. E. Kleposniotou [21, 13] suggests that in processing polysemous words there is no
meaning competition unlike in homonymous ones. However, we infer that there may be a
geterosemous zone of hybrids in the mental lexicon which can also facilitate or stumble the process
of understanding but has not been thoroughly studied yet.

Another study, conducted by L. Pylkkdannen et al [28] used the stimuli and methods of Klein
and Murphy [18] asking participants to make acceptability judgements on two-word phrases to find
out whether the process of polysemy and homonymy involves identity or just formal or semantic
similarity. Meaning competition in polysemy was a so observed in these studies.

One of the newest surveys has been made by D. Kachurin [5]. He analysed the distance
between the problematic meanings of nouns obtained in the survey during which the respondents had
to estimate the meanings according to a five-point scale [5, 242-246]. However, the number of
respondents was rather little and their encyclopedic knowledge can by no means substitute the
information of dictionary entries. D. Kachurin acknowledges that qualitative estimation is not
sufficient because the researcher should be confident as to what relation is established by the
respondent: semantic, pragmatic or stylistic [5, 268]. Nevertheless, the results explicate some
practical solutions for disambiguation of polysemy and homonymy and the motives of the speaker’s
choice.

The goal and the specific tasks of the article. isto show the theoretical and practical solutions
to the problem of polysemy and homonymy in the system of English noun. As to the tasks, we will
begin with the overview of polysemy and homonymy from lexicological and lexicographical
perspective, the newest behavioral approaches to the problem and move on to the explanation of
cases of using different criteria and describe some aspects of using the distributional -componential
method based on distributional and semantic criterion, corpora resources and categorical parameters
to establish the behaviour of homonymy and related phenomena such as heterosemy.

Statement regarding the basic material of the research and the justification of the results
obtained. The immediate components of lexeme are not aways stable. In our study we followed
L. Kudrievatykh’s [8] theory of lexico-semantic transformation in which the meanings of a
polysemous word are treated not just like manifold representations of the core meaning (in this case
O. Smirnitskii’s term lexical semantic variant — LSV is used) but from the viewpoint of genuine
regular polysemy (including metaphor, metonymy and scientific terms), lexical semantic variability
(including synonymy and related phenomena), heterosemy and pure homonymy, whereas the
traditional distinction between polysemy and homonymy merely presupposes the relatedness or
unrelatedness of meaning [23].

The analysis of lexicographic data shows that each meaning within the semantic structure of the
vocabulary noun entry should be tagged according to its semantic value as described above and
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should be generally referred to as a lexical semantic entity or unit and only then it is possible to
determine the homonymy. These units constitute a lexeme (or sememe as its inner representation).
However, some linguists argue that only full words can be referred to as “entities”, so we decided to
substitute these by “lexical semantic elements” (LSE) and “components” (LSC) constituting these
elements. LSES have been divided into two groups. variants (Synonyms, near-synonyms and pure
polysemes. metaphorical and metonymical) and pronominalizations (heterosemes and pure
homonyms). Example and statistics

Thus, we have found out the bulk of lexico-semantic elements pertain to the category of lexical
semantic variants, to be more precise, they are 37,3 % of the selected elements, syncrets (including
metonymy) — 31,6 %, homonyms — 13,9 %, heterosemes — 9,9 %, functional transferences
(metaphors) — 7,09 %, respectively.

As a pragmatic phenomenon lexical semantic variation has something in common with
synonymy or near-synonymy. There are severa models of this variation described by
L. Kudrevatykh: synesthetic usage, e. g. designation of different location, vector or direction
character of the feature; designation of different temporality; designation of different causativeness,
designation of different aspectuality (active/passive, static/dynamic) [8].

For example, in A. Zahnitko dictionary the nouns have the following meanings. arm ‘cuia’
(power), ‘Biama’ (power), ‘morytHicTh’(mighty); jackpot ‘kymr’ (large sum), ‘HaiOUIBIINI BUrpal y
aorepei’ (the biggest prize in a lottery) [4, 30, 295]. There is practically no shift in meaning but
parallel specification of core meaning.

