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Summary. One of problems of linguokulturology is considered in the article, the language means
of maintainance and kulturologic information transfer are namely analysed. On the basis of analysis
of functioning of one lexeme in historical texts possibility of transmission is shown for its help of
ethnokulturologic information.
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COGNITIVE PROCESSING OF PROPOSITIONAL AND REFERENTIAL METONYMIES

Ever since Grice’s influential paper [3]in which he introduced his Cooperative Principle and laid
out the foundation for further research into the so-called ‘non-natural meaning’ and conversational
implicatures, it has been generally acknowledged that there are two levels of meaning: what is said
(semantics) and what is implicated (pragmatics). Specifying the conditions which allow the unsaid
(but implicated) to be communicated has therefore become an essential task of theoretical linguistics
today [1; 6]. The current interest in metonymy can be seen as concerned with a particular aspect of
this very task.

The importance of studying metonymy from the cognitive-pragmatic perspective has been
emphasized in recent research literature [4; 7]. Traditionally, metaphor and metonymy have been
viewed as figures of speech (tropes) characteristic for literary language, which authors resort to for
special rhetorical communicative purposes. Recently it has almost become traditional in cognitive
linguistic literatures to analyze metonymies as conceptual phenomena and cognitive processes, which
operate within scenes, frames, scenarios, domains, idealized cognitive models (ICMs) or cultural
(meta)representations — the view, which superseded the traditional analysis of metonymy as having
primarily referential function [5].

In cognitive linguistics metonymy is understood as a conceptual process whereby a conceptual
entity, the target, is accessed cognitively through another conceptual entity — the source within the
same Idealized Cognitive Model. Either of the two related conceptual entities may stand for the other
and the process is reversible. Thus, a metonymy is a mapping of a cognitive domain, the source, onto
another domain, the target. Source and target are in the same functional domain and are linked by a
pragmatic function, so that the target is mentally activated.

Thus, within the framework of the speech act theory the so-called illocutionary metonymies in
indirect speech acts, as in (a), evoke the request (b) itself:

a. I would like you to close that window.

b. Close that window.

The idea is that an attribute of a speech act can stand for the speech act itself in the same way
that an attribute of a person can stand for the person. The source of a metonymy serves as a reference
point whose sole purpose is to provide access to and activate a target meaning. For example, in “There
used to be a time when African Americans could not vote in this country”, the concept AFRICAN
AMERICANS is part of a knowledge structure which it evokes and the metonymic reading involves a
shift from this concept to the most readily available salient element in the frame along with the whole
array of conceptual metarepresentations present in this frame. Through the metonymic shift, the
neologistic reference point ‘African Americans’ is backgrounded while other previously used concepts
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are evoked, since any derogatory or unfavorable denotation or connotation within language expressions
happens to be very salient and will dominate the interpretation of their immediate context.

One of the central issues discussed in research literature within the discipline of cognitive
pragmaticsis that the meaning a speaker communicates by uttering a sentence on a particular occasion
typically goes well beyond the (context-independent) linguistic meaning assigned to that sentence by
semantics.

Consider the following examples:

(1) It won’t happen while I still breathe. (live)

(2) A: How did you get to the airport?

B: I waved down a taxi. (a taxi took me there)

(3) She turned pale. (was frightened)

(4) “Oh dear”, she giggled, “I’d quite forgotten!” (she said while giggling)

(5) A customer at a parking lot handing a car key to the attendant: This is parked out there. (the
car to which the key belongs)

(6) She has her father’s eyes. (eyes like those of her father)

(7) I am bugged (the place I am at)

(8) We are just across the river (the place we live/work in)

(9) Are you in the printer? (that which you have produced, i.e., your paper)

(10) The bathtub is running over (that which is in the tub, i.e., the water)

(11) Answer the door! (the person at the door)

(12) Ilike Mozart. (that which Mozart has produced, i.e., his music).

