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linsiyyot nozoriyyasinin asaslarini bilmok bir dilgi, torclimagi, xarici dillor miiallimi, habelo bu
vo ya digor sokildo acnabilarls {linsiyyat qurmali, beynoalxalq danisiglarda, sohbatlords, xarici
dilds (vo bu sobabdon xarici madoniyyat) auditoriyada miihaziralords istirak etmoli olan bir
miitoxassisin hazirlanmasinin ayrilmaz hissosidir.

NMPUMEHEHHUE TEOPHUY MEKKYJbTYPHOI KOMMYHHUKALIMY B
JEJIOBOM NEPEBO/IE

Kacvimoea Camupa @upyooun Kvi3ol
Pe3ztome

MexXKynbTypHasi KOMMYHHUKAIUSL — 3TO 0c0o0ast 4acTh OOIIeH TEOpUM KOMMYHUKAIIWH,
TEOPETUYECKM M  IPAKTUYECKHM — MUCCIEAYET KOMMYHUKATHBHOE B3aUMOJIECHCTBUE
HpeﬂCTaBHTCHCﬁ Pa3HbIX KYJIbTYP. HaHHOG y‘le6HOC nocooue IIPHU3BAHO I10O3HAKOMUTD
CTYJICHTOB C OCHOBaMH TEOPHH MEXKKYIbTYPHOW KOMMYHHUKAIIMA Kak 0co00i obmacTu
HAayYHBbIX 3HAHUH u BO3MOXHOCTAMHAU IMPUMCHCHUA 9TOU TCOpHUHU B peanLHoﬁ
KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOM TpPAaKTHUKE. 3HAHME OCHOB TEOPUH MEXKKYJIbTYPHOH KOMMYHHKAIIUU
SIBJISIETCSI HEOThbEMJIEMOM  4YacThbIO IIOATOTOBKKW  JIMHI'BHUCTA, NepeBoaAvMnKa, YUYUTCIA
WHOCTPAHHOTO $3bIKa, a TAKXKE CIEIHAINCTA, KOTOPBIM JOHKEH TaK WJIM MHA4e OOIIaThCs C
HHOCTpaHaMH, Y4aCTBOBATb B MCKIAYHAPOAHBIX PA3roBopax, 6CCCI[3X, JICKOUAX Ha
WHOCTPAHHOM SI3bIKE (2 3HAYHUT, U UHOCTPAHHOU KYJIBTYpPE).
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Abstract: The paper deals with Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT). It should be
noted that CMT met with severe criticism from psycholinguists. But the success of CMT has
been overwhelming, both in CL and outside it. In CMT metaphor and metonymy are regarded
as processes of thought, and not just a question of language. In other words, metaphors and
metonymies are seen as basically conceptual processes, which subsequently find expression in
a number of concrete forms, both verbal and non-verbal. Metaphor can be expressed, not only
in language, but also in visual, audio or sensory-motor media such as drawing, painting,
architecture, music, dance and gesture. It is ultimately grounded in the human perceptual
system and experiential world. The perceptual system is based on a number of pre-conceptual,
most of all spatial configurations which allow humans to react to, and manipulate the world
around them.
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How conceptual and how linguistic? To a large extent, CL owes its breakthrough to the
innovative work by Lakoff and Johnson (9), which launched Conceptual Metaphor Theory
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(CMT). This breakthrough is remarkable if one takes into account that, from early on, CMT
met with severe criticism from psycholinguists (18, 53-76). But the success of CMT has been
overwhelming, both in CL and outside it, even in many other sciences such as therapy and
social studies. A positive evolution is found in the development of Conceptual Metonymy
Theory (CMyT), which is now an equivalent partner of CMT. In CMT metaphor and
metonymy are regarded as processes of thought, and not just a question of language. In other
words, metaphors and metonymies are seen as basically conceptual processes, which
subsequently find expression in a number of concrete forms, both verbal and non-verbal.
From a linguistic viewpoint, however, the problem is that a given linguistic form is usually
linked to various conceptual categories such that the form seems to trigger off or create the
conceptual links between these categories, which might not be there without the linguistic
form. In theory, one cannot fully ignore the impact of the linguistic form on the coherence
between diverse metaphorical conceptualizations. At least, this holds for verbal metaphor, but
perhaps far less so, or even not at all, for non-verbal metaphors.

