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Mamnuya bornana. Konnenrtyaau3anusi JJMHTBUCTHYECKOT0O MM POBO33PeHHUsI B KOHTeKCTe BepOaJu3aliid KOH-
LenTa «100pa». ABTOp aHAINU3UPYET CEMAHTUYECKYIO CTPYKTYpy HOMHHATHBHEIX CIUHHI], YTO CIIOCOOCTBYET YCTAHOBICHHIO
IIIyOOKHX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH B3aMMOMAEIHCTBHS MEXKIy CTPYKTYypaMH CO3HAHHS M A3bIKOBBIMU (hopMaMu denoBeka. MmeHuTe-
JIBHBIE BO3MOXKHOCTH JIMHI'BUCTHYECKOTO MHPOBO33PEHHS PEaM3yIOTCs Uepe3 JIEKCHUeCKue W (pa3eoorHuecKue eANHUIIBL.
OHH MOT'YT OBITH IOJBEPTHYTH KOHIENTYaTEHOMY aHAIM3Y C LEJIBI0 HCCIETOBAHMA U MOJCIHPOBAHUS CONCPIKAHUS ITOHATHSL

«100pay.

KiroueBble cJ10Ba: gepbanuzayus, MuH26UCMUYECKUI KPY2030D, CeMAnmuyeckas CmpyKmypa, noHamue «006poy.

Introduction. Cognitive linguistics proclaims lan-
guage as not only a means of formation, preservation and
transmission of thoughts or experience!, but also a means of
cognition, receiving, storing and generalization of informa-
tion as well as objectivation of the surrounding world. Lan-
guage does not reflect the world directly, it reflects the con-
ceptualization and categorization of the world performed by
an individual provides the access to the concepts serving as
the basis for the formation of a category. The reality that
surrounds us is filtered through the human consciousness
and is shaped by means of language signs "Language is a
dress of thought". Accordingly, language allows structuring
culturally and socially relevant mental models and using
them in communication.

Communication is understood in cognitive linguistics
as a mental process, a specific way of processing the infor-
mation, which is accumulated during the perception and
cognition of the world and is transmitted in conversation
with the help of language. Thus, the purpose of our article
is to investigate the concept recognized by the content of the
linguistic sign. That is, in addition to its subjective correla-
tion, it includes communicatively meaningful information.

Historiography. Scholars designated concept using
different terms, describing various manifestations of its es-
sence, e.g. Plato’s “idea”, Aristotle’s “category”, Descartes’
“innate ideas”, Humboldt’s “inner forms”. Modern linguis-
tics still cannot offer a satisfactory and unequivocal defini-
tion of “concept”. The research in Lakoff, Radden and
Kovecses, Panther and Radden, Langacker, Barcelona, and
Panther and Thornburg has shown that discourse is better
understood as a “reference point” (a vehicle or source) that
triggers a target meaning. As a practice of structural linguis-
tics, componential analysis goes back to Prague School lin-
guists such as Hjelmslev and Jakobson, who used Trubetz-
koy’s principles of phonology to devise a method for this

kind of analysis. D. Lyons describes some cognitive and
structuralist systems of componential analysis, beginning
with the structuralist Coseriu, who divided components of
meaning into “semes” and “classemes.”

Main part. Recent studies of categories are based on
the principle of anthropocentrism, according to which phe-
nomena should be classified taking into consideration the
peculiarities of human perception. The essence of categori-
zation lies in the creation and singling out the classes of
objects perceived and comprehended by a person. Thus, a
category is one of the cognitive forms of human mental ac-
tivity that allows generalizing and classifying a person’s
experience. As a result of categorization there appears an
integral system of categories, the ultimate units of which are
concepts. A person “imposes” a conceptual network onto
the real world in order to single out the concepts of the real-
ity, which helps him/ her to segment the world according to
his/her individual view of reality and associative — objective
relations. However, categorization of experience does not
reveal the mechanism of its perception and processing. The
nature of cognitive processes can be disclosed appealing to
the notion of conceptualization.

Conceptualization is the process of cognitive activity
of a person that involves the apprehension, organization and
structuring of the information, received by a person through
various channels. It differs from categorization in its ulti-
mate result and the aim of cognitive activity. The essence of
conceptualization is distinguishing between certain minimal
units of human experience in their ideal content expression.
Categorization, on the other hand, lies in the combination of
these units into larger groups. In its narrow understanding,
categorization refers an object, phenomenon or process to a
certain realm of experience, category.

