(B pycckoM niepeBojie: «Tak roBopsT B Amepuke, — 00bsicHu1 Maptus. — «Ha koi?»
3HaunT «Ha kot xp...? OHHU Tam, 32 OKEaHOM, BCE TaK CIEIIAT, YTO Y HUX HET BpeMe-
HU Ha TO, YTOOBI JOTOBOPUTH CIIOBO «Xp...». [3, c. 34]).

IIpoananu3upoBaB peur MapThHa, MBI MOXEM CHENaTh BBIBOX, 4TO Huk
XopHOM THIaTENBHO MpopadoTall 3TOT 00pa3, co3/1ai €ro pa3sHOCTOPOHHUM U IIy0o-
kuM. C OJTHOM CTOPOHBI, pedb MapTuHa U300MITyeT CICHTOBBIMHU BBIPAXKEHHUSIMH CO
CHIDKEHHOM CTHIIMCTUYECKONW OKPAacKOH, HO C IPYroi CTOPOHBI, OH CBOOOHO Biajie-
€T U CJIOXHBIMU HayYHBIMU TEPMHHAMHU, U UHOCTPAHHBIMU CJIOBAaMH, IIPU HEOOXOIH-
MOCTH HCIIOJIb3YET OOCLIEHHYIO JIEKCUKY, MOXKET TaKe HallOJHUTh CBOU BBICKA3bIBa-
HUS FOMOPOM M MPOHHEW. MapTrHHa MOKHO Ha3BaTh UHTEIIEKTYAIbHBIM YEJIOBEKOM,
HMMEIOIIMM OOJIbIIION >KMU3HEHHBIM OMBbIT. Ero XapakTep HEOJHO3HAYEH M MHOTOTpa-
HEH, KaK U ero peub. OH cOBepLINI OIIMOKY B )KM3HHU, U caM OCO3HaeT 3To. Ero peue-
Basi MaHEPa OTJIMYAETCS )KUBOCTBIO U COJMXKAET €ro ¢ YUTATENIMU. AHAIIU3 PEUYEBOTO
noprpera MapTrHa OMOraer JIydlle MOHATh WHAWBHUIYAJIbHBIA XapakTep repos U
JAEeT HarjsJHOE MPEACTaBICHUE O MaCTEPCTBE UCATENS.
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This article presents the results of a comparative analysis of the functioning of the architec-
tural metaphor in anatomical terminology in Russian and French. Based on the conceptual-semantic
analysis, the main cognitive models of metaphorical term formation in the studied languages, basic
architectural concepts, on the basis of which anatomical terms-metaphors are formed, are identified.
It is shown that the specialist's terminological picture of the world is closely connected not only
with special architectural knowledge, but also interacts with common knowledge.

Keywords: terminological metaphor, conceptualization, anatomical discourse, architectural
metaphor, term, metaphorical term formation

1. Introduction

Metaphor, as one of the most important cognitive mechanisms of cognition and
conceptualization of reality, is one of the most relevant areas of research in modern
linguistics. The study of the role and status of metaphor in terminological systems, in
particular from the point of view of the theory of term formation, becomes especially
curious and significant in the epistemological sense.

From the standpoint of the modern cognitive-discursive paradigm of the sci-
ence of language, it should be noted that the metaphor performs a heuristic function,
the function of discovering new knowledge in scientific discourse.

Moreover, in the process of cognition, metaphor seems inevitable. As Ch. Bal-
ly pointed out that we similize abstract concepts to objects of the sensory world, be-
cause for us this is the only way to know them and acquaint others with them
[8, p. 187]. According to U. Eco, “Metaphor involves a comparison of two initially
independent entities, and thus increases knowledge” [9, p. 223].

On the other hand, another important function of metaphor in terminology is
that it is an effective way of adapting scientific language to contradictory reality. As
S. Pinker writes, “And the methodical use of metaphor in science shows that meta-
phor is a way of adapting language to reality, not the other way around, and that it
can capture genuine laws in the world, not just project comfortable images onto it”
[13, p. 259].

The exceptional heuristic potential of metaphor is due to the fact that it is based
on the fundamental mechanism of analogy. And since “any figures of the world can
approach each other through analogy” [10, p. 37], the study of metaphor in terminol-
ogy makes it possible to reveal figurative ways of conceptualizing certain objects and
phenomena in various scientific fields.

