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The article systematizes the manifestations of metonymy in natural languages. The principal metonymical patterns in English nouns are discovered to be: resultative, causative, instrumental, objective, locative and possessive. Synchronically, a statistical analysis of their frequency is carried out. Diachronically, the historical-semantic analysis is undertaken to ascertain the development of metonymical patterns in the cases of categorial and prototypal polysemy. In the section devoted to metonymy in imaginative speech the hierarchical taxonomy of metonymical tropes and figures is presented. In conclusion there is an overview of metonymy in comparison with other means of semantic change and some ideas on conceptual metonymy. 
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According to the Encyclopedic Dictionary of Linguistics (Yartseva 1990) metonymy is a language mechanism consisting in a regular or occasional transposition of a name of a class of objects (a singular object) to another class or singular object on the basis of contiguity or involvement in the same situation (concomitance). The traditional understanding of metonymy is as a trope per se, i.e. a new meaning developed from the obliterated, yet still palpable primary meaning, and the ‘semantic complex’ resulting from the transposition (e.g. house – ‘family; theatre audience plus the building’, sweat – ‘toil, exertion; excitement plus perspiration’).

Metonymical associations reflect the paradigmatic (logical) relationships of categories and concepts in human mind, which reconstruct spacial and temporal arrangement (simultaneity, succession) of real objects and phenomena, persons, actions, processes, social institutions, events, etc. 

Metonymy is a universal and multifarious phenomenon, which can be considered in several aspects. The first aspect is provided by the Saussurian opposition langue / parole. The categories and their relationships are represented in langue (a system of virtual signs) as fixed in word meanings, where metonymy, alongside with metaphor, functional transfer
, specialization and generalization
, is discovered in the semantic links between the source meaning and the derived meaning of a word. On the level of language usage, in parole, the triangular interaction ‘concept - linguistic sign – meaning’ is not rigid. Concepts are frequently clothed in different language signs – in new words (and so, are differently categorized). Thus, in parole metonymy appears as one of mechanisms of renaming. Besides, in ornate speech various tropes and figures of speech may be created on the basis of metonymy for imaginative purposes. 

The second aspect of metonymy is represented by the opposition synchronic / diachronic approach. Synchronically metonymy appears as a set of metonymical patterns in word meanings. Diachronically, metonymy is a mechanism of semantic change (denotation), which involves differentiation of source and target domains. Other language mechanisms that bring about semantic change are metaphor and functional transfer (or analogy). As for specialization and generalization, they do not usually involve semantic change, but semantic processes occuring within a single domain and causing a shift of meaning between the superordinate level, the basic level and the level of species. 

As has been stated above, metonymy may be treated as an assemblage of metonymical patterns - the cognitive patterns serving as the bases for metonymical transposition and creating new meanings. According to (Ginzburg 1985), the variety of metonymical formulas for nouns may be reduced to six prototypal metonymical patterns: resultative – P ‘is the result of’ T2 T1; causative – P ‘is the cause of’ T2 T1; instrumental - P ‘serves for’ T2 T1; objective - P ‘is the aim of’ T2 T1; locative - P ‘is in, at, belongs to’ T2 T1 and possessive - P ‘is the place for, possesses’ T2 T1, where T1 and T2 are proposition members, P is the predicate, and inside the commas are the semantic categories of the predicate (ibid). 
 As verbal logical propositions these metonymical patterns have the appearance «T2- predicate – T1». 

In particular, the meanings of resultative predicates include: ‘is the result of’, ‘is the consequence of’, ‘derives from’, ‘is from’; the meanings of their opposites - causative predicates: ‘is the cause of’, ‘is the source of’, ‘is the motive for’. The opposition ‘instrumental-objective’ has the following predicate meanings: instrumental – ‘serves for’, ‘is an instrument for’, ‘is a means of’, ‘is a method of’, ‘is for’; objective - ‘is the aim of’, ‘requires’, ‘implies’, ‘is the object of’. The opposition ‘locative-possessive’ has the following predicate meanings: locative – ‘is in’, ‘belongs to’, ‘is located at’, ‘happens at a time of’, ‘participates in’; possessive - ‘is the place for’, ‘possesses’. 

Below are the illustrations of each case. 

I. resultative – P ‘is the result, consequence of, comes from’ T2 T1. The resultative metonymical patterns include those which are traditionally known as: 

· cause-effect metonymy (surprise – ‘1. an unexpected event; 2. the feeling caused by smth. unexpected; stop ‘1.the act of stopping or halting; 2. a sojourn made at a place; a station); fire ‘1.burning; 2. burning that causes destruction; 3. the discharge of firearms’; casualty – ‘a person lost through any cause, as death, wounds, capture, or desertion’).

· material-object metonymy (glass – ‘a glass container’; nylon – ‘a nylon stocking’; marble ‘an article made of marble’; lacquer – ‘an article coated with lacquer’).

· object (being) - matter metonymy (fowl, chicken, pine, nutria, etc.).

· maker – thing made (we have several Turners = pictures by Turner).

II. causative - P ‘is the cause of’ T2 T1. The causative metonymical patterns include those which are traditionally known as ‘effect-cause’ and ‘attendant circumstance – object’ metonymies: consolation – ‘one who or that which offers consolation’; sore ‘any cause of sorrow, pain, misery, or vexation’; fright ‘a person or object of shocking, disagreeable or ridiculous appearance’; nuisance – ‘something or someone annoying or obnoxious’; love ‘an object of love or affection, a sweetheart’; support – ‘someone who supports’; sweat – ‘toil, exertion; excitement’.