The ultimate result of conceptualization is the emer-
gence of a concept, which is considered a simple cognitive

!Fauconnier Gilles “Turner Mark. The Way We Think: Conceptual Blending and the Mind’s Hidden Complexities”, 2002, P. 98.
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structure of the representation of knowledge®.

There exists a considerable number of interpretations
of the term “concept” from mystic, theological, dialectical,
logical, methodological, semasiological, and linguistic
points of view. Scholars designated concept using different
terms, describing various manifestations of its essence, e.g.
Plato’s “idea™, Aristotle’s “category”, Decart’s “innate
ideas”, Humboldt’s “inner forms”. Modern linguistics still
cannot offer a satisfactory and unequivocal definition of
“concept”.

While interpreting the notion of concept, scientists
operate the following key words: abstract, generalizing con-
ception; subjective — objective essence that presents the sur-
rounding world and the person himself/herself, the essence
embodied in word in content forms — image, symbol, idea;
operative mental unit (of memory, lingua mentalis, concep-
tual system, language of mind); a container, a quantum of
knowledge; a condensed sense, which a person uses in the
process of thinking, and which comprise cognitive basic
subsystems of thought and knowledge; present a communi-
cative and mental aspects; generalized mental, perceptive —
cognitive- affective formation with a field structure; a com-
plex cognitive lingual- social construct.

The existence of such a great number of approaches to
the definition of the above mentioned phenomenon is deter-
mined by the fact that the term “concept” serves the expla-
nation of the units of human mental and psychic recourses
and the information structure, which reflects human knowl-
edge and experience.

In our investigation we stick to the definition of
“concept” considering it to be the most appropriate one run-
ning as follows: a concept is an operative content unit of
memory, lingua mentalis, conceptual system and language
of mind, the whole world view reflected in human con-
sciousness.

A concept is connected with other elements of the con-
ceptual system and enters a national conceptosphere — the
totality of categorized, processed, standardized concepts in a
nationality’s consciousness. People acquire concepts learn-
ing them from the experience of preceding generations
rather than looking up the corresponding dictionary defini-
tions. Therefore, cultural concepts represent the units of
knowledge that manifest national, social and individual pre-
determination.

A thorough analysis of the semantic structure of nomi-
native units favours the establishment of profound regulari-
ties of the interactions between the structures of human con-
sciousness and language forms. The nominative possibilities
of the linguistic world view are realized by lexical and phra-
seological units that can be subjected to conceptual analysis
in order to accomplish the aim of the research — to model the
content of the concept GOOD.

In the process of verbalization, only the limited
amount of information is activated (or “lit up”) at a time,
thus a considerable amount of it remains in the block of
memory the content of which is not active (or not lit up).
The knowledge is extracted from this storage when there
emerges the necessity to transmit it to other people. Taking
out experience from the memory is connected with the
transferring it into the verbal (lingual) form of something

that initially had (wholly or partially) a preverbal status. The
mental process, as many modern scientists point out, uses
not an ordinary language being at the disposal of a certain
ethnic group, but a special code — “language” of mind, or
lingua mentalis.

Thus, the verbalization represents the re-coding of the
results of the mental process by means of a particular ethnic
language. Information is preserved in the memory in the
form of separate “pieces” or episodes. They may vary in
size as well as in the quantity of memorized details. Thus,
for example, the blocks “My school years” and “My last
school examination™ are different in spacious-time volume
and the number of “lit up” details while recalling.

Extracting from the memory his/her experience, a
speaker first of all fractures a large episode into a number of
smaller pieces, bringing the process of segmentation to mi-
cro- episodes, which can be correspondingly substituted by
mental structures — suppositions or (as they are more often
nowadays called) - propositions. Each proposition reflects a
set of participants of a given episode, their roles and the
general character of an event. If we take for instance an
event of passing an object to somebody, we presuppose the
presence of three participants in this event: the one who
performs the act of passing (agent), the one who is a re-
ceiver (addressee) and the thing which is being passed
(object, patience).

To render the ideas about an object and a situation in
general a speaker selects appropriate words and constructs
the sentence. However, the sentence is not an exact imprint
of thought. The content to be informed is subjected to modi-
fication, in the process of which the following aspects are
taken into account: a certain communicative intention
(illocution) of a speaker, an addressee’s state, his/her pre-
liminary awareness about the objects to be mentioned, and
the possibility of his/her comprehension of the utterance and
his/her adequate reaction.