The analysis of these examples is meant to demonstrate that referential metonymies are basically
abbreviations. What is left out is something that ‘goes without saying’ in the context in question, but
more importantly, that which is retained has, in its particular context, the greatest information value.
In the above examples, it identifies the referent in question.

In all these examples the speaker feels confident that the hearer will elaborate on what has been
said or on a certain part of it in a certain direction and that the hearer will take these elaborations to
be part of the conveyed message (what is communicated). The examples also have in common that that
which triggers the inference is a salient subpart of a state, situation or entity: in order to live one
must breathe; getting from A to B in a taxi involves first of all getting it to stop; paleness tends to
accompany fright; keys will go to some object with a lock, etc. Our ability to access an entire state,
situation or object from the mention of some part is seen by some as the hallmark of metonymic thinking
[1, 319]. Itis this type of thinking that the speaker intuitively knows is common to all of us and which
makes it possible for her/him to trust that her/his message will be understood in the intended manner.

However, a second look at the examples in (1)-(6) reveals that they are not quite equivalent from
a conceptual point of view. For instance, breathing is a condition for living, whereas paling is not a
condition for, but a common effect of, fear and keys are neither results of nor conditions for cars.
Also from a linguistic point of view, there are differences. Some are clearly propositional (notably
(2)); others are clearly referential ((5) and (6)). Above all, some violate truth conditions ((4)-(6));
others do not ((1)-(3)). Therefore, although there is a common cognitive basis for the italicized
expressions in (1)-(6), there are different types of metonymy which have different constraints and
which behave linguistically in different ways.

This article focuses on the particular type of metonymy which I refer to as referential metonymy.

For anything to qualify as a referential metonymy, the following applies:

(i) It should have a referent,

(ii) The intended referent is not explicitly mentioned but its retrieval depends on inference,

(iii) Inference is made possible because there is some connection between the mentioned
referent (the trigger) and the implied referent (the target) deemed so well known that in the context
in question the former will automatically suggest the latter.

Metonymic patterns have been described in such terms as PART FOR WHOLE, WHOLE FOR
PART, CONTAINER FOR CONTENTS, GARMENT FOR PERSON, PLACE FOR INSTITUTION,
PRODUCER FOR PRODUCT, INSTRUMENT FOR RESULT, MATER FOR ARTIFACT, etc.

The traditional definition of metonymy as substituting for the name of a thing the name of an
attribute of it or something closely relate, incorrectly predicts that there always ought to be a
substitution. This is not the case. We do not refer to music in I like Mozart, but to music composed by
Mozart; we do not refer to water in The bathtub is running over, but to the water in the bathtub.

Panther [4] argues however, that traditional view of metonymy as a substitution for some other
term may have some validity in cases where the target meaning has become maximally prominent, as
is the case in an expression like “He was shocked by Vietnam.” But the substitution works precisely
because of people’s highly specific conceptual understanding of Vietnam as a concrete instantiation
of the more general PLAC FOR EVENT.
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One consequence of looking upon metonymy as a type of abbreviation is that utterances containing
referential metonymies will be non-literal. This is so, since the predication will superficially apply to
that which is retained, which is not the referring part of the metonymy. However, our interpretation
shows that the predication applies in fact to the implicit target as well as the trigger. Hence in (10) it
is not the tub that is running over, but the water in the tub.

If we consider the first example:

(1)It won’t happen while I still breather (live)

We notice that there is no violation of truth conditions and also that it is difficult to think of a
paraphrase. Instead the natural paraphrase connecting breathing with living is: if somebody breathes,
s/he will live. That is to say, we find an ANTECEDENT-CONSEQUENT relation and we find that we
have connected not entity to entity, but proposition to proposition. The fact that we have here an
ANTECEDENT-CONSEQUENT relation between trigger (breathe) and target (live) is consonant with
the fact that there is no violation of truth conditions in (1), since the truth of the consequent depend
on the truth of the antecedent.