2. Architectural metaphor as a conceptual structure

In this work we turn to the comparative analysis of the architectural metaphor
in the anatomical terminology of the Russian and French languages. Despite the fact
that in science the conceptual isomorphism between the terminological systems of
different languages is usually postulated, it should be recognized that metaphorical
terms seem to be precisely the area of research that promises to reveal qualitative ty-
pological differences in different languages.
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The main methods of this study were the method of comparison, description,
the method of conceptual-semantic analysis, as well as the method of component and
definitional analysis.

In a special study by M.A. Simonenko [7], this phenomenon is understood as
“a phrase formed by a word (or a group of words) from the literary language and a
lexeme (lexemes) of the professional discourse of architects™ [ibid, p. 3]. The paper
considers a metaphor that functions in the literary language (the temple of the soul,
the foundation of society) and in architectural discourse (the plasticity of concrete, the
heart of the complex) [ibid.]. For us, this definition is not suitable. First, we consider
the architectural metaphor in a specialized (anatomical) discourse. Secondly, in such
examples as the plasticity of concrete, the metaphor is presented not in the architec-
tural term itself (it is taken in a direct, terminological sense), but in a general literary
lexeme.

In this paper, we will understand the architectural metaphor as a metaphorical
term of a particular scientific or professional field, based on the metaphorical use of
the architectural term. At the same time, it should be noted that a term metaphorically
rethought as an architectural term (concept) is a product of the verbalization of a spe-
cial, metaphorical mental structure: a concept containing features determined by the
original scientific sphere and features introduced by architectural knowledge.

Comparison of a person and his/her morphology with an architectural object is
based on the principle of structurality: both an architectural object and a human body
consist of parts and elements. It can be assumed that the previous stage of such an
understanding is the metaphor of a mechanism: the image of a person as a complex
machine (T. Hobbes, R. Descartes, Leibniz, J.-J. Rousseau, etc.) [4, p. 158-177]. Un-
like a mechanism, an architectural structure has a static aspect. It seems not surprising
that the architectural metaphor (architecture as a source sphere, in terms of J. Lakoff
and M. Johnson) is a fertile field for the conceptualization of anatomical objects. The
human body is in many ways similar to an architectural structure as a majestic en-
semble with many structural elements. Rene Descartes wrote: “I suppose that the
Body is nothing but a certain statue or machine...” [5, p. 6]. Descartes compares a
person with various types of mechanisms: grottoes, fountains, clocks, automata, and
even with a church organ: “the heart and arteries that animal spirits move in the brain
cavities of our machine are like the bellows of these organs, pushing air into the air
pipes” [ibid. , p. 64].

3. Comparison of the functioning of architectural metaphors in the ana-
tomical terminology of Russian and French

In a comparative interlingual aspect, our analysis showed that anatomical terms
with the source metaphor "architecture” are built according to a single cognitive
model: architectural element (term) + anatomical term. Such a model can be inter-
preted as a mental structure formed as a result of the process of transterminologiza-
tion: the term of one area (architecture) is borrowed by another area (anatomy) and
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takes on a different meaning from the original one. However, the features inherent in
the original meaning affect the perception of the resulting metaphorical term.

So, for example, the metaphorical term odyea cyxoocunvnas (local thickening of
the fascia, usually located above the neurovascular bundle) allows to create the im-
age-scheme of the thickening in the form of an arc. Cf. in French: arcade sourciliere
(brow bone) — «est dans 1'anatomie des Primates, une protubérance osseuse située sur
I'os frontal au-dessus de 1'orbite de 1'oeil» [14, p. 24].

In terms of the modern cognitive-discursive paradigm, such a mechanism for
transferring a certain representation from one sphere to another in order to obtain new
knowledge is called conceptual integration [6], [11], [12].

In the Russian terminology of anatomy, the main basic architectural terms are
KaHaJ, ayra, 00BoJ, nupamMujaa, Ja0UPUHT, CBO/I.

Kanan 3anupamenvuwiii — orpaHnyeH 3anupaTesibHON 00po370i JTOOKOBOM KO-
CTH, 3aHI/IpaTCJII>HOI>'I MGM6paHOﬁ " IIPUBOJAINMMU MBIIIIAMH, IIPOITYCKACT HaA 6€,I[p0
3anupaTesIbHbIC COCYIbI U HepB [2, P. 49].

Kanan nyueeoco nepea — nnedeMbllICUHbId KaHAJI, KOTOPBIM JIEKUT HA 3aHEU
MOBEPXHOCTHU IUI€Ya, MEXAY IUICUEBOM KOCTHIO M TPEXIJIABOWM MBIIIIECH Iie4a Ha
HPOTSDKEHUH OOPO3.IbI TydeBoro Hepsa [1bid.].