Scientists distinguish between three main approaches
in the understanding of the linguistic nature of a concept.
Firstly, the realization of concepts is prescribed to lexemes,
the meanings of which are the content of the national lin-
guistic consciousness and which form the world view of
particular language bearers*. Within the bounds of this ap-
proach, a concept gains a rather broad interpretation. The
main means of the investigation here is a conceptual model
that helps to single out basic semantic components of a con-
cept and to reveal stable relations between them.

Secondly, semantic formations with the lingual — cul-
tural peculiarities characterizing the bearers of a particular
ethnic culture are considered concepts. The interpretation of
a concept within this approach is rather narrow and limited
by certain parameters.

Lastly, some linguists refer to a concept a confined
number of semantic formations that serve as key notions for
the understanding of the national mentality as a specific
attitude to the world of its bearers. All the above mentioned
approaches to interpreting a concept choose a word as the
principal form of embodiment of a concept’.

A word functions as the name of a concept — a lan-
guage sign that fully and adequately renders its content.
However, a word as a representative of a lexico-semantic

2 Gauker Ch. “Words Without Meaning ”. Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2003, P.108.

3Gee J. P. “An Introduction to Discourse Analysis”. London: Routledge, 2001, P. 200.

4 Lakoff George, Johnson Mark. “Metaphors We Live by”, Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1980, P. 175.

5 Panther Klaus-Uwe, Thornburg Linda L. “A Cognitive Approach to Inferencing in Conversation”. Journal of Pragmatics 30. Cuyckens H.
(edd): Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics [Chapter 10]. Oxford, OUP, 1999, P. 755-769.
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system, is realized only in a set of a certain lexical para-
digm, thus, it may be interpreted as:

1) an invariant of a lexical paradigm, formed by lexical
— semantic variants of this word;

2) the name of a semantic chain, formed by the syno-
nyms of this word.

In addition, a concept correlates with more than one
lexical unit, thus, the form of its expression correlates with
the plane of expression of the totality of various synonymic
(lexical, phraseological and aphoristic) means representing
the concept in language. In other words, a concept correlates
with the plane of expression of the lexico-semantic para-
digm®.

In modern linguistics a concept is acknowledged to be
the content of a linguistic sign, i.e. in addition to its subjec-
tive correlation it includes communicatively significant in-
formation. Primarily, it is the determination of the place
occupied by a sign in the lexical system of language — its
paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations reflecting the lin-
guistic value of an extralinguistic object.

In addition to the primary means of verbalization con-
cepts may be also realized with the help of secondary means
including metaphor and metonymy.

Traditionally, metaphors were the exclusive domain of
rhetoric, analysed alongside other tropes as imaginative,
poetic, ornamental devices. They were often considered as
something that belongs in poetry that is more concerned
with novel or interesting uses of words than with accepted,
everyday practice. Typically, the term metaphor was thus
used to refer to the unexpected use of language in literature
(e.g. Shakespeare’s Life’s but a walking shadow), whereas
conventional, familiarised metaphors (e.g. a dull sound)
were defined as “dead”, because the original semantic con-
tradictions of such metaphors are not recognised as such by
speakers. In more recent years, however, cognitive linguists
have shown that these conventionalised metaphors play a
large role in language.

As has been advanced most extensively by George
Lakoff and Mark Johnson, metaphor may, in fact, be far
more central to human language, indeed to our very thought.
Lakoff and Johnson show how metaphor is pervasive in
everyday life, and how it is more than just a matter of lan-
guage; it may structure our entire conceptual system. As
such, Lakoff also provides a new theory of mental concept
formation, both linguistic and pre-linguistic: Idealized cog-
nitive models (ICMs). The theory of cognitive models pro-
vides a possible mechanism for the operation of metaphor in
language, but more than that it can account for our entire
understanding of the world, from concrete physical concepts
to the most abstract scientific concepts and language. Meta-
phor, of course, is the beginning of the theory of ICM’s.
Metaphor may indeed be conceptual and hence pre-
linguistic, but it is examined most readily when it is ex-
pressed in language.