Before going into a more detailed analysis of CMT, it may be appropriate to deal first
with some of the criticism on the basic CMT claims. The priority attributed by CMT to the
conceptual level has been criticized on the grounds that one first needs a literal linguistic
expression and its semantic-conceptual domain, e.g. the fruit of a plant, before it can be
mapped onto a different domain, e.g. the fruit of one’s hard work (1;49-74; 19;113-130;
6;1123-1128). However, this criticism is rather vacuous, since metaphor can be expressed, not
only in language, but also in visual, audio or sensory-motor media such as drawing, painting,
architecture, music, dance and gesture. The mere existence of non-verbal or multimodal
metaphors (4; 379-402) is a clear counterargument, since there is no reason why verbal or
linguistic metaphors should be submitted to different conditions than non-verbal ones. The
question is then rather: what exactly is the conceptual element in verbal or non-verbal
metaphors according to CMT? Lakoff and Johnson (9) start from the assumption, fully spelled
out in Johnson (8), that metaphor is ultimately grounded in the human perceptual system and
experiential world. The perceptual system is based on a number of pre-conceptual, most of all
spatial, configurations which allow humans to react to, and manipulate, the world around
them. This assumption is basically in agreement with the phenomenologist views propounded
by Merleau-Ponty and Violi. The perceiver imposes structure on the things perceived, as is
clearly expressed in the following quotation taken from Violi (18; 53-76). According to
Merleau-Ponty, meaning is in the first place articulated in our body, through perception. Also
for the French philosopher perception is not merely the simple and passive record of an
external world, already structured and pre-given in its configuration; perception is rather the
active construction of a world already endowed with meaning and intentionality. The label
Lakoff and Johnson coined for such perceptual configurations is image schemas (5), i.e.
topological, pre-conceptual structures that encompass sensory-motor and visual schemas such
as motion (animate, inanimate, caused or self-motion), containment/container, path (source-
path-goal), link, part-whole, center-periphery, balance, contact, support, blockage, verticality
(up-down), horizontality (front-back), and proximity-distance. As the human mind and
language develop, image schemas serve as the basis for categorizing phenomena in the
physical domain and, by means of metaphor, phenomena in concrete domains are used to
come to terms with experiences in the more abstract mental domains. Thus we tend to
conceptualize the emotion of anger as a heated substance via the conceptual metaphor (hence
in upper case), love is a hot fluid in a container, which may be expressed in various linguistic
metaphors such as My blood was boiling, He was seething with anger. Time is envisaged as
motion in space, either as inanimate motion via time is a moving object (The years flow by) or
as self-motion of an observer via time is an end point for a moving observer (We are coming
up to Christmas). Events and states are captured in a complex event structure metaphor
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consisting of various subtypes such as states, changes of state, causes, actions, purposes,
means, and difficulties. All of these are conceptualized in terms of spatial image schemata:
states are locations (be in doubt), change of state is change of location (get into trouble),
action is self-propelled motion, purposes (of action) are destinations, means are paths (to
destinations), and difficulties are impediments to motion or blockage. Lakoff and Johnson
claim that such basic conceptual metaphors may well be universal since human bodily
experience is basically the same all over the world.

Research on the universality of conceptual metaphor has been burgeoning within CL.
Although first research results, for instance, on the spatialization of time seemed to confirm
this universal tendency, it was soon found out that far more contrastive research was required:
Marin (10; 37-52) for English and Spanish; Alverson for English, Mandarin Chinese, Hindi,
and Sesotho (16). Even if the spatialization of time occurs in many cultures, there may be
huge differences. Thus Boroditsky (2; 1-22) shows in empirical research that the Western
concept of time as a ‘‘horizontal’’ time line and the Chinese as a ‘‘vertical’’ one influences
the location of months before or after one another. Another remarkable difference in
metaphorical conceptualization was found by Ning Yu (20) for the domain of emotion:
whereas, according to Lakoff and Kovecses, English sees anger as a hot fluid in a ‘‘whole
body’’ container , Chinese sees it as hot gases in smaller body-part containers called “‘belly
fire,”” “‘kidney fire,”” “‘liver fire,”” etc. Here traditional Chinese philosophy and medical
practice leads to a far more concrete, bodily self-experience. The research by Boroditsky and
Yu thus offers evidence both for the adequacy of Lakoff and Johnson’s universal claims at a
fairly abstract level and for the great, colorful variation of culture-specific realizations of
these putative universal conceptual metaphors. Although Lakoff and Johnson (9) did not
neglect metonymy altogether, they defined it in terms of metaphor: metaphor was seen as a
mapping, i.e. a set of correspondences across different conceptual domains, and metonymy as
a mapping within one domain. However, their metaphor revolution received virtually all of
the attention and it took almost another twenty years to fully redress the balance between
metaphor and metonymy, a position that had already been defended some time before by
Jakobson (7;54-82).