Here the metaphor is based on the similarity in form: like the canal, the corre-
sponding organ has walls, it is elongated, has a length.

Pewemyamuii 1abupunm — COBOKYIMHOCTh SYEEK pelIeT4aTodl KOCTH, COO00-
IIAIOMIUXCS MEXTY COOOM M C MOJIOCTRhIO HOca [1].

Ilepenonuamuiti 1a6upunm — cUcTEMa COOOIIAIOIINXCS TTOJIOCTEH U KaHAJIOB ¢
CO@I[I/IHHTGJ'IBHOTKaHHOﬁ CTGHKOI>'I, PAaCIIOJIOKCHHBIX B KOCTHOM J'Ia6I/IpI/IHTe; BKJIFO4Ya-
€T JJUIMNTHUYECKUH U cepuyecKuii MEUIOUKH, TPU TMEPErNOHYATHIX MOJYKPYKHBIX
POTOKA U YIIUTKOBBINA IpoTOK [ibid].

The labyrinth as an architectural structure is a structure consisting of intricate
paths to the exit (or leading to a dead end). The labyrinth metaphor is based on a set
of features common with the corresponding organ: the presence of cells (grids), the
presence of walls, depressions, passages.

As for the basic architectural component of nupamuoa, here the cognitive mod-
el is presented as an organ (part of an organ) + an adjective from the term nupamuoa:
NUPAMUOATILHBLIL OMPOCIOK, MbILUYA NUPAMUOATbHASL.

In French anatomical terminology, there are numerous metaphor terms based
on the basic architectural term voiite (vault) and arcade (arch):

Voiite plantaire — I’ensemble des courbures concaves que présente la surface
inférieure du pied: une courbure longitudinale (allant du calcanéum a la téte des

métatarsiens) et une courbure transversale (maximale a la base des métatarsiens)
[14, p. 543].

29



Arcade dentaire — organe en forme d'arc, compose de dents. Situéesur le bord
des maxillaires chez I'nomme, on y retrouve les incisives, les canines, les premolaires
et les molaires [ibid., p. 11].

Thus, a set of teeth is called an arch of teeth (as it was mentioned above, in
Russian this concept is also expressed by an architectural metaphor — 3y6nas oyea),
the term voiite plantaire coincides with the Russian term ceoo cmonwi. The metaphor
here is also based on the similarity of form (courbure — bend, en forme d‘arc — In the
form of an arch). We also note that if the word arc (arch) is present in French, the
term arcade (arch, vault) is used in anatomical terminology: the term arc has a differ-
ent meaning — a bow (weapon for shooting), which, however, also refers us to the
sign of the curved shape.

It is to be noted that the discrepancy between languages, as expected, is found
not in content (there is a conceptual isomorphism inherent in terminological systems),
but in form, in verbalization, which is due to the typological features of the languages
themselves. As we can see, in French, unlike Russian, the N + A syntactic model is
used, while the Russian language prefers the N + N2 construction.

Such architectural elements as colonne (column, pillar) — colonne vertebrale
(vertebral column); coupole (dome, arch) — coupole pleurale (dome of the pleura);
tunnel (tunnel) — tunnel sous-mouquex (submucosal tunnel) are also being rethought.

We also note a few cases of interlingual discrepancies at the level of content.
So, in French, such an architectural element as vestibule (entrance, hall) is rethought
and metaphorically used. Thus, vestibule vaginal is designated in the Russian-
language anatomical terminological system as the npeododsepue sracanuwya, thus based
not on the architectural element (vestibule), but on the commonly used, non-
terminological lexeme npeoosepue (although the vestibule in sense is a hall).

Another feature of French anatomical terminology is the use of the “double
metaphor". Thus, the term pavillon de la trompe is based on two metaphors at once:
pavillon (pavilion, extension to the house, outbuilding) and trompe (channel, pipe).
The Russian term corresponding to it, omseepcmue escmaxuesoit mpyowt, is also based
on the common literary lexeme omsepcmue, and the image of a pavilion, an attached
house is erased, leaving only the general sign “hollow inside”.

Such phenomena can be explained by the general tendency of the French lan-
guage towards figurative nomination in comparison with the Russian language. The
former is characterized to a greater extent by denominative nomination, while the lat-
ter is characterized by verbal nomination [3]. On the other hand, reliance on ordinary
knowledge in the course of conceptualization of a special (anatomical) object indi-
cates the close interaction of scientific and ordinary types of knowledge in the for-
mation of a scientific picture of the world of a specialist.