III. instrumental - P ‘serves for, is used for’ T2 T1 metonymical patterns include the traditional ‘object / action – instrument’ metonymy and the ‘action-doer’ metonymy: slide – ‘1. the act of sliding; 2.the smooth surface, a chute for children’s play’; drag - ‘something used for dragging, as a dragnet or a dredge; a stout sledge or sled; a special type of coach’; support -‘something that supports; a carrier (as, the supports of a bridge)’; drain - that by which anything is drained, as a pipe or conduit’; divide – ‘a natural water parting, the watershed of a district or region’; supply – ‘one who supplies a vacancy temporarily’.

IV. objective - P ‘is the aim of’ T2 T1. These patterns include ‘the instument – object / action’ metonymy: pickle – ‘1. a solution of salt, water and vinegar; 2.a cucumber preserved in brine or vinegar solution; eye – ‘sight, power of seeing; ability to see; regard, interest’, ear – ‘the power to distinguish sounds; acute perception of the differences of musical tone and pitch; attention, heed’, nose – ‘the sense of smell; the faculty of perceiving and detecting’, heart – ‘the seat of emotion, affection, and passions; sensibility, empathy; will or inclination; spirit, courage’.

V. locative - P ‘is in, at, belongs to,  happens at a time of, participates in’ T2 T1. These metonymical patterns include 

· the place - object(s), place - person(s), or container - contained metonymies: dish – ‘meal in a dish’; hall – ‘people in a hall’; pulpit – ‘priests teaching at pulpits’; bar – ‘representatives of the legal profession’; chair – ‘the chairman of a meeting’; house – ‘family; theatre audience’.

· the object-property and phenomenon-property metonymies: midnight – 1.twelve o’clock at night; 2.total darkness, shadow - 1.a silhouette projected on the ground, etc. by means of interception of light 2. semidarkness. 

VI. possessive - P ‘is the place for, is the time for, possesses’ T2 T1. The possessive metonymical patterns include the traditional 

· synecdoche (part-whole): a white collar (a blue collar) – ‘a clerk, belonging to the salary-earning class (a worker, belonging to the wage-earning class)’; wheels – ‘car’, tap – ‘taproom’;

· the property-object metonymy: beauty – ‘a beautiful woman’; authority – ‘person(s) enjoying authority’;

· the instrument - doer metonymy: hand – ‘a person employed in manual labour’; bayonets – ‘soldiers armed with bayonets’. 

We carried out a rough statistical analysis of metonymical patterns in English nouns with the aim of ascertaining their percentage, as well as determining the specific English types of metonymy. To select nouns, which would be representative of the types of metonymy, we used the dictionary of the frequently used English words (Arakin 1981). From this dictionary we culled the nouns with metonymically related meanings, delimiting ourselves to the quantitively extensive letters ‘s’ and ‘m’. The meanings were thereafter verified with the use of New Webster’s Dictionary of the English Language, College Edition (1989). During the research we also identified cases of metaphoric and functional transfers, specialization and generalization. The selected words for the most part had a complex semantic structure, and it was sometimes difficult to deduce the type of a metonymical link between meanings logically, without resorting to a diachronic dictionary. So we used (Klein 1971) and (Onions 1980) to ascertain the dates of the first registering of meanings and verify the cases of metonymy, whereupon we identified the metonymical patterns and calculated the percentage of each. Table 1 presents the fragment of our research summary.

Table 1.

	Noun 
	Metonymical patterns

	Sail

1.canvas spread to the wind to cause a boat to move

2.a journey on water (make sail, set sail)

3.pl. a ship or other vessel

4.a part of the arm of a windmill
	Р requires Т2 Т1 (objective)

Р possesses Т3 Т1 (possessive)

P functions like Т4 Т1 – functional transfer

	Salt

1.sodium chloride

2.wit or sarcasm

3.an old sailor
	Р is the carrier of Т3 Т1 (possessive) - synecdoche

P is like Т2 Т1 – metaphor

	Sand

1. fine debris of rocks

2. pl. a desert, a beach

3. a shoal

4. moments of life or time (the sands are running out)

5.(Am. slang) courage, grit

6.a reddish-yellow colour
	Р is the place for Т2 Т1 (possessive), is the place for Т3 Т1 (possessive)

Р is the result of the action of Т4 Т1 (resultative)

Р belongs to Т6 Т1 (locative)

P is like Т5 Т1 – metaphor

	Scale

1.a progression of steps or degrees

2.a series of marks for measurement

3. an instrument with graduated spaces for measuring
	Р is used for Т2 Т1 (instrumental)

Р is used for Т3 Т1 (instrumental)

Р possesses Т3 Т2 (possessive)

	Scent

1.a specific (pleasing) smell

2.an odor left on the ground by an animal

3.perfume
	Р possesses Т3 Т1 (possessive)

P functions like Т2 Т1 - functional transfer

	School

1. a regular course of meetings of a teacher or teachers and students for instruction

2. a place where instruction is given

3. a session of an establishment for instruction

4. the body of students or pupils attending school

5. any place, situation, or experience constituting a source of instruction

6. followers of a particular master, philosophy, principles or methods


	Р is the place for Т2 Т1 (possessive)

Р is the aim of Т3 Т2 (objective)