Whereas in the examples (7)-(12) the trigger represents the modifier and the target the head
which together pick out a referent, breathe in (1) could not be looked upon as the modifier of (live).
Instead we have an expression which suggests two co-ordinate notions: breathing therefore living.
Consider (14) and (15): (14) is an instance of referential metonymy; ecstasy could not be taken to
refer to both an emotion and a drug; (15), by contrast, involves an instance of propositional metonymy,
as a result dark does suggest both ‘not light’ as well as ‘closed’.

(14) He uses ecstasy. (the drug)

(15) The shops are dark (closed) on Sundays in this town.

The difference between metaphor and metonymy is traditionally said to be that metaphor is based
in resemblance relations, whereas metonymy is based on contiguity. The resemblance relations are
not dependent on closeness in time and space. What is instead required is that at least one attribute of
the target is perceived as reminiscent of an attribute of the trigger. Another requirement for the
resemblance relations in metaphor is that target and trigger are members of different categories/
frames (or Idealized Cognitive Models, as is the term that cognitive linguists would use).

It is possible to interpret the following example

(16) Ann has her father’s eyes. (eyes like those of her father)

without knowing in what respect Ann’s eyes are like her father’s. Therefore, although
resemblance is normally involved in metaphor I suggest that, provided it is solely the relation that
takes us from the trigger to the target, it forms the basis of metonymy. Normally, however, if there
is a resemblance relation between trigger and target, the hearer is expected to retrieve the feature or
features that form the basis of the similarity. Consider the interpretation of (17):

(17) Mary is the Cinderella in the family.

This involves working out such features as ‘unjustifiably neglected’ and possibly also ‘a person
with qualities as yet not appreciated but which are superior to her siblings (or the equivalent) and
which will eventually raise her above them in status.” Compare this interpretation to that of Cinderella
in (18), which simply involves working out that Mary is the person representing Cinderella in the
play.

(18) Mary is Cinderella in the play. (the person representing Cinderella)

The crucial difference between referential metonymy and metaphor is, therefore, that in the
case of referential metonymy the link between trigger and target is a relation, whereas in the case of
metaphor, it involves one or more attributes.

Working out several links (i.e., similar attributes) between trigger and target may cause the
interpretation to be much richer, but also less straightforward than in the case of metonymy. Perhaps
the most important difference between metaphor and metonymy is that metaphors often involve
hypothetical thinking. When we interpret the metaphor in (19), for instance, we see information as if
it were a fluid seeping through a container supposed to hold it (the White House).

(19) Information about the matter leaked from the White House.

Metonymy does not seem to involve hypotheses. Perhaps we can explain this difference by pointing
out that metonymy is based on relations which presuppose actual coincidence, whereas metaphor,
which involves finding a match for an attribute among all the mentally stored attributes is freed
from constraints of what could actually occur or coincide.

If our aim is to gain as precise an understanding as possible of the matter in which instances of
metonymy are formed and interpreted, we should distinguish between different types of metonymy.
I have looked upon referential metonymy as a kind of abbreviation having potentials as a naming
and/or rhetorical device and further argued that we should make a distinction between concomitance
relations between propositions (i.e., ANTECEDENT-CONSEQUENT relations) and concomitance
relations between entities. The former type of relation may be the basis of what is sometimes referred
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to as pragmatic meanings of words which do not cause violations of truth conditions and which may
be cancellable. The basic difference between metonymy and metaphor is that the interpretation of
metonymies involves retrieving a relation, whereas the interpretation of metaphors involves retrieving
at least on attribute shared by the conventional and intended referents. This means that even a
resemblance relation can occasionally be metonymic, as in the phrase he father’s eyes in Ann has her
father’s eyes.
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Anomauyia. Y cmammi po3enadaromsbcs OCHOEHI 6i0MIHHOCMI Mid Memadopo ma MemoHnimie aK
KOozHimMu68HuUX npouecia, uo 0itomv 6cepeduni ppeiimis. Koenimueno-npazmamuurnuil anani3 memouimii
npus3eodums 00 KAacu@ikayiitnozo po3nodiay memouimii Ha pegepeHyiiiHy ma npono3uyiiiny. Pobumucsa
B8UCHOB0K, W0 adpecanmu 3a8x0u cnodieaomuvcs, wo adpecamu 0yo0ymov CNPOMONCHI 3aNOBHUMU me,
wo O0Yyno 3aLUULEHO IMNAIUUMHUM Y NOBI0OMAEHHT i Ye HeMUHYYe npu3eodumsb 00 aKkmueauyii
iMNnAiKOBAHUX peheperRmi8 iy KOZHIMUBHUX CUCMeMaX a0pecanmi6 8UCL08A1068AHb.