Syncretism is an unalienable part of regular polysemy and according to Y. Apresian it is
composed by metonymic processes. In our study this category comprises special termsin the system
of noun meanings coined on the principle of radial polysemy with preserved feature of semantic
derivation. For example, such meanings of the noun involution are syncrets: ‘mam. iHBOMIOLIS’
(Mathematics: an operation, such as negation, which, when applied to itsdlf, returns the original
number); ‘6om. 3akpyuyBauus’ (Botany: involute formation or structure); ¢izion. nereneparris
(Physiology: reduction in size of an organ or part, as of the uterus following childbirth or as a result
of ageing); ‘bion. nerenepartist’ (retrogression; restoration of aformer state). Syncrets of another type
belong to one of metonymic models, like those defined by J. Pusteiovskyi [27, 425-426]:
quantity/mass, e. g. clot ‘rpyaka’ (a lump of material formed from the content of a liquid) — ‘“Tpom6’
(thrombus) [4, 101]; container/contents, e. g. (9) crib ‘scma’ (a stall for cattle) — ‘HeBenuka
kBaptupa’ (a small flat) [4, 129]; figure/ground, e. g. feather ‘mepo’ (one of the light, flat growths
forming the plumage of birds) — ‘36ipn. onepenns’ (plumage) [4, 204]; product/producer, e. g.
packer (machine for packing) — ‘makyBansuuk’ (one whose occupation is the processing and packing
of wholesale goods, usualy meat products) [4, 385]; plant/fruit, e. g. lemon ‘mumon’ (a spiny
evergreen tree, Citrus limon) — ‘the fruit of this tree’ [4, 314]; process/result, e. g. poll ‘peectpartis
Bubopmis’ (registration of voters) — ‘criucok Bubopmis’ (list of voters) etc [4, 414]. However, we
argue that more universal metonymic models have been put forward by L. Novikov and include such
mechanisms of the shift of meaning as: action/result of this action; action/place of action;
action/means of action; action/subject of action; feature/a person or a thing with this feature;
container/contents; item/material; profession/person having it; dance/music [9, 575-577].

Heterosemy comprises the examples of noun meanings having specia markers in the
dictionary, specifications of genre, slang, jargon, professional, obsolete and pejorative character.
These meanings can only be inferred with additional knowledge obtained from a certain social or
professional subculture and lexicon. For example, in the analysed list of nouns there are such
heterosemous elements as in [18] duck ‘rpasers, sikuii He HaOpaB >xoaHOro ouka’ (a player who
didn’t get a score), ‘BanTaxiBka-amdibis’ (an amphibious military truck used during World War I1)
[4, 175].

In our study the examples of heterosemy and homonymy have been found with the help of
etymological criterion explaining the reasons for usage of certain nouns with ascribed connotations
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typical of a subculture or other sphere of being. The etymological dictionaries contain such
information, although they do not show current urban usage of nouns in these meanings [26; 32].
Homonymy was established in those cases where the relation of etymology was indefinite as in
barnacle as well asin cases when the distinction is strictly emphasised. The meanings ‘opu. kazapka
oimomioka’ (the barnacle goose) and ‘Byconorwii pak’ (a shellfish adhering to trees over the water) in
analysed dictionaries are enlisted in one entry [1; 4; 22; 25]. The etymological theory relating the
nomination of these animals has many obscurities [32, 117-118], but in The free dictionary it is
somewhat different:

“...Because the barnacle goose breeds in the Arctic, no one at that time had ever witnessed the
bird breeding; as aresult, it was thought to be spontaneously generated from trees along the shore, or
from rotting wood. Wood that has been in the ocean for any length of time is often dotted with
barnacles, and it was natural for people to believe that the crustaceans were also engendered directly
from the wood, like the geese. In fact, as different as the two creatures might appear to us, they share
asimilar trait: barnacles have long feathery cirri that are reminiscent of abird’s plumage” [31].

In some cases we have resorted to the semantic-transformational criterion. Transformational
rules imply the semantic analysis of meanings transferred into different surroundings, contexts or
even languages. The correspondence of background of the meanings enables to regard them as
polysemous, heterosemous or homonymous nouns. The obligatory condition is that this background
should be maximally common, although the mode of nomination might be different in different
language mentality, in native and non-native speakers’ lexicon. In the noun dog the meaning
‘ca. crpamina moauHa (Tipo kiHky)' (slang an ugly person, especially a woman) — heterosemy. In
Ukrainian there is a proverb ‘T"apwi nuuko i koca, Ta, sik cobaka, Bcix kyca’ (literally means: ‘A girl
has a beautiful face and plait but bites everybody like a dog); in German there is a corresponding
one: ‘wie ein Hund leben’, meaning ‘to live in bad relationships’ [30]. The Ukrainian idiom ‘co6aua
oywa’ (dog’s soul) is used as a pejorative expression with negative connotation [2, 277]. Thus the
slang meaning is not a homonymous but a heterosemous one.