Р are in Т4 Т2 (locative)

Р functions like Т5 Т1 – functional transfer

Р is the result of Т6 Т1 (resultative)

	Score

1. a notch, a groove, cut, or scratch for each twenty

2. a notch, a groove, cut, or scratch made in keeping an account or record

3. a reckoning or account, as of charges

4. any account showing indebtedness

5. a grievance or grudge

6. account, reason, ground, or motive

7. the record of points made by competitors

8. the aggregate of points

9. the scoring of points

10. a success, a good move

11. a group or set of twenty

12. pl. an indeterminately large number

13. mus. a written or printed piece of music with all the vocal and instrumental parts, arranged on staves, one under another

14. a written or printed piece of music for a particular voice or instrument


	Р is the aim of Т2 Т1 (objective)

Р is the aim of Т3 Т2 (objective)

Р functions like Т4 Т3 – generalization, functional transfer

Р is the resunt of  Т5 Т4 (resultative)

Р is the resunt of  Т6 Т4 (resultative)

Р functions like Т7 Т2 – functional transfer

Р is the result of  Т8 Т7 (resultative)

Р serves for Т9 Т7 (instrumental)

Р is in, belongs to Т10 Т9 (locative)

Р is the result of  Т11 Т1 (resultative)

Р is like Т12 Т11 – generalization, metaphor

Р is the aim of Т13 Т2 (objective, functional transfer)

Р is in Т14 Т13 (locative, specialization)



	Scorn

1. an open contempt

2. the expression of this feeling

3. the object or focus of scorn
	Р is the result of Т2 Т1 (resultative)

Р is the aim of  Т3 Т1 (objective)

	Shade

1.comparative darkness

2.a place of such comparative darkness

3.anything used to intercept light, as a window shade

4. a cover used to soften the light of a lamp

5. a visor worn to protect the eyes

6. the darker part of a picture

7.gradation of light or brightness of color

8. a scarcely perceptible degree or amount

9. a spirit or ghost

10.twilight, the gathering darkness
	Р is the place for Т2 Т1 (possessive)

Р is used for Т3 Т1 (instrumental)

Р is used for Т4 Т1 (instrumental)

Р is used for Т5 Т1 (instrumental)

Р functions as Т6 Т1 (functional transfer, specialization)

Р functions as Т7 Т1 (functional transfer, specialization)

Р is like Т8 Т6,7 (metaphor)

Р possesses Т9 Т1 (possessive)

Р is the result of Т10 Т1 (resultative)

	Shadow

1.a figure projected in silhouette by means of interception of light

2.a space from which light has been intercepted

3. semidarkmess

4. shelter, protection or security

5. hint or implication

6. actuality that seems unreal

7. an imperfect and faint representation, a remnant

8. a spirit or ghost

9. an inseparable companion or follower

10. an evil that impends 

11. a dire promise or threat 

12. a period of unpleasantness


	Р is a place for Т2 Т1 (possessive)

Р results from Т3 Т1 (resultative)

Р is like Т4 Т1,2  (generalization, metaphor)

Р is like Т5, 6, 7  Т1 (metaphors)

Р possesses Т8 Т1 (possessive)

Р is like Т9 Т1 (metaphor)

Р is like Т10 Т2 (metaphor)

Р causes Т11 Т10 (causative)

P results from T12 T10 (resultative)



	Sheep

1.a ruminant mammal (genus Ovis)

2.leather made from sheep

3.a meek, timid, stupid animal
	Р is made from Т2 Т1 (resultative)

P is like Т3 Т1 (metaphor)

	Shot

1.a discharge of a firearm

2. the act of shooting

3. a missile, esp. a ball or bullet

4. the flight of a missile, its range or distance

5. one who shoots, a marksman

6.a heavy, usu. metal ball cast for distance in an athletic event
	Р is the cause of  Т2 Т1 (causative)

Р is used for Т3 Т1 (instrumental)

Р is the result of  Т4 Т1 (resultative) 

Р is the cause of  Т5 Т1 (causative)

Р functions as Т6 Т1 (functional transfer)

	Sight

1.the power or faculty of seeing

2. the sense of seeing, vision

3. the range or field of seeing 

4. a view or glimpse

5. something seen

6. something that merits seeing (the sights of the city)

7. a spectacle (extraordinary, shocking)

8. an observation taken with a surveying instrument, e. g. a sextant

9. an aim with a gun

10. an optical instrument on a firearm
	Р is the cause of Т2 Т1 (causative)

Р is the result of Т3, 4, 5 Т1 (resultative)

Р is the instance of  Т6, 7, 8 Т5 (specialization)

Р is the instance of  Т8 Т4 (specialization)

Р is the aim of  Т9 Т2 (objective)

Р is used for Т10 Т9 (instrumental)

	Sign

1.a token, mark, indication

2.a symbol 

3. a signal (e.g. a gesture)

4. an inscribed board

5. the trace or trail of wild animals

6. a trace or vestige

7. an indication of a coming event
	Р is used as Т2 Т1 (instrumental)

Р is used as Т3 Т1 (instrumental) 

Р is used as Т4 Т1 (instrumental)

Р functions as Т5 Т1 (functional transfer)

Р is general for Т6 Т5 (generalization)

Р is the aim of  Т7 Т1 (objective)

	Silk

1.the fiber obtained from the cocoon of the silkworm

2.silk thread, cloth, or a garment

3. the gown worn by a King's or Queen's Counsel at the English bar

4. a King's or Queen's Counsel
	Р is the result of  Т2 Т1 (resultative)