Thus, Lakoff and Johnson have used conventional
metaphors to argue that much of our everyday talk (and,
hence, as they claim, much of our thought, and much of our
reality) is structured metaphorically. This means that most

of our abstract categories are organised cognitively by struc-
tures borrowed from more concrete categories. In cognitive
linguistics, conceptual metaphors are thus defined as “a
mapping of the structure of a source model onto a target
model”’. These mappings are realised linguistically. For
instance, the conceptual metaphor TIME IS MONEY is
reflected in the linguistic expressions You're wasting my
time, This gadget will save you hours, Is that worth your
while, He's living on borrowed time etc. According to La-
koff / Johnson, there are three different types of conceptual
metaphors: 1). structural metaphors refer to the organisation
of one concept in terms of another (e.g. TIME IS MONEY),
2). orientational metaphors are concerned with the (mostly
spatial) organisation of a whole range of concepts (e.g.
HAPPY IS UP; SAD IS DOWN), 3). ontological metaphors
relate to “ways of viewing events, activities, emotions,
ideas, etc., as entities and substances” (e.g. INFLATION IS
AN ENTITY) and 4). conduit metaphors which represent
the process of communication as the movement of senses
“filling” language means (“containers”) through the channel
connecting a speaker and a listener. The claim that it is not
only language but our thought/reality that is structured meta-
phorically is a disputable one and relates to the much-
discussed Sapir-Whorf hypothesis of linguistic relativism.
The notion of conceptual metaphor hence comprises both
types of metaphor (the imaginative and the “dead” type),
because both can express the same structural metaphor. It
appears that most research on conceptual metaphors focuses
on finding out more about the existence of particular con-
ceptual metaphors (i.e. typical target and source models and
their linguistic realisations) as well as their influence on
human thought. This kind of research examines the meta-
phorical conceptualisation of cognition®.

Other linguistic research is interested in using concep-
tual metaphors in TESL, the problem of metaphors in trans-
lation, and corpus evidence for conceptual metaphors

As metaphors are especially useful means in articulat-
ing new ideas and concepts, facilitating learning and making
things particularly memorable’, they considerably influence
popular folk knowledge of abstract concepts.

Conceptual metonymy is a cognitive process that is
pervasive in grammar, the lexicon, conceptual structure, and
language use. Metonymies provide what we call natural
inference schemas that guide much of pragmatic reasoning
in the construction of meaning, especially in the determina-
tion of explicit meaning, i.e. explicature, and implicit mean-
ing, i.e. generalized and particularized conversational impli-
cature.

Metonymy is often characterized as a ‘stand for’ rela-
tion, a reflection of which is that metonymies are usually
represented by the schema X FOR Y, where X represents
the source meaning (also called ‘vehicle’) and Y symbolizes
the target meaning of the metonymic operation. This
“substitution” view of metonymy leads easily to the
(erroneous) assumption that metonymy and pragmatic impli-
cature are very different phenomena. An implicature is usu-
ally regarded as content that is added to what is said/
explicitly conveyed.

% Thornburg Linda, Panther Klaus “Uwe. Speech Act Metonymies”. Liebert W.-A., Redeker G., Waugh L. (edd): Discourse and Perspec-
tives in Cognitive Linguistics. Amsterdam and Philadelphia, John Benjamins Publishing, 1997, P. 205-219.

" Lakoff George, Johnson Mark. “Metaphors We Live by”, Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1980, P. 175.

8 Panther Klaus-Uwe, Thorburg Linda L. “A Cognitive Approach to Inferencing in Conversation”. Journal of Pragmatics 30. Cuyckens
H. (edd): Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics [Chapter 10]. Oxford, OUP, 1999, P. 755-769.

% Lakoff George, Johnson Mark. “Metaphors We Live by”. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1980, P. 123.
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Conclusions. In recent work it has been claimed that
metonymy should not be viewed as a mere substitution rela-
tion. The research in Lakoff, Radden and Kovecses, Panther
and Radden, Langacker, Barcelona, and Panther and Thorn-
burg has shown that metonymy is better understood as a
“reference point” (a vehicle or source) that triggers a target
meaning. Francisco Ruiz de Mendoza and his colleagues at
the University of La Rioja regard metonymy as a process of
meaning elaboration that involves either expansion or reduc-
tion of a cognitive domain (matrix). This work emphasizes
the conceptual nature of metonymy and is indeed an impor-
tant step forward from the simplistic view of metonymy as a
mere rhetorical trope to the insight that metonymy is a ubiq-
uitous mental operation.

In a linguistically manifest metonymic relation, a
source meaning is related to a target meaning by means of a
linguistic form (e.g morpheme, word, phrase, sentence) that
we call the linguistic vehicle. Indeed, the target meaning can
be just a nonce sense, created on the spot, but it can also,
through frequency of use, become a conventionalized mean-
ing, stored separately in the mental lexicon.