However, interlingual discrepancies at the level of term semantics are the ex-
ception rather than the rule.
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4. Conclusion

1. In both Russian and French, the architectural metaphor is a productive
source of term formation in anatomical terminology. It allows to conceptualize cer-
tain anatomical objects based on the similarity of the shape of an organ (or part of an
organ) and an architectural object. The formation of such a metaphor is due to the
mechanism of conceptual integration.

2. In both Russian and French in anatomical terminology, metaphor terms
based on such architectural terms (and concepts verbalized by them) as a coupole
(kynon), voiite (c600), arcade (apxa), pyramide (nupamuoa) (pyramide), tunnel (mymn-
nenw), etc. Due to the well-known internationality of the scientific picture of the
world, a high degree of isomorphism can be traced in the studied languages.

3. Interlingual differences in the metaphorical nomination of anatomical terms
are determined by the typological differences in the studied languages. This also ap-
plies to cognitive models (N + N2 in Russian, N + A in French), as well as particular
differences in the functioning of architectural metaphors.

4. The productivity of metaphorical term formation (architectural metaphor)
and the use of rethought common, non-terminological lexemes indicates the close in-
teraction of different types of knowledge: for the conceptualization of anatomical ob-
jects, both special knowledge (the field of architecture) and everyday knowledge are
actively involved. The prospect of this study may be an attempt to identify other are-
as-sources of metaphors in anatomical terminology, both at the level of one language
and in a comparative aspect.
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E. C. bynvbenxo (Boneoepao, Poccus)
Boneoepaockas axaoemuss MBJ] Poccuu

AHIJIHCKHE 3aMMCTBOBAHUS B MACCMEIUNHOM KOMMYHUKALIMHA

[TpenMeToM paccMOTpeHUs SBISIOTCS AHIVIMICKUE 3aMMCTBOBaHMUS B coBpeMeHHbIXx CMU.
BeusBiisitoTcss OCHOBHBIE C(epbl, B KOTOPHIX (DYHKIIMOHUPYIOT aHTJIMLU3MBI; ONpPEeNsieTcs TOMHU-
HUpymoas cgepa 00bEeKTUBALNN aHTJIUICKUX 3aMMCTBOBAHUH.

Knwouesvie cnoga: anrimuusM, 3aMMCTBOBaHMs, noautuueckas chepa, CMU, maccmenuii-
Hasi KOMMYHUKaIUs

He BbI3bIBaeT COMHEHHUSI TOT (PaKT, YTO KOMMYHHKATHBHOE IMoBeneHHe homo
sentiens tpeOyeT, YTOOBI B SA3BIKE TIOCTOSIHHO MOSIBJISIIMCH HOBBIE CJIOBA WJIM CJIOBO-
COUYETaHMsl, IPOBOLUPYIOLINE €r0 Ha HOBOE OTOOpaXEHHE TOTO WM MHOTO (eHOMeE-
Ha, SIBJICHUS, IOHSTHUSA, TEPMUHA WJIM 3HAYEHUS.

CyliecTByIOT ONpeleJeHHbIe MPUYMHBI, CIOCOOCTBYIOUIUE 3aUMCTBOBAHHUIO:
a) 3aMMCTBOBAHME HOMWHAHTOB HOBBIX SIBJIEHUH; 0) MPUHATHE ITUX SBJICHUNA B JIPY-
I'YIO JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPY; B) 3aMMCTBOBaHNE HOBEUIINX MOHITHI BMECTE C BOSHUKHOBE-
HUEM HMHOS3BIYHBIX HOBHHOK B c(pepe SKOHOMHUKU M HAyYHO-TEXHUYECKOI0 Mporpec-
ca; T) HEOOXOJUMOCTb BBIACIUTH ONPEACIICHHYIO XapaKTEPUCTUKY KOHKPETHOIO
npeaMeTa; 1) HeUTpanu3alus yKe 3aKpenUBIINXCS KOHHOTALMM CIOB C OTPULIATENb-
HOM OKPACKOIl B POJHOM SI3BIKE; €) CIeJOBAaHME MOJHBIM TEHJICHLUAM YIOTpeOIeHUs
TOTO MJIM UHOT'O aHTJIMLHA3MA.

3aMMCTBOBaHUs, MPOHUKAs B JIIOOOM SI3bIK U €ro KyJbTypy, aBTOMaTHYECKU
NEePEHOCST B ceOe ornpeeneHHbIN KyapTypHbIi koA, [1o mHenuto B. A. BypsikoBckoi,
TPAHCJSILUS YyKOTO KyJIbTYpPHOTO KOJA — 3TO MEPEHOC OCHOBHBIX aCCOIMATHUBHBIX
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