Р is an instance of Т3 Т2 (specialization)

Р possesses Т4 Т3 (possessive)


As we found out, all the six types of metonymical patterns occur in the English nouns, their frequency in our material being as follows: 

· resultative metonymy (P ‘is the result, consequence of, comes from’ T2 T1) constitutes about 24.5 percent of the total of 187 instances of metonymy;

· instrumental (P ‘serves for, is used for’ T2 T1) - about 19.6 percent;

· possessive (P ‘is the place for, possesses’ T2 T1) - about 18.6 percent; 

· locative (P ‘is in, at, belongs to’ T2 T1) - about 16.6 percent;

· causative (P ‘is the cause of’ T2 T1) – about 12.7 percent;

· objective (P ‘is the aim of’ T2 T1) – about 7.8 percent.

We can tentatively suggest, that the resultative (cause-centered), instrumental (purpose-centered) and possessive (feature-centered) associations are at the core of metonymical renaming in English nouns, locative (place-centered) and causative (result-centered) associations are less pronounced, while objective (instrument-centered) associations are the least frequent. 

As we found out, synchronically English nounal cases of metonymy do not reveal any different types apart from the six mentioned above. However, there are peculiarities in English metonymy viewed diachronically, resulting from such typically English phenomena, as conversion and reconversion. 

Due to conversion metonymy is found within different parts of speech with identical stems, where it functions as a logical link. The examples of metonymy where a noun is the derived word: sick – 1. affected with disease, 2. the sick – those who are sick (possessive metonymical pattern); split – 1. to separate or part rapidly, 2. a crack, rent, or fissure (resultative); spray – 1. to scatter in the form of fine particles, 2. a jet of fine particles, 3. an atomizer (instrumental). The metonymical logical links where a noun is the source word are more difficult to define, we resort here to the transformation of the derived verb into a deverbal noun: man – 1. a human being, a male, 2. to supply (the supplying) with men (possessive); map – 1. a charting of th earth’s surface, 2. to delineate (the delineating) in a map (instrumental). 

Another uniquely English type of nounal metonymy is caused by reconversion, whereby the new meanings of a noun develop through an intermediary link in the form of  another part of speech: smoke – 1. the cloudlike mixture of gases, [2. to suck in and exhale the smoke of a cigarette, etc.], 3. an instance of smoking (P ‘is the place for, possesses’ T3 T1 - possessive), 4. a cigar or cigarette (P ‘is the cause of’  T4 T1 - causative); wire – 1. a flexible thread of metal, [2. to send by telegraph], 3. a telegram (P ‘is the aim of’ T3 T1 - objective).

We delimited ourselves to English nouns and did not seek to investigate the other parts of speech for cases of metonymy. However, a cursory look at such parts of speech, as adjectives and verbs reveals that at least some metonymical links in their semantics  resemble the predicates of the metonymical patterns in nouns. Examples of adjectives: sad – 1.sorrowful, 2.gloomy, expressing sorrow, 3.causing sorrow (T2 T1 – resultative, T3 T1 - causative); mortal – 1.subject to death, as man, 2.causing death, 3.dire, 4. human,  pertaining to man’s ephemerality (T2 T1 – causative; T3 T2 – resultative;  T4 T1 – possessive). Examples of verbs: shoot – 1. to discharge (e.g. to shoot a bullet), 2. to fire, 3.to hit, wound, or kill (T2 T1 – resultative; T3 T1 – resultative); miss – 1. to omit, to avoid, 2. fail to do smth,  3 to feel the absense of, to mourn the loss of  (T2 T1 – locative (?); T3 T2 – resultative). 

Despite the resemblance of logical predicates with those of nouns, adjectives and verbs have their specific metonymical patterns, because their terms of the  proposition (T2  and T1) are much different from those of nouns. Therefore the unqualified transferrence of nounal logical links to other parts of speech may seem dubious. What we noticed about adjectives is that the primary meaning (T1) in them frequently means ‘characteristic of a person, object’ and the derived meaning (T2) – ‘characteristic of its (his, her) parts, features, actions, manner’ (e.g. ‘a sad man’, ‘a sad gesture’); the primary meaning and the derived meaning may alternately mean ‘pertaining to material world’ and ‘pertainimg to human’; ‘perceived by one or another human sense’; ‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ (the synaesthesic and conversive metonymical patterns), e.g. ‘a gloomy man’ and ‘gloomy weather’; ‘a square table’ and ‘square character’; ‘clear colours’ and ‘a clear explanation’; ‘the case is clear’ and ‘the police is clear about this case’, etc. In conclusion it should be pointed out, that adjectives and verbs are still largely a terra incognita for their cognitive patterns and require special research.

Diachronic View on Metonymy. Semantic Derivation in English

The above-mentioned metonymical patterns are but ‘surface structures’, present in contemporary English. The ‘deep structures’ of semantic development are revealed with the help of historical-semantic analysis and the theory of prototypes. In (Geeraerts 1985) there is a study of the prototypal characteristics of semantic change and semantic structure of a word. The main thesis of that work is that prototypality is the basic and most efficient form of verbal stock organization in any language
. 