Knrwouwoei cnoea: KkozHimueHa npazmamurxa, Memonimisa, memagopa

Summary. The article puts forward the view of metonymy as an abbreviation device and draws
distinction between referential and propositional metonymies. It further discusses the principal
distinctions between metaphor and metonymy as cognitive processes, which operate within frames and
concludes that speakers always expect hearers to be able to fill in that which is left implicit, which
inevitably results in the evocation (mental activation ) of the intended referent.

Keywords: cognitive pragmatics, metonymy, metaphor.
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AAEKBATHICTb ABTOINEPEKAAAIB BIPU BOBK
(PIBEHb ABTOPCbKOIO CAOBOTBOPY)

OKpeMuii CEerMeHT Cy4acHOT'0 IEPEKJIATHOTO TUCKYPCY (OPMYIOTh TEKCTHU A8MOPCLKUX nepexkaadia,
TOOTO iHITTOMOBHUX BepCiii XyA0KHBOTO TBOPY, BUKOHAHNX CAMUM aBTOPOM OPUTiHATY.

Y chorofeHHil NJIOIMMHI KPOCKYJbTYPHOI B3aeMoAii, iHTeleKTyaJIbHOT'O B3a€EMOHAKJIaJaHHSA
pPi3HOMOBHUX JiTepaTyp, IO ix 3abe3leuye mepeKJal JiTepaTypHUX TBOPiB, aémonepexaiad KOBOJII
MapriHasjidoBaHui#l, BiH IMOKH IO HE peajlidye 3aKJaJAeHOTO B HbOMY IIOTEHIIiaJy MaKCUMaJIbHO
aZeKBaTHOTO BiTBOpPeHHA 3aco0aMU iHIIIOI MOBU CEMAHTUKO-CTPYKTYPHUX IapaMeTpPiB IepIIoTBOPY,
AKi, HA BiAMiHy Bif “cTOPOHHBOTO” IIepeKJaagava, 3JaTeH BUKOHATHY caM aBTOP. BiAmoBigHoO HaIe:KHUM
YMHOM He PO3BUHYTAa TEOPisA aBTOIEPEKJaAy AK CaMOJOCTATHBLOI rajys3i mepekJiafo3HaBCTBa. SIK
ctBepmKye O. DiHKe b, “Ile MOMKHA MOACHUTU PiAKicHicTIO (haKTiB camMoro aBTomepeKJIany, AKUMN He
3a3HAB 3HAYHOTO PO3BOI0 TA He BUKJINKAB 0COOJIMBOTO 3alliKaBJIeHHA HAyKOBIiB” [8, 21].

KoHnenryasbHY CYTHiCTH aBTOIIEPEKJAaAy BU3HAUAE MOETHAHHA B HHOMY I aBTOPCHKOI, i
nepekJaganbKoi inTeHIriii. Ilei cuaTE3 AETEPMiHYE PAL XapaKTEPHUX PUC, IO BiIPiBHAIOTH aBTOPCHKUIL
TmepeKJIag Bix “He-aBTOpchbKOTo”: “Xo0u mepes mepekagzaueM B3arasi i mepekiagaueM-aBTOPOM CTOAThH
Ti cami 3aBIaHHA 1 TPyAHOIi, B aBTOIepeKJIali IX BUDIIIeHHA Mae Jello iHImMuil xapakTep, iHMMl
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