The noun fox — ‘po3m. meprmokypcuuk’ (a first-year student) has a unique connotation in
English whereas in Ukrainian there is also a simile «xurpwii six aucuiss» (as cunning as a fox), and
‘crapmii nuc’ means: ‘OyBajia, qocBimueHa moaumHa’ (a stager, experienced person), ‘3Hes.
mifcTyIHa, Tykasa jgroanna’ (derogative, a perfidious, false-hearted person) or ‘yiTHii 40IOBIK, SIKHiA
3aMIETHCS 10 AiBuar, cnokycuuk’ (an elderly man paying his addresses to young girls) [2, 424—
425]. In German there is an expression — ‘schlau wie ein Fuchs sein’ [30]. Uniqueness of connotation
in English in ‘a first-year student’ directly points at its homonymous character.

The most important complex structural-semantic criterion with which we acknowledge the fact
of polysemy, heterosemy and homonymy is caled distributional-componentia due to the
corresponding structural semantic analysis. It combines the techniques of distributional analysis of
occurrences of noun meanings in corpus texts with their componential representation. It has been put
forward by R.Boltianskaia but is never mentioned in existing classifications of criteria
distinguishing polysemy from homonymy. In the study conducted by R. Boltianskaia problematic
meanings of verbs were described in terms of distributional formulae determining semantic formulae.
The semantic formula is a set of semantic-syntagmatic indexes of analysed words. R. Boltianskaia
distinguished classes (subject, attribute, predicate, determiner) and subclasses of words denoting
living beings Na, concrete nouns N, persons Na, non-persons Na, things Nc;, substances N, and
abstract nouns N¢ [3].

To classify the meanings of problematic nouns we have used a wider system of categories,
developed by Russian linguists, namely Liashevskaia, Shemanaeva, Kobritsov et. a. for Russian
national corpus [6]. It presupposes more detailed semantic descriptions of nouns within three big
groups of tags: class (part of speech), lexical and semantic features (a lexeme’s thematic class,
mereology (e. g. part —whole), topology and evaluation) and derivational features (diminutives,
nomina agentis).

108



Haykosutl scypHan. Ne 3/2015

Distributional analysis was carried out on the basis of corpus resource, elabourated by Sharoff
et a. [33], namely the concordance interface. We have chosen 4 kernel and 4 adjunct distributional
models from Frequency dictionary of combinability to verify the distributional hypothesis of
homonymy selected on the principle of seven types of most informative immediate contexts put
forward by A. Kaplan [10], [16]. The hypothesis, according to W. Manczak, claims that the higher
frequency of the element denotes its simplicity [24] and M. Kochergan also argues that for the
meanings of the noun there are strong and weak distributional models [7]. Thus strong distributional
models must be responsible for polysemy whereas the weak ones for heterosemy or homonymy.

We have found out that the frequency of usage of the meanings of nouns in corporais a very
important factor which facilitates the process of disambiguation. Most frequent models, such as N+N
and A+N, show higher results of homonymy occurrences. We have also revealed a regularity which
implies that homonymy identifiers which appear in one model will appear in other models
extrapolated onto the system of noun meaning. Moreover, homonymous units usually have specific
context environment not typical of polysemous units that are usually more numerous and thus less
complex. For instance, most dictionaries do not recognize bachelor as a ‘university degree’ and
‘unmarried man’. In British National Corpus and British National Corpus from 2006 in the model
N+N modified in our study as N+noun, where noun=target noun, bachelor is represented with the
following markers, called ‘identifiers’: life (4 instances), brother (4 instances), party (2 instances),
Fellow(1 instance). The context of the latter, pointing at homonymy is as follows: “...The author
spent much of his life as a bachelor Fellow of Brasenose College Oxford; his cloistered life was
devoted to writing, notably on classical antiquity and the Italian Renaissance” [15]. However, the
identifier cloistered may also show his unmarried status.

Homonymy was also found in Dictionary of National Biography: Missing persons in the model
Ving+noun with identifiers becoming: “...He had along career in the university, becoming bachelor
and then (c. 1284) doctor of theology as well as master c. 1290” [15], and confirming in another
example.

Heterosemy is less frequent in the selection of nouns but it occurs in a wider range of
distributional models. For example, heterosemous meaning ‘person’ of the noun lot appeared in 3
models: A+noun (‘respectable lot’, ‘biddable lot’, ‘corrupt lot’, ‘funny lot’, ‘ungrateful lot’),
Ven+noun (Past Participletnoun) (‘maligned lot’, ‘organized lot”) and noun+V-= (noun+infinitive).
Heterosemous lexico-semantic elements are even more difficult to find.