Based primarily on E.Rosch’s cognitive theory, D.Geeraerts’s understanding of prototypes goes beyond their original definition. Traditionally prototypes are the most typical ‘images’ (concrete concepts) representative of the whole category and belonging to its ‘basic level’, prior to the ‘superordinate’ (more general and abstract) level, but following the level of species. Prototypes are the easiest images to perceive, memorize and verbalize, they are the operative units for education. Categories in general are characterized by: a) the ‘family likeness’ of its members; b) prototypal centrality; c) prototypes’ ability to generate new categories; d) vagueness of category borders; e) gradation of member centrality; f) reference-point reasoning, where a member or subcategory may replace the whole category in some cognitive processes, etc. 

As can be inferred from D.Geeraerts’s discourse and examples, prototypes correspond to the ‘kernel’ concepts of words. For example, in the Dutch word ‘type’ three prototypes are identified: printing-form, (specific) characteristic and characteristic person or thing.  Theoretically, prototypes can be traced back to etymons (the most ancient forms) in native words or the first-recorded meanings of borrowings, as primary meanings of words usually have the prototypal status within the semantic structure of a word. However, more frequently prototypes develop during a word history.

If a prototype  denotes a single prototypal concept, it will form a ‘prototypal category’: one prototypal (the most typical) and several derived meanings, possessing a certain ‘family likeness’. If a word is based on a complex (two-kernel, three-kernel) prototypal concept, it is likely to develop several prototypal meanings, vastly different one from another (their ‘family likeness’ is diminished). Thus, two types of polysemy are specified: ‘prototypal’, forming a prototypal category branching out a number of meanings, and ‘categorial’, combining two or more  prototypal concepts, from which several categories and prototypal meanings emerge (ibid.: 144-5). Naturally, the semantic structure of one word may embrace both the cases of categorial and  prototypal polysemy.

Since language as a tool of cognition implies a close connection of its past development and its present state, it is important both to take a historical overview of language development and make its synchronic cross-cut at a certain limited period of time. D.Geeraerts’s analysis of word semantics has a combined synchronic-diachronic character.  The research procedure includes the following steps: the semantic development of words is investigated in chronological order, then studied as a configuration of interrelated meanings, finally the word’s development is presented as a chronological scheme with connected sets of meanings. Importantly, the metonymical ‘moves’ in the semantic development of prototypes are found to be prior to their metaphorical (imaginative, abstract) branching.

The study of the Dutch word ‘type’ reveals that there is a difference in the structural salience of ‘intensional concepts and subconcepts’ (or ‘prototypal concepts’), on the one hand, and ‘extensional members’ within one prototypal category, on the other (ibid.: 136): the former are more salient than the latter. Another important feature is that within categories a prototypal meaning occupies the central position (prototypal centrality). Then, the meanings within one set do not permit of a definition, common to all of them, and sometimes it is problematic to single out one common semantic part within these meanings; yet they do form Wittgensteinian ‘family likeness’ (ibid.: 139), inasmuch as different members of a set are severally united by various common semes. Finally, there are frequently no well-defined borders between meanings, they are vague, which is proven by the fact that one and the same meaning may spring from two or more meanings - members of a prototypal caterory and even from two or more  prototypal concepts. Besides, several synchronycally different meanings can converge at the next stage of their development to form a single new meaning. We can see that these conclusions are in line with the above-named principal postulates of the theory of prototypes. 

The Dutch word type has three prototypal concepts: ‘printing-form’, ‘(specific) characteristic’ and ‘characteristic person or thing’, with their sets of senses (main meanings), peripheral meanings, nuances and applications. The main meanings are surrounded by peripheral meanings, which are instantiations of the conceptual kernel with different structural and semantic-derivational salience. The vagueness of borders between meanings is revealed in the fact, that new meanings can emerge from different simultaneously existing meanings. For example, the meaning type - (16) ‘remarkable person’ (1890) could emerge from the meanings (15) ‘a person exemplifying a property’ (1880), (13) ‘a person exemplifying a group of people’ (1850) and (12) ‘a person exemplifying a situation’(1850). 

The detailed exposition on cognitive historical semantics has been given with the view to showing the necessity of combining the synchronic analysis of semantic links between word meanings with the diachronic analysis of their semantic development. This is important for the verification of metonymicly connected meanings and the type of metonymical pattern between them, because the conclusions about the source and derived meanings may not be based entirely on the synchronic analysis of word structure, particularly if this structure is complex. 

Let us illustrate such a ‘combined’ type of analysis (with the emphasis on metonymical structures) by two examples. 

The first example is the semantic development of the English noun pledge, where at the initial stage the categorial polysemy is observed, later followed by prototypal polysemy and, at least in one case, a new instance of categorial polysemy (Figure 1). The etymology and historical development of the word is traced according to the data of (Klein 1971), (Onions 1980) and (Etymology Online).

There are two kernels (prototypal concepts) in this word, descending from the Germanic base *pleg-:  ‘plight, duty’ and ‘peril, risk’. They were later contaminated with the Lat. præbēre ‘furnish, supply’ and produced the Franco-Latin plebium – ‘warrant, assurance’. In the 14th century this word brought forth the English word pledge, which  developed the following prototypal meanings: ‘1) anything put in the possession of another, as security for the performance of a contract or payment of a debt, or as a guarantee of good faith, and liable to forfeiture in case of failure (1489), 2) a person who becomes surety for another; a bail; a member of a frankpledge or frithborh and 3) hostage (1633)’. Unlike the abstract prototypal concepts ‘plight, duty’, ‘risk, peril’ and later ‘warrant, assurance’, these prototypal meanings of pledge are concrete. 

