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Abstract. There is no clear distinction between metonymy and metaphor. Specifying metaphor-metonymy
interaction is a difficult task, particularly differentiating the two cognitive mechanisms from each other. There are a
wide variety of opinion. In this paper we look mainly at two important issue, (i) what causes this interaction between
metaphor and metonymy and (ii) how these two distinctly different processes blend. In Cognitive Linguistics
metaphor and metonymy have both been explicitly recognized as central to a theory of knowledge organization.
Metaphor and metonymy have both been described by Lakoff and his co-workers as mappings between
conceptual domains. By means of metaphor we understand and reason about one conceptual domain in terms
of another. Metonymy is a multilevel cognitive mechanism that can operate at the grammatical, lexical, syntactic,
phonological, and discursive levels. According to cognitive linguists, metonymy is not merely a figure of speech; it is
also a way of thinking and conceptualizing. Cognitive linguists, distinguish between metaphor and metonymy in
terms of the number of domains involved. If the source and target belong to the same superordinate domain, we have
a metonymy. If the source and target belong to two different superordinate domains, then we have a metaphor.

Keywords and expressions: metonymy, metaphor, conceptual interaction, metaphor-metonymy
interaction, domain expansion, domain reduction, idealised cognitive models.
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Annomayusn. Memonumust 6a memaghopa ypmacuoa anuk, (papk tyx. Memagopa 6a memoHumusiHune
13ap0 MabCUPUHU AHUKLAW KUTUH 8a3UpaoUp, AUHUKCA, a2ap UKKUMA KOSHUMUS MEXAHUSMHU Oup -Oupudan
adxcpamca. JKyoa xunma -xun uxprap maescyo. Ywoby maxonraoa Ouz acocam UKKUma Myxum Macaianu
Kypub wukamus: () memagpopa 6a MEMOHUMUSL YPMACUOA2U V3ap0o MaAbCUupea Huma cabad 6ynaou 6a Oy uKKu
XU drcapaén Kaunoat oupnawmupunaou. KoeHumue muauyHocaiukoa memagopa 6a Memonumus OUIUMIapHu
MAWKUT MU HA3APUSCUHUHE MApKaA3ull Kucmu cugpamuoa anux mawn oauHean. Memaghopa xam,
memonumusi xam Jlakopgh 6a ynume xamxoprapu mOMOHUOAH KOHMCENMYal COXAIAPHU MAKKOCIAW
cugpamuda macsupaanean. Memagopa époamuoa 6u3 O6up KOHMCENmMyan CoXawnu MyulyHamus ea Oowxa
HyKmau Hazapoan eaniauiamus. Memonumus-kyn oapaxcanu Ouiuul Mexanusmu O0yaud, y epammamuk,
JIEKCUK, CUHMAKMUK, (QOHONI02UK 8a OUCKYpcug dapascada uwinai oraou. Koenumue munwynociapuune
Quxpuea Kypa, memoHuMus wiyHyaku Hymg ¢pueypacu smac, 6y xam uxpraw 8a ukpaaul ycynuoup.
Koenumue munmwynociap memagopa 6a MemoOMUMUSHU UWMUPOK IMAOUSAH COXANap COHU2a Kapab
Gapxraiiounap. Aeap manba eéa maxcad Oup xun Kopu OomeHea mesuwau Oyica, 6u3z0a MemoHUMUS
maeaxcyo. Aeap manba 6a MaKcao UKKY Xui YCMyH 0OMeHaa meauuliu 6yca, oemax 6uzoa memagopa 60op.

Tasanu cy3 ea ubopanap: memonumusl, Mema@opa, KOHMCenmya y3apo mavcup, Memapopa-memonu-
MUSIHUHZ Y3aPO MABCUPU, MATOOHHUHE KEHeAUUWU, MAIOOHHUHS KAMAUUWU, UOeAIAUWMUPUTLAH KOSHUMUG
Mmooennap.