Conclusions and prospects for further research. Finding the optimal solution to the existing
problem of polysemy and homonymy is area challenge for linguists. First of al, it is important to
ascertain that the elements constituting the system of English noun are qualitatively and
quantitatively different and might be potentially or strictly homonymous. In each case of dictionary
usage of the noun the choice of criterion starts with the etymological one and predetermines the
involvement of additional criteria. Distributional-componential criterion functions as a tool to
investigate the actual combinability of meanings of the noun within distributional models. Due to
distributional modelling the estimated frequency factor shows qualitative and quantitative difference
between polysemy, heterosemy and homonymy.
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HaBpoubka Ipuna. IIpoGiema omonimii Ta mnosicemii B cucremi aHrailicbkoro imeHHMKa. YBara
c(hokycoBaHa Ha JOCHIKEHHI MOJIiceMii Ta OMOHIMIT y OJIHOMOBHHX Ta TBOMOBHHX CJIOBHHKAaX Y CHCTEMi aHTJIIMCHKOTO
iMEHHHMKA I MICTHTH J€AKi TEOPETWYHI I MPAaKTUYHI acIeKTH MPOLEAYPH PO3MEXKYBAHHS IMX SBUII, AKi [MOKA3aHO Y
KaHAMJATChKIA auceprallii aBTopa. Bu3HaueHHS MeXi MiXK 3HAYCHHSIMH y CHCTEMI aHIIIMCHKOTO IMEHHHKa Yy ¢opmi
SKICHO BIAMIHHHX JICKCHKO-CEMAaHTHYHHX e€JIeMEHTIB: MeTadop, JEKCHKO-CEeMaHTHYHUX BapiaHTiB, CHHKPETIB,
TeTepOCeMiB Ta OMOHIMIB, 3aJe)KUTh BiJl TPUPOTM METOHIMIYHOTO 3CYyBYy 4YHM MeTaOpHIHOTO TIEPEHOCY ado
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AxkmyaabHi numaHHs iHo3emMHoi ginoaozii

cnenudivyHOrO Xapaktepy KoHoraiii. HeomgHo3HauHi, reTepoceMiuHi Ta OMOHIMIYHI CGIIEMEHTH, OTPHUMAaHI IIiJl 4Yac
aHaji3y, MaloTh Hanaiml OyTH MJOCTIDKEHI 3a JOMOMOrOI0 JUCTPUOYTUBHO-KOMIIOHEHTHOTO KpHUTEPil0 Ha OCHOBI
JUCTPUOYTHBHOTO MOJCNIOBAHHA Ta YaCTOTHOCTI BXKMBAaHHS B KopmycaxX. JMcTpuOyTHBHE MOJIETIOBAHHS IIOJIATae y
BHM3HAYCHHI aKTyaJbHOI CIIONIyYyBaHOCTI IMEHHMKIB IIJISIXOM IiJICTAHOBKH BifiOpaHUX NUCTPUOYTHBHHUX MOJENeH y
CHemiajbHIi TporpaMi, 0 HA3WBAETHCA «KOPKOHAAHCEPOMY, MIAPAaXYHKY HYAaCTOTHOCTI IUX MOZETEeH il 3ajesKHOCTi
MOSIBH B HUX TeTepoceMii Ta oMoHiMii. OMOHIMIYHI 3HAUYEHHS y CHCTEMi IMEHHHKA XapaKTePU3YIOTHCS YHIKAIbHICTIO
KOHTEKCTIB 1 HIDKYOI0, a00 BHINOI, NOPIBHAHO i3 TOJNICEMIYHMMH 3HAUYEHHSIMH, YaCTOTHICTIO KOPITYCHHX
imeHTHdiKaToOpiB.
Karwu4osi ciioBa: mosiceMisi, OMOHIMIisI, TeTepOCEMisi, KOHKOPAAHC, YACTOTHICTb.