If we consider the metonymical relations between the first prototypal concept of pledge - ‘plight, duty’ and the newly developed three meanings, we find that they are instrumental metonymical structures. As for the second prototypal concept ‘risk, peril’, the new meanings form causative metonymical structures with it: 1), 2), 3) – are the source or cause of risk and peril. We see that at the early stage of the development this word had predominantly metonymy as the mechanism of semantic change, and, importantly, two different types of metonymical structures took part in the formation of each prototypal meaning: instrumental and causative. 

Later each prototypal meaning developed a set of, in D. Geeraerts’s terminology,  senses, meanings, nuances and applications, which are represented in Figure 1. Apparently, at least one new prototypal meaning was formed as a result of the convergence of several of these meanings: ‘a solemn engagement; a promise, vow (1814)’ – the complex locative, objective and resultative metonymical pattern (derived from ‘pawn’, ‘bail, guarantor’ and ‘hostage’).

The second example represents the case of prototypal polysemy. The English noun school (O.E. scol) originates from L. schola, Gk. skhole with the prototypal concept ‘leisure, spare time given to learning’ (originally ‘a holding back, a keeping clear’). The first meaning ‘leisure accompanied by learning > studies’ passed to ‘otiose discussion > discussions, lectures’, then ‘place for such’. The meaning ‘students attending a school’ is attested from c.1300; the sense of ‘school building’ is first recorded c.1590. The sense of ‘people united by a general similarity of principles and methods’ is from 1612; hence ‘school of thought’ (1864). The four meanings form different types of metonymical patterns with the prototypal concept: locative, locative, possessive,  resultative. Remarkably, the prototypal (most typical, easily visualized) meaning in the synchronic view – ‘a school building’ -  has gone some way from the original prototypal concept. It can be explained by the fact that concrete, material notions are more easily visualized and come to represent the whole category by their single image.

The first conclusion drawn from the above examples is that the categorial polysemy reveals complex cognitive patterns, whereby two or more types of metonymy may be actualized in derived meanings, while the prototypal polysemy is essentially simple (one type of metonymy for each derived meaning).

The second conclusion, tentative in this work, may be definitely drawn from the diachronic analysis of a whole body of metonymy-bearing words. Polysemantic words  develop primarily along the lines of metonymy, generalization and specialization, and posterior (second-order) meanings are based on functional transfer and metaphor.

Figure 1. The illustration of caterorial polysemy
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Figure 2. The illustration of prototypal polysemy 
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Metonymy in Imaginative Speech

As has been mentioned above, in speech metonymy appears as one of mechanisms of renaming, used for stylistic purposes. Besides the stylistic use of language metonymy (cf.. the  metonymical meanings of heart, eye, blue (sky), lead (bullet), iron (cold arms)), various specific tropes and figures of speech may be created on the basis of metonymy. Below are listed the main cases of metonymy and metonymical structures used for stylistic purposes. We sought to represent them hierarchically in accordance with the complexity of semantics and structural transformations in a correspondent language sign.

1. The first level in this hierarchy is occupied by language metonymy used by poetic tradition (lead = bullet, iron = cold arms, blue = sky, brine = sea; also tears, heart, eye) or to create a specific impression. Widespread types of metonymical patterns used for this purpose are resultative (material – object), objective (instrument – process/object), possessive (part – whole, property-object) and some others. Examples from poetry: ‘a classic bronze of Benin’ (‘bronze statues’); ‘the galloping collections of boards’ (‘furnished apartments in a boarding-house’); ‘violins mingled with remote cornets’ (‘sounds of violin and cornet’); ‘the lamentations of a million hearts regretting life and crying for the grave’ (‘people’; ‘death’); ‘I watch the best minds root like dogs for scraps of favour’ (‘intellectuals’); ‘no mortal eye could see’ (D. Randall, R. Greely, T. S. Eliot, D. Walcott, Th. Hardy).

2. The second level is occupied by speech metonymy and uncomplicated types of metonymical structures, which may be occasional or stereotyped. These include   metonymical personification, metonymical periphrasis and metonymical simile or quasi-identity. Examples of metonymical personification: ‘old age should burn and rave at close of day’, ‘Belgium's capital had gathered then her Beauty and her Chivalry’; ‘two suitcases filled with despair  arrived in Rotterdam’; ‘lonely shirt-sleeves, leaning out of windows’ (D. Thomas, G. G. Byron, G. Corso). Examples of metonymical periphrases (including euphemisms): ‘a disturber of the piano keys’ (= a pianist); ‘law’s minions’ (= policemen); ‘I am dumb to tell the crooked rose…’ (= unable to tell); ‘at the violet hour’ (= in the evening); ‘the purple stream’ (= blood); ‘feeding a little life with dried tubers’ (= a plant) (O’Henry, D.Thomas, J. Wain, T. S. Eliot). Examples of metonymical simile and quasi-identity: ‘she moves like living mercy bringing light’ (J. Masefield),  ‘he is wisdom incarnate’. 

The first four examples represent the possessive metonymical pattern  (two propery – object metonymies and two synecdoches), the fifth - the causative pattern, the sixth appears to be a case of objective metonymy, the seventh – resultative, the eighth - causative, the – ninth objective, the tenth, eleventh and twelfth – possessive.