Annomauusa. Hem yemxoeo paznuuus mexcoy memonumuend u memaghopou. Onpedenerue 63aumooeicmeust
Memaghopbl U MEMOHUMUU - CIOHCHASL 3a0a4d, 0COOEHHO ecliu Oupgheperyuposams 08a KOZHUMUBHbIX MEXAHUIMA
opye om dpyea. Ecmb camvie pasHvle MHeHus. B amoii cmambe Mol paccmampugaem 6 0CHOBHOM 08A BANCHBIX
sonpoca: (i) umo evizvisaem 3mo g3aumooeticmaue medxcoy memaghopoul u MemoHumuetl u (ii) Kaxk couemaromcest Smu
064 COBEPULEHHO PA3HBIX NPoYeccd. B KOGHUMUBHOU IuHEBUCTIUKe Memaghopa U MEemOHUMUSL ObLTU SIBHO NPUSHAHbI
YEHMPAbHLIMU 8 meopuu opeanusayuu sHanus. M memacgpopa, u memonumus 6vuiu onucansl Jlakogpgom u eco
COMPYOHUKAMU KAK CONOCMABNEHUS MeNHCOY KOHYenmyanbHbvimu oonacmsamu. C nomousbio memagpopsl bl nNOHUMaem
OO0HY KOHYENMYIbHYH0 001aCHIb U pACCyHcoaem 0 Hell ¢ MOYKU 3peHust Opyeoll. Memonumus - 9mo MHO20YPOBHESbILL
KOGHUMUBHBILL MEXAHU3M, KOMOPbILL MOJMCEM OelCme08antb Ha SpaMMAMUYECKOM, JIeKCUYECKOM, CUHMAKCUYECKOM,
ghononocuueckom u ouckypcueHom yposnsx. CoenacHo KOSHUMUSHBIM TUHSEUCIAM, MEMOHUMUS = MO He NPOCMO
Queypa peuu; 5mo maxdice cnocod MbiuuieHus u ocmbicienus. KoenumusHvie uneeucmul paznuuarom memagpopy u
MEMOHUMUIO C MOYKU 3PEHUS KOTUHECIBA BOBNIEUEHHbIX oOnacmell. ECu ucmouHuK u yeib NPUHAONeHcam 0OHOMY U
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MOMY ice GbIUECOsEeMy OOMEHY, Y HAC eCb MeMOHUMUSL. ECiu ucmoynuxk u yeib npUHaonexicam 08yM pasHvim
BbIUECOSUUM OOMEHAM, THO Y HAC echib Memagopal.

Onopuble cn0o6a u GLIPANCEHUA: MEMOHUMUS, Memadopa, KOHYEenmyanivHoe e3aumooleticmsue,
83aumodeticmsue Memaghopa-memoHuMus, pacuupenue 0oaacmu, coxpawenue 00aacmu, U0earu3uposan-
Hble KOCHUMUBHbIE MOOETU.

In Cognitive Linguistics metonymy is also seen, like metaphor, as a conceptual mapping. In
making the difference between metaphor and metonymy, Lakoff & Turner! have pointed out several
distinguishing features:

(i) In metaphor there are two conceptual domains, while metonymy involves only one conceptual
domain.

(if) Metonymies, but not metaphors, involve a 'stand-for' relationship between the source and
target domains. For example, if | say Chrysler has laid off a hundred workers, the name of the
company stands for the person or persons in charge of the

company's employment policy. A well-known case of metonymy is ORDER FOR CUSTOMER
as in The ham sandwich is waiting for his check?, where “the ham sandwich” may be conventionally
used by a waitress to refer to the ‘customer who has ordered a ham sandwich.'

(iif) In metaphor a whole schematic structure, called the source domain, is mapped, together with its
accompanying logic, onto another whole schematic structure, called the target, and its logic; the function
of the mapping is to allow us to understand and reason about the target in terms of the source. In contrast,
a metonymy is primarily used for reference: we refer to an entity by means of another entity.