Hasponkas Hpuna. IIpoGiema OMOHMMHH H NOJHCEMHMH B CHCTeMe CYINECTBHTEJIBHOI0 AHTJIMIICKOrO
si3bIKa. BHMMaHue CQOKYyCMpOBaHO Ha HMCCIIEOBaHUM OMOHHUMHH U TIOJIMCEMHHM B OJHOS3BIYHBIX M JBYS3BIYHBIX
CJIOBapsAX aHIIMHUCKOTO S3bIKa B CUCTEME aHTJIMIICKOIO CYIIECTBUTEIBHOTO M COJEPKUT HEKOTOPbIE TEOPETHUECKUE U
MPAKTUYECKUE ACMEKThl MPOLEAYPhl pasTpaHUUYEeHUs 3TUX SABICHUI, KOTOpbIE yKa3aHbl B KaHAMJATCKON auccepTalun
aBTopa. O0O3HaUEHNE I'paHW MEXIY 3HAUYCHHSIMH B CHCTEME aHTJIMICKOTO CYIIECTBHTEIHHOTO B (DOPME KauECTBEHHO
OTJIIMYAIOIMINXCS JIEKCHKO-CEMaHTHIECKUX JJIEMEHTOB: MeTadop, JEKCHKO-CEeMAaHTHYECKUX BapHaHTOB, CHHKPETOB,
TeTepOCEeMOB 1 OMOHHMMOB, 3aBUCHT OT HPHPOJIBI METOHUMHYECKOTO CMEUICHUS MM METa(OpHUECKOTO IepeHoca Win
CHEeIU(pHUIHOTO XapakTepa KOHHOTaUWH. HeoqHO3HA4YHBIE, TE€TEPOCEMHUYECKHE W OMOHHMHYECKHE DIIEMEHTBHI,
MOJTyYCHHBIE B pE3ylbTaTe aHalu3a, AOJDKHBl B JaJbHEHIIEM OBITh HCCIEIOBaHBI C IIOMOINBIO THCTPHOYTHBHO-
KOMITOHEHTHOTO KPUTEpHs Ha OCHOBE JUCTPHOYTHBHOTO MOJEIMPOBAHMS W YaCTOTHOCTH HCIIOJIB30BAHUS B KOPITycax.
JuctpuOyTHBHOE MOIENHPOBAHUE COCTOUT B ONPEACIICHUN aKTyaJbHOI COYeTaeMOCTH CYIECTBUTENBHBIX IOCPEICTBOM
MOJICTAHOBKH OTOOpaHbIX AMCTPUOYTUBHUX MOJIEJEel B CIEIMAIBHON MpOrpaMMme, MUMEHYEMOH «KOHKOpPIaHCEPOMY,
MOJICUeTEe YAaCTOTHOCTH 3THX MOJeNIeil U 3aBUCHMOCTH MOSBICHUS B HUX I'eTepOCeMHU U OMOHMMHUH. OMOHMMUYECKHE
3HAUEHHsI B CHCTEME CYLIECTBUTEIHLHOIO XapaKTEePU3YIOTCS YHUKAJIbHOCTBIO KOHTEKCTOB M 0OJiee HU3KOW MM BBICLICH,
0 CPAaBHEHHIO C MOJIUCEMUYECKUMH 3HAYCHUSIMH, YACTOTHOCTBIO KOPITYCHUX HICHTU(PHUKATOPOB.

KiroueBble c10Ba: nonuceMus, OMOHUMUS, FETEPOCEMHUS, KOHKOPJAHC, YACTOTHOCT.
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PERSONIFICATION OF MENTAL CONCEPTS

The article presents a brief excursus of linguistic and cognitive reasoning concerning the personification of the
basic lexical units of the lexical-semantic field “Intellectual activity”. Personalization process implements an intrinsic
property of metaphors, that is the property of anthropocentrism. It must be mentioned that the content of conceptual
personification differs because while transforming personally identifiable object in a new status, it presents deeper
comprehention. The article aso summarizes the relationship between metaphorical shift and personification.
Personification is a subtype of the metaphor, the essence of which is to express the transfer of characteristics of aliving
object to an inanimate object. The article also highlights the universal mechanism of personification that relates ideas,
abstractions and inanimate objects with human nature, character, or feelings; representation of imaginary beings or things
like having a human character, intellect and emotions. In the focus of analyses there are verbalized concepts of mind,
memory, thought, soul, spirit, wisdom, which constitute the basic parcel of lexical-semantic field “Intellectual activity”.
Verbalized abstract concepts that relate to intellectual activity, are often targeted to personification process that could not
go unnoticed in lexical studies.

Key words: lexical-semantic field, cognitive linguistics, intellectual activity, verbalized concept, personification.

Formulation of a research problem and its significance. Topicality of the article is
determined by the fact that cognitive aspect of linguistic investigations helps to explicate and clarify
alot of lexical phenomenain any language. The last few years have witnessed a spectacular change
of climate in linguistics which endures the anthropocentric shift of scientific investigations. It
enables linguists to retrospect the role of language and thought from the point of view of cognition.

© Nizhehorodtseva-Kyrychenko L., 2015
112