Ruiz de Mendoza and Otal (12;27-42,50-56) were the first to define metonymy fully
independently from metaphor. Lakoff, Johnson, Turner, Radden, and others, see metonymy
either as having a referential function, whereby one entity ‘stands for’’ another entity within
the same cognitive domain, or else as serving as a reference point that offers access to the
other entity. These approaches cannot, however, account for constraints on these referential
functions. While it is not denied that these referential functions are often served by
metonymies, it is not their essence. Ruiz de Mendoza and Otal (12) conclude this from the
existence of predicate metonymies such as Mary is a pretty face, in which a pretty face does
not ‘‘stand for’’ the person of Mary, but is rather a very salient feature that even serves to sum
up the whole person. The authors do agree with Lakoff and Johnson’s domain criterion: in the
case of a metaphor like John is a pig there are always at least two different domains involved
(people are animals), whereas in metonymy only one domain is involved, usually a domain
and a subdomain (people and their faces). Just like in metaphor source features are mapped
onto target structures, also in metonymy we are dealing with mappings, i.e. conceived and
imposed connections or correspondences between features in the source and the target. In
metonymy, the salient features of the whole domain are mapped onto the subdomain or salient
features of the subdomain are mapped onto the whole domain as in the above example: Mary
not only has a pretty face but she is a pretty face. By saying this, the speaker identifies Mary
as a pretty face: the beautiful and attractive features of the face dominate the person’s whole
being. Unlike in CMT with its claim to one-directionality, i.e. from source to target, CMyT
has, because of the domain/subdomain relationship, one more possibility. Thus, the pretty
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face example is a source-in-target metonymy: the source, pretty face, is part of and maps onto
the target, Mary. The target is the most encompassing conceptual structure, or matrix domain,
and, as such, it is the only domain available for further reference, as in The pretty face is
paying her bill. This remarkable potential is called ‘‘domain availability.”” The opposite case
IS a target-in-source metonymy like Bush attacked Irag, where ‘‘Bush’’ stands for ‘‘army.”’
Although traditionally examples like this have been seen as cases of part-for-part metonymy,
Ruiz de Mendoza and Otal claim that this example is a wholepart metonymy. Our
encyclopedic knowledge about Bush is such that it includes his being the president of his
country, the commander-in-chief of the army, the leader of the Republican Party, etc. But the
target, i.e. the referent that is meant in the sentence about attacking Irag, is only the U.S.
army. So the target (army) is a subdomain of the source (Bush), which now serves as the
matrix domain. Bush as the source is mapped onto the army as target. In this target-in-source
metonymy, the target is no longer available for reference, because it is encapsulated in the
source and, hence, no anaphoric reference to the intended referent is possible: Soon after Bush
attacked lraq, it (the U.S. army) took Bagdad. In other words, the target in a metonymy is
only referentially accessible if it is not encapsulated in some other subdomain. The newer CL
approach to metonymy not only re-analyzes metonymy itself, but has also rethought some
central aspects of pragmatics in a cognitive sense.

A pioneering effort in this respect is Thornburg and Panther’s (17; 205-219) metonymic
analysis of indirect speech acts. In their view, indirect speech acts of the types that Searle
(15;1-29) calls directive, commissive, and expressive such as promises, offers, requests,
suggestions, etc., can be described in terms of metonymic models. In other words, just as a
speaker can refer to a person by mentioning a salient feature of that person, a speaker can
perform a speech act by calling up an attribute of that speech act, e.g. the speech act
participants’ ability (Can you pass the salt?), their volition (Would you please sign here?), or
the reason to perform the action (Why don’t we stop here?). This approach works not only for
overt speech acts, but also for other constructions such as hedged performatives (May | ask if
you’re married?) and sentences expressing sense perceptions (You can hear the motorway
from here) and mental activities (I am thinking aloud now), all of which corroborate the
hypothesis that speech act metonymies are just special applications of more general
metonymic principles. In Panther and Thornburg (17) this insight is variously applied to
pragmatic inferencing. The contributions to that volume aim to bridge the gap between CL
and inferential pragmatics. Topics not only include the role of metonymically-based
inferences in speech act and discourse interpretation, but also grammar itself. Further
questions dealt with are: what is the pragmatic meaning of grammatical constructions, what is
the impact of metonymic mappings on grammatical structure, and what is the role of
inferencing in linguistic change? It may thus be useful to refer to all these connections with
the label cognitive pragmatics, which is intended to capture all attempts to explain most, if not
all, major pragmatic phenomena in terms of the standard conceptual tools provided by CL.
The relevance-theoretic distinction between explicatures and implicatures is a clear case in
point. Ruiz de Mendoza and Pe'rez (13; 293-320) have made this inferential pragmatics
distinction compatible with Lakoff’s notion of idealized cognitive model. The explicatures of
an utterance are the result of a number of cognitive operations like expansion or reduction,
whereby, due to metonymy, the utterance meaning can be associated with ‘‘more’” meaning
(expansion) or with “‘less’” meaning (reduction). Implicatures are enabled by the processes of
correlation or resemblance, which are forms of metaphor. Another example of the power of
the explanatory tools of CL is provided by Ruiz de Mendoza and Baicchi’s (14; 95-128) study
of illocutionary constructions in terms of form meaning pairings where the meaning part
consists of high-level situational scenarios like the Cost-Benefit cognitive model and a
specification of the conditions that allow metonymic access to such scenarios.
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This brief survey has attempted to highlight the main areas of interest of the CL
enterprise from the point of view of its unity despite apparent diversity and of its ability to
interact in a fruitful way with different disciplines related to language, mind, and the social
context. It has also put into focus the strong descriptive and explanatory potential of the
different strands of CL, which, far from being mutually contradictory accounts of language,
can be regarded as highly complementary.
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KOHHLEINTYAJIbBHAA META®OPA U METOHUMMUA