According to Barcelona®, the interaction of both phenomena (metaphor and metonymy - H.G.)
can be done explicitly through texts or can occur at a purely conceptual level. He emphasizes two
types of interaction at the conceptual level: a) the metonymic conceptual motivation of metaphor
and b) the metaphorical conceptual motivation of metonymy. For example: Prick up one's ears -
qulaglarint soklomak, digqgatlo qulag asmag. There are also linguists who have different approaches
to domains. Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez and Diez Velasco? discuss two types of metonymy operations:
domain expansion (source-in-target metonymy) and domain reduction (target-in-source metonymy).
Source metonyms in the target include domain expansion, that is, they provide a complete transition
to the matrix domain through one of their subdomains. Target metonyms in the source include
domain reduction, which results in highlighting the relevant part of the domain. They do not accept
part-to-part metonymies. Ruiz de Mendoza's theory is based on the criteria of distinguishing
domains from subdomains. Croft's approach to distinguishing domains from subdomains is
noteworthy. He describes the domain in his article “The role of domains in the interpretation of
metaphors and metonyms™ in this way: “We can now define a domain as a semantic structure that
functions as the base for at least one concept profile (typically, many profiles)®. Croft here from

! Lakoff, G. and M. Turner (1989) More than Cool Reason: A Field Guide to Poetic Metaphor. University of Chicago
Press, pp. 103.
2 Lakoff, G., M. Johnson (1980) Metaphors We Live By. University of Chicago Press, pp. 35.
3 Barcelona, A. 2003. Introduction. The cognitive theory of metaphor and metonymy. In: A. Barcelona (ed.) Metaphor
and Metonymy at the crossroads. A Cognitive Perspective. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
4 Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez, Francisco J., and Olga J. Diez Velasco. 2002. Patterns of conceptual interaction. In Metaphor
and Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast, Rene Dirven, and Ralf Porings (eds.), 489-532 (Cognitive Linguistics
Research 20.) Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
® Croft, W. 2003. The role of domains in the interpretation of metaphors and metonymies. In R. Dirven and R. Porings
(eds.), Metaphor and metonymy in comparison and contrast. Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter, pp. 166.
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two terms put forward by R. Langaker; uses the base and profile, and perceives the relationship
between them as presupposition: “...the base is usually taken to be just the domain immediately
presupposed by the profiled concept™. He calls the base of the profiled concept the base domain.
This approach is consistent with Ruiz de Mendoza's concept of the matrix domain. It should be noted
that Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez's matrix domain and R. Longaker's domain matrix differ. Ruiz de
Mendoza Ibanez and Diez Velasco present four models of interaction in their article “Patterns of
conceptual interaction”?

1. Interaction based on image schemas;

2. Interaction between propositional cognitive models in metaphoric settings;

3. Interaction involving metonymic models;

4. Interaction between metaphor and metonymy.

Metonymy is a multilevel cognitive mechanism that can operate at the grammatical, lexical,
syntactic, phonological, and discursive levels.

Radden, G., & Kovecses, Z.2 explain metonymy based on G.Lakoff’s idealized cognitive
model. They note that metonymy is understood as a conceptual process that is mentally perceived
by one conceptual entity, ‘target’, another conceptual entity 'mechanism' (vehicle) within the same
ICM (idealized cognitive model - H.G.), one expressing the other, i.e. metonymy is a reversible
process. For Radden & Kd&vecses, in classifying metonyms into 'sign', 'reference’ and ‘concept’
metonyms, metonyms are used at each of the three points of the semiotic triangle, only 'concept
metonyms' is reversible. Each ICM offers three 'ontological worlds', ‘worlds of realities’ (things and
events), 'worlds of conceptualization' and ‘worlds of language’ (forms), representing the three points
of the semiotic triangle, all of which can lead to metonymy. These worlds cover the three entities [.
..]: thought, characters, and referent; that create the famous semiotic triangle developed by Ogden
and Richards. Radden & Kéovecses* distinguish two main types of ICM:

1. ICMs which interrelate entities of different ontological realms within the same semiotic unit:

a) The state of the connected ontological realms gives rise to two ICMs: a pair of concepts and
forms generate a sign, and can be described as ‘Sign ICMs’ (italics H.G.). Sign ICMs combine form
and one or more concepts, thus creating the metonym FORM FOR CONCEPT. The form expresses
the concept that it defines metonymically. For example, the word or sign of the dollar is associated
with $ money;

b) the pairing, shape, and concept of a thing or event and sign creates a reference situation and
can be described as ‘Reference ICMs’ (italics H.G.). Reference ICMs promote the emergence of
three types of metonymy:

-FORM - CONCEPT FOR THING/EVENT (where, e.g. the word/concept cow “‘stands for” a real cow);

- CONCEPT FOR THING / EVENT (here the concept of cow means any cow). This situation is
called Reference-via-Meaning ICM by G. Lakoff;

! Croft, W. 2003. The role of domains in the interpretation of metaphors and metonymies. In R. Dirven and R. Porings
(eds.), Metaphor and metonymy in comparison and contrast. Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter, pp. 167.

2 Ruiz de Mendoza Ibanez, Francisco J., and Olga J. Diez Velasco. 2002. Patterns of conceptual interaction. In Metaphor
and Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast, Rene Dirven, and Ralf Porings (eds.), 489-532 (Cognitive Linguistics
Research 20.) Berlin/New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

3 Radden, G., & K&vecses, Z. (1999). Towards a theory of metonymy. In K. Panther & G. Radden (Eds.), Metonymy in
language and thought (pp. 17-59). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.)

4 Radden, G., & Kdvecses, Z. (1999). Towards a theory of metonymy. In K. Panther & G. Radden (Eds.), Metonymy in
language and thought (pp. 17-59). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.), pp. 23.
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- FORM FOR THING/EVENT (where, e.g. the word- form cow “stands for” a real cow or where
a proper name (e.g. John Smith) is used for the person of that name. Radden and K&vecses call it
the Direct- Reference ICM.

2. ICMs which interrelate entities of different semiotic units within the same ontological realm
or realms and which give rise to Concept ICMs. Concept ICMs in turn lead to the following
metonymic relationships:

a) FORMA - CONCEPTA FOR FORMB - CONCEPTB (e.g. bus -“bus” which “stands for” bus
driver -“bus driver”);

b) FORM - CONCEPTA FOR CONCEPTB (e.g. mother - “mother” which “stands for”
“housewife mother”);

c) FORMA - CONCEPTA FOR FORMA - CONCEPTB (e.g. White House “place” which
“stands for” White House “institution”);

d) FORMA - CONCEPTA FOR FORMB - CONCEPTA (e.g. UN which “stands for”” United Nations).

These examples are linguistic metonyms, as noted by Panther and Thornburg, because “when the
source content is expressed by a linguistic sign (a lexeme or a syntagmatic combination of lexemes),
one can speak of a linguistic metonymy™*

Goossens explores the interaction between metonymy and metaphor and identifies four categories
of 'metaphtonymy': 'metaphor from metonymy’, ‘'metonymy within metaphor’, 'metaphor within
metonymy' and 'demetonization in a metaphorical context'.

Goossens used the term 'metaphor from metonymy' to describe the formation of many
metonyms from metaphorical expressions, for example, close-lipped, tongue in cheek etc.. As an
example of the phrase ‘'metonymy within metaphor’, Goossens uses the phrase to shoot your mouth
off. Here, the mouth expresses speech (metonymy) and expression means to reveal the mystery
(metaphor). He tries to show the possibility of working together, despite the fact that both metaphor
and metonymy are different within an expression.