Manuya Borpana. Konuenrtyasizanisi JiiHrBicTHyHOro
cBIiTOrJIIY B KOHTeKCTI BepOaJizauii KoHUeNnTy «100pa». AB-
TOp aHaNi3ye CeMAaHTHYHY CTPYKTYPY HOMIHATHBHUX OJUHHIIb, IO
CHpUsi€ BCTAHOBJICHHIO INTUOOKHUX 3aKOHOMIPHOCTEH B3aeMoii MK
CTPYKTYpaMH CBIZIOMOCTI i MOBHMUMHU (opMaMul JitoauHu. HasusHi
MOYKJIMBOCTI JIIHTBICTHYHOTO CBITOTJISIAY PEalli3ylOThCsl Yyepes JIeK-
cuuHi i ppaszeonoriuni oxuHui. BoHH MOXYTh OyTH MinJaHi KOH-
LENTyalbHOMY aHalli3y 3 METOK JOCTIJDKEHHS 1 MOJENIOBaHHS
3MicTy HOHATTA «100pay. [IoHATTS HOB'sI3aHe 3 IHIIMMH €JIEMEHTA-
MH KOHIICTITYaJbHOT CHCTEMH 1 BXOIUTH B HalliOHAIBHY KOHIIENTO-
chepy, T00TO CyKyMHICTh KiacH(ikoOBaHUX, 0OPOOJIEHUX CTaHAap-
TU30BaHMX MTOHATH Y CBIJOMOCTI HalliOHALHOCTI. TOMY KyJIBTYpHI
KOHIICTIIIT € OAWHUISIMU 3HaHB, SKi MPOSBISIOTECS HA HAIIOHANb-
HOMY, COL[IaJIbHOMY ¥ iHJMBIAyaJIbHOMY PiBHSIX.

KorHiTuBHA JIHTBICTHKA MPOTOJIOIIY€E€ MOBY HE TUIBKH 3aCO-

O0oM GopmyBaHHs, 30epexKeHHs 1 nepeadi IyMOK 1 10cBiny, ane i
3ac000M Mi3HAHHs, OTPUMAHHS, 30epiraHHs 1 y3arajabHeHHs iH(pOp-
Mallii, a TakoK 00'eKTHBallil HABKOJIMIUHBOTO CBiTYy. MOBa He Bino-
Opaskae CBIT Oe3nocepeiHbO, BOHA BiJOOpaXkae KOHIENTyai3aliio
Ta KaTeropu3alilo CBITY, 110 BUKOHYEThCS IHIMBIIOM, 3a0e3mnedye
JOCTYIl 10 KOHLEHIH, SKi BHCTYMAIOTh B SKOCTI OCHOBAMH IS
(dopMyBaHHS KaTeropiil. PeanbHicTh, ska Hac oTouye, QITBTPY€ETH-
s 4epes JIIACHKY CBIIOMICTB i (POPMYETHCS 32 TONMOMOTOK MOB-
HHUX 3HaKiB. BiAmoBigHO, MOBa J03BOJISIE€ CTPYKTYPYBATH KYJIbTYp-
HO 1 COIiaJIbHO 3HAYYIi MEHTAJbHI MOJEJI 1 1X BUKOPHCTaHHS B
CIIUIKY BaHHI.

V cyd4acHiilf JIHBICTHI MOHSATTS BH3HAETHCS 3MICTOM MOB-
HOT'O 3HaKa. TOOTO Ha JOJATOK 10 HOro cy6'eKTHBHOI KOpEIsLil BiH
BKJIFOYa€ B ceOe KOMYHIKATHBHO 3HA4MMy iH(popMmalito. Y nepiry
4yepry, Le BH3HA4YCHHS MicCL, 3aiiMaHOrO0 3HAKOM B JICKCHYHII
cUCTeMi MOBH — MOr0 MapajurMaTU4Hi i CHHTarMaTH4Hi BiIHOCH-
HH, 110 BiT0Opa)Xar0Th MOBHY I[IHHICTh B II03aMOBHHX 00'€KTa.

Karwuosi cuoBa: BepOanizaiis, JIHIBICTHYHUI CBITOTIISI,
CeMaHTHYHA CTPYKTypa, MeTahopa, MOHATTA «T0OpO».
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