TI'ynueea @azuna Dazuns Kol3vl
Pesziome

B crarbe paccmarpuBaercs Teopus kouuentyainbHou wMertadopsl (TKM). Crnemyer
oTMeTuTh, 4T0 TKM BCTpeTnia *KeCTKyro KpUTHUKY CO CTOPOHBI IICUXOIMHIBUCTOB. Ho ycnex
TKM Obu1 omenoMiIsonumM, Kak B KOTHUTUBHOM JIMHIBUCTUKE, TaK U 3a ee mnpejaeiramu. B
TKM metadopa 1 METOHUMUS pACCMATPHUBAIOTCS KaK MPOIECCHI MBIIIUICHUS, a HE TOJIBKO KaK
BOIMPOCHI sA3bIKaA. J[pyrumu cinoBamu, MeTapopbl 1 METOHUMHUHU PaCCMaTPUBAIOTCS B OCHOBHOM
KaK KOHLENTyalbHbIE IPOILIECChl, KOTOPHIE BIIOCIEACTBUU HAXOJAT BBIpAXEHHE B psje
KOHKpETHBIX (opM, Kak BepOambHBIX, Tak M HeBepOaidbHbIX. Meradopa MOXKET OBITh
BBIpaK€HA HE TOJIBKO B SI3bIKE€, HO M B BHU3YaJbHBIX, 3BYKOBBIX HJIH CEHCOMOTOPHBIX
CpeAcTBax MaccoBOW MH(OpMAIMK, TAKUX KAaK PUCYHOK, )KMBOIHCH, ApPXUTEKTYpa, MYy3bIKa,
TaHel U *ecT. B KoHeuHOM cueTe, OHa OCHOBAHA HA YEJIOBEUYECKOM cHCTeME BOCHPUSITUS U
sMnupuueckoM Mmupe. CucreMa BOCHPHUATHS OCHOBaHA Ha psAAE IPEIKOHLENTYaJbHBIX,
MIPEK/IE BCEro MPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIX KOH(PUTYpaLlUid, KOTOPbIE TO3BOJISIOT JIFOJSM pearupoBathb
Ha OKPY’KaIOLUN MUP U MaHUITYJIMPOBATh UM.

KONSEPTUAL METAFORA VO METONIMiYA

Quliyeva Fazila Fazil qiz
Xiilasa

Mogalodo Konseptual Metafora Nozoriyyasi (KMN) miizakira olunur. Qeyd etmok
lazimdir ki, KMN psixolingistlorin sart tonqidi ilo qarsilagmisdi. Ancaq KMN-nin uguru hom
kognitiv dil¢ilikde, hom do onun xaricinds ¢ox bdyiik idi. KMN-do metafora vo metonimiya
yalmiz dil hadisalori deyil, diislinco proseslori kimi gobul edilir. Bagqa sozls, metafora va
metonimiya verbal vo geyri-verbal formalarda ifado tapan konseptual proseslor kimi qobul
edilir. Metafora yalniz dildo deyil, hom do rosm, memarliq, musiqi, rags va jest kimi vizual,
sosli va ya sensor-motor kiitlovi informasiya vasitalorinde 6z oksini tapir. Noticada o insanin
qavrayls sistemino va tocriibo diinyasina osaslanir. Insanlarin idrak sistemi onlara otraf alomo
reaksiya gostormayo vo onu manipulyasiya etmoys imkan veron mokan konfiqurasiyasina
osaslanir.
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