3. The next level in the hierarchy is taken by occasional metonymical structures, which, if viewed as a proposition, represent a structural transposition of logical predicates of a subject, accompanied by their semantic re-subordination (Nikitin 1983). If the subject of this proposition is implicit, the effect of structural and semantic contraction, or imaginative laconism, is achieved. 

a. Hypallage is the case of transposition and re-subordination of an adjective (epithet) from the subject (explicit or implicit) to the name of its substantivized property. Examples of propositions with explicit subjects: ‘Melissa shook her doubtful curls’; ‘a hidden laughter of children’; ‘the terrible white malice of waves’; ‘the circuit calm of one vast coil’, ‘lifeless in appearance, sluggish dazed spring approaches’; ‘his form began its senseless change’    (A. L. Tennyson, T. S. Eliot, J. Wain, H. Crane, W. C. Williams, R. Eberhart). An example of propositions with implicit subjects: ‘the deck was strewn with nervous cigarette butts’. 
 

T2 in these metonymical structures corresponds to the attribute and the subject of the proposition, and  T1 - to the name of the part or substantivized property. We deal here with the following cases of metonymy:

· possessive: in doubt she (T2) shook her curls (T1); 

· causative: a laughter (T1) of hidden children (T2); 

· possessive (property – object): the malice (T1) of  white waves (T 2); 

· possessive: the calm (T1) of one vast circuit coil (T 2); 

· possessive: the approaches (T1) of lifeless in appearance, sluggish dazed spring (T2); 

· objective: the change (T1) of his senseless form (T 2);

· possessive: the cigarette butts (T1) of nervous passengers (T 2). 

b. Hypallage is not the only case of metonymical re-subordination and contraction of logical predicates in a propositin. Another case is represented by the binary structure ‘Noun 1 of Noun 2’, in which attributes before nouns are optional. 

An example where N2 is an object / person and N1 – its part or property: ‘the untarnishable features of Charlemagne bestride the progress of a little horse’ (F. Downie). The metonymical patterns here are possessive and instrumental – ‘Charlemagne (T2), whose features (T1) are untarnishable, bestrides a little horse (T2), which is carrying him (T1)’. 

One more example is ‘sustained’ metonymy: ‘upon the trouble of the moonlit strain she (the ballerina) moves like living mercy bringing light’ (J. Masefield), where N2 (the stage) is an object and N1 is the property of N2 (a ‘double’ possessive and causative metonymy: ‘the stage is the place where a Chopin strain is played’, ‘the strain is  agitating, causing unrest’).

c. The next case of contracted metonymical structures is represented by the numerous verbal metonymies ‘attendant action – main action’: ‘snail, snail, glister me forward’ (Th. Roethke); ‘the ballerina glides out of the wings’ (J. Masefield); also ‘to blink about for smth’, ‘to curse through smth’, ‘to wince out a word’, etc.

4. Metonymy may combine with other tropes, thus amplifying the imagery in a piece of writing or oratory. Examples: metonymy and ambiguity ‘the red advance of life’ (C. D. Lewis) – ‘dawn’ and ‘blood’; metonymy and metaphor: ‘bird, soft-sigh me home’; ‘my secrets cry aloud’; ‘my heart keeps open house’ (Th. Roethke); ‘the old heroic bang (= poetry)’ (T. Hughes).

5. An important and widespread actualization of metonymy in speech is metonymical symbolism, where a language sign (ranging from a word to a text), usually denoting a concrete notion, serves to represent an abstract concept (judgement) or emotion metonymically related to it. The metonymical symbolism covering a whole text is a type of ‘propositional symbolism’ termed ‘illustration’ in (Todorov 1982). Illustration as a special type of metonymical propositional symbolism opposes generalization - hyponymical symbolism, in which the general is used to symbolize a special 
, and allegory -  another type of propositional symbolism, based on metaphor.

For example, in W.C.Williams’s poetic picture ‘The Thousand Things’ dry vine leaves and dead flies symbolize death, green vines, grapes and a child symbolize life, while the fire symbolizes elimination of the dead and  clearing the way for new life. 
  As a proposition the text symbolically illustrates the judgement that the old dies, is destroyed and purged by fire, and the new life comes to take its place. Plenty of religious and mythological metonymical symbolism is found in T. S. Eliot’s poetry, for example, in ‘Gerontion’. The symbol of wrath-bearing tree intimates here  the betrayal of Christ and God’s wrath, it is complemented by the  symbols of dogwood and chestnut, ‘flowering judas’, which are also connected with betrayal. Viewed as a proposition, this passage reveals that being ‘eaten, divided and drunk’, the traitorous trees antithetically repeat the lot of Christ as an expiation of  their betrayal. The whole proposition may be viewed as a  combination of locative metonymy with metaphor.
Conclusion

Metonymy as a mechanism of semantic change and a set of cognitive patterns is quite widespread; in our material it is more common than metaphor, vying with  functional transfer (analogy), specialization and generalization for frequency. Concomitance and contiguity, lying at the core of metonymy, are those relationships that the concept logically implies and that form the basis for its gradual development - the conceptualization inside contiguous or concomitant domains (and the semantic development of a corresponding word).  

Metonymy is generally more ‘natural’ and produces a less striking effect than metaphor, the reason for it being that the source and target domains of metonymy are frequently homogeneous, of the similar kind – the semantic shift is less marked. Particularly, the domains less frequently oppose  as ‘pertaining to inhuman material world’ and ‘pertaining to humans (psyche, society, etc.)’. The exception from this rule is constituted by synecdoches (a white collar),  instrument - doer (bayonets), place - person(s) (the pulpit) and certain adjectival metonymies (gloomy weather, a gloomy man), the duality of meaning in which are as perceptible as in most metaphors. 