Panther & Thornburg® notes that metonymy has two other relationships besides the reference
relationship, the reference phenomenon: (i) referential metonyms, (ii) predicational metonyms, and
(iii) illocutionary metonyms. Examples of reference metonyms include 4g Ev (The White House),
which represents the US leadership, the President, or his spokesmen. Example of predicative
metonyms: O getmali oldu (He had to leave). In this sentence, the source (had to leave) is the same
as the target. Scholars call the combination of reference metonyms and predicative metonyms
propositional metonymy. They try to explain the illocutive categories through scenarios: ... speech
acts are actions, and they share certain features with non-linguistic actions. Like other actions, they
have “phases” or “stages” or “conditions” for successful performance. The scenario of a speech act
represents the whole or its central element, in the words of Panther & Thornburg, the “core”.
Scholars describe the scenario for the request as follows:

(i) The BEFORE: H can do A, S wants H to do A

(ii) The CORE: S puts H under a (more or less strong) obligation to do A.

The RESULT: H is under an obligation to do A (H must/should/ought to do A).

! panther, Klaus-Uwe & Thornburg, Linda. 2007. “Metonymy,” in: The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics.
New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 240.

2 Goossens, L. (1990). Metaphtonymy: The interaction of metaphor and metonymy in expressions for linguistic action.
Cognitive Linguistics, 1 (3), 323-340.)

% panther, Klaus-Uwe & Thornburg, Linda. 2007. “Metonymy,” in: The Oxford Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics.
New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 236-263.
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(iii) The AFTER: H will do A,

They show that different parts of the scenario can represent a whole illocutive category.

In his book “Metonymy and Language™?, Charles Denrosh proposes a new theory of language and
communication in which metonymy and metonymic processing play a key role. This theory shows
how cognitive ability is necessary at all levels of language use in understanding the relationship
between signs and parts of signs. The scholar develops it within the framework of the General Theory
of Metonymy. Let's take a look at his views: “By ‘metonymy’ I mean the recognition of part-whole
relatedness between things, words and concepts.... metonymy plays a fundamental role in
conceptualization and communication... Things, words and concepts are related if they have an
element in common, if a part-whole relationship exists between them. The part may be a physical part
or an attribute. It is the manipulation of these ‘parts’ which allows us to realize the full meaning-
making potential of the lexicon and the fullest expression of our conceptual system. It is argued in this
study that morphology, syntax, lexis and phraseology, as they are conventionally represented, account
only for basic meaning making in language, and that it is metonymy — or better, ‘metonymic
processing’— which gives us the flexibility and subtleties on and above those systems, on which we
constantly rely in our social dealings with others”®. Charles Denroche tries to justify the transition
from metaphor to metonymy and argues that metonymy is more fundamental than metaphor. He uses
Frege's sense/reference to clarify his point. With these notions, he draws parallels between Saussure’s
‘langue’ (language) and ‘parole’ (speech) and Chomsky’s ‘competence’ and ‘performance’. Sense is
the meaning of the word ‘complete’, and reference is the meaning of 'part’, and the connection between
sense/reference is metonymic according to Denroche. Denroche argues that the General Theory of
Metonymy has a wide range of relevance, plays an important role in conceptualization, language
system and face-to-face interaction using language, is important in defining categories of metonymy,
pragmatically, literary and metaphorical meaning, as well as metonymic meaning.

One of the main means of nominativeness is metonymy, which has a special role in expanding
the meaning of the word. The difference with the metaphor is that it has no semantic similarity.
Metonymy is a kind of metaphor realized on the principle of connection and substitution. Within
this process, different objects, events, and signs replace each other within certain time and space.
The language of metonyms adorns it with its conciseness, brevity, expressiveness and implicitness,
making it more attractive.
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! Thornburg, L. and Panther, K-U. 1997. "Speech act metonymies", in Liebert W. A. et al. (eds.), Discourse and

Perspectives in Cognitive Linguistics. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: Benjamins, pp. 208.

2 Denroche, Charles. (2015). Metonymy and language: a new theory of linguistic processing. Taylor & Francis.

% Denroche, Charles. (2015). Metonymy and language: a new theory of linguistic processing. Taylor & Francis, pp. 1.
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