It would be right to assume that, similar to abstract metaphors and most cases of functional transfer, which are basically the means of ‘cross-domain mapping’ and are therefore ‘conceptual’ (in terms of G. Lakoff (1993)), abstract types of metonymy may also be conceptual.  

In fact, the function of metonymy is twofold. 

The group of metonymies with concrete tenors - synecdoches, instrument-doer, place-person(s) and some others - form the inter- or intra-domain junction between concepts rather than the mapping of one domain onto the other. They are not ‘conceptual metonymies’. 

The other group - abstract metonymies, such as resultative, locative (object-property), possessive (property-phenomenon), objective (instrument – aim), instrumental (aim–instrument), etc. - do entail the mapping, but based on implications and not on analogy. These  patterns are the source of ‘conceptual metonymies’, or metonymical symbolism, which may permeate whole texts and discourses. Conceptual metonymies as the cross-domain mapping are by no means less, and perhaps more, frequent than metaphorical, because they are fundamentally contracted syllogisms (causal statements). A few examples of metonymical symbolism from poetry have been cited above; now let us give examples from day-to-day discourse: EATING IS ACHIEVING A PURPOSE (resultative), where being fat indicates success and being lean indicates failure (a slightly paraphrased example from (Lakoff 1993)); SPRING IS AWAKENING (resultative), which reflects nature’s course and has the instantiations in our vision of  spring as the time of burst of energy, falling in love, etc.;  COUNTRYSIDE IS HEALTH (locative: object-property), which is instantiated by the typical robust image of a farmer, the popular belief that unadulterated country foodstuffs are the tastiest and healthiest; BOOKS ARE KNOWLEDGE AND INTELLIGENCE (objective), rerpresented in popular concepts of reading, libraries, etc. as the source of learning; also note the meanings of ‘bookish’, ‘speak by the book’, etc.; LIFE IS MOTION; MOTION IS LIFE (locative and possessive: phenomenon-property and property-phenomenon), represented in language, cf. the idioms ‘up and coming’, ‘go-go’, ‘full of go’; the word ‘lively’.

In conclusion it should be emphasized that conceptual metonymies are the subject of further research, in which, we hope, this article will help having presented a systematized view on natural languages metonymy.

Notes

Germ*pleg-





Pawn


(1489)





F-Lat plebium > ME pledge‘warrant’





Something given as a sign of favour or as an earnest of something to come (1526) 





Plight, duty





Peril, risk





Bail, guarantor (1500)





Hostage


(1633) 





An assurance of goodwill; a toast (1635).





A thing put in pawn (1800)





A solemn engagement; a promise, vow (1814)





A solemn engagement to abstain from intoxicating drink





One who has promised to join a fraternity or other social group, but has not been formally accepted





L. schola, Gk. skhole





Applied to a child, as a token of mutual love and duty between parents (1590)





2. Students attending a school (1300)





1. Otiose discussion  > lectures, discussions > studies





Leisure, spare time given to learning





3. School building (1590) 





4. People united by a similarity of principles  (1612). School of thought (1864)











� The language mechanism called functional transfer (or analogy) is intermediate between metonymy and metaphor. It is based on the sameness of function or essential features. For example, mark (etym. landmark, sign, border) reveals a functional transfer in the meanings ‘a cut, dent, stain, stamp or bruise; a brand, a badge; a target, a goal; a symbol used in writing or printing; a cross made by a person who cannot write’. Shell (etym. husk, peel) reveals a functional transfer (analogy) in the meanings ‘a hard ouside covering of a mollusk, a nut, an egg’. Also note the functional transfers: the bottom of a river, a mountain, a page; the gust of wind, smoke, fire, rain; the host of warriors, friends, children, servants.


� Specialization implies the narrowing of meaning to the level of species: sight (‘something seen’) – ‘something that merits seeing (the sights of the city), a spectacle (extraordinary, shocking), an observation taken with a surveying instrument, e. g. a sextant’; silk (silk cloth or garment) - the gown worn by the Queen's Counsel at the English bar. 


Generalization means the broadening of meaning to the level of genus: mark (etym. landmark, sign, border) – ‘a visible trace or impression; a symbol to indicate something; a distinctive property, a sign, standard of excellence or distinction; a norm, a recognized standard’; shell (etym. husk, peel) - ‘any protective, hard outside covering; any outside framework, as of a house, etc.’.


� These patterns were discovered by E. Ginzburg as present in Russian nouns, but, as we found out, they  are also characteristic of English nouns.


� Contrary to structuralists’ claim that a language aims at polysemy reduction, Geeraerts insists that there is a tendency in languages to multiply meanings around a prototypal kernel (Geeraerts 1997).


� Instead of attributes, corresponding nouns may be used in these structures (e.g.’the whiteness of waves’ malice’; also ‘the terror of white fingers’, ‘the cunning of arms’), but this  does not change their nature.


� This kind of symbolism is favored, for instance, by E.E. Cummings – compare the pronominal and modal words occurring in his poems (the may, the must, when, until, etc.) and the  philosophical ideas that these poems convey.


� In the first two cases the mechanism of symbolization is locative metonymy, in the third case - objective  metonymy.
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