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Introduction
SEC or the cognitive triangle
a metaphor: S (similarity) relation
b metonymy: E (contiguity) relation
c synecdoche: C (category) relation

Problems

definition: OED

synecdoche: “A figure by which a more comprehensive term is used for aless comprehensive
or vice versa; as whole for part or part for whole, genus for species or species for genus, etc.”

aphasia: Jakobson (1956[1971]) cf. (1986[1997b], 1990)
a metaphor
b metonymy SCHEMA

the network model: Langacker (1990)

a prototype

b extension (metaphor)

¢ schema

cf. active-zone: Langacker (1984) cf. (1997c¢), Seto (2003)

metaphor: Lakoff, Johnson, Turner, Grady, Radden, K dvecses, etc.

a metaphor (synecdoche): the GENERIC-1S-SPECIFIC metaphor

b metonymy (synecdoche): the CATEGORY FOR A MEMBER OF THE CATEGORY metonymy

mapping: Lakoff (1987)

a metaphor: “It maps the structure in the source domain onto a corresponding structure in
the target domain.”

b metonymy: “[...] a metonymic mapping occurs within a single conceptual domain which
is structured by an ICM.”

grounding: Langacker (1991)

Grounding enables the speech-act participants to “establish mental contact with” the

designated entity.

a ungrounded expressions: e.g. dog (a kind, or type of thing)

b grounded expressions. e.g. the dog (areal-world entity)

the generative lexicon: Pustejovsky (1995)

a formal qualia b constitutivequalia ¢ agentivequalia d telicqualia

general rhetoric: Groupp (1970[1981])

“two radically different types of semantic decomposition” (1981: 99)

a the n -relation (partonomy): e.g. tree = branches and leaves and trunk and roots, and ...

b the X -relation (taxonomy): e.g. tree = poplar or oak or birch, or ...

PROTOTYPE .............. N EXTENSI ON

(10) psychology: Tversky (1990)

a partonomy (the part-of relation) b taxonomy (the kind-of relation)

(11) semiotics: Peirce (1931) cf. (1986[1997b]), Taylor (2003)

a icon b index c¢ symbol



(12) diachronic semantics: Geeraerts (1994)

a

metaphor b metonymy c generadization d specification

2 Metonymy and Synecdoche Newly Defined
(13) new definitions: Seto (1999)

a

a

b

b’

metonymy: Metonymy is a referential transfer phenomenon based on the spatio-temporal
contiguity as conceived by the speaker between an entity and another in the (real) world.
metonymy: Metonymy is an E(entity)-related transfer.

synecdoche: Synecdoche is a conceptual transfer phenomenon based on the semantic
inclusion as conceived by the speaker between a more comprehensive and a less
comprehensive category.

synecdoche: Synecdoche is a C(ategory)-related transfer.

(14)the PT fallacy and the EC fallacy: Seto (2003)
[P=partonomy, T=taxonomy, E=entity, C=category]

a

b

- oTa -+

j

Metonymy is an E-transfer, i.e., a referential transfer based on the contiguity between an
entity and another in the world, as conceived by the speaker.

Synecdoche is a C-transfer, i.e.,, a categorical transfer based on a ‘kind-of’ relation
between a genus and a species, as conceived by the speaker.

Metaphor is an S-transfer, i.e., a structural transfer based on the similarity between an
entity or category and another entity or category, as conceived by the speaker.

The PT fallacy is to confuse partonomy (the entity-based ‘ part-of’ relation) and taxonomy
(the category-based ‘kind-of’ relation) and to interpret taxonomy in terms of partonomy.
The EC fallacy is to confuse entities and categories and to interpret categories in terms of
entities. The PT fallacy isakind of EC fallacy.

Folk understanding and expert knowledge should be distinguished in scientific discussion.
Categorisation is possible without language.

Langacker’s network model is flawed because metonymy has no proper placein it.

The cognitive triangle can be a model to describe not only synchronic polysemy but also
diachronic semantic change.

In the cognitive triangle, metonymy belongs to the E domain, synecdoche to the C domain,
and metaphor straddles both domains.

(15) the cognitive triangle
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3 Polysemy
(16) a new descriptive model of polysemy



(17) the major semantic extension patterns of polysemous words

neck -

empty < > -< >

sponge < > o< >

drink < > < >

ship < > -< >

neck -

longhair -

bottle -

trash -

empty < > < >
red cap -

sleep -

cradle =
dance =

fire -

headache -
purchase -
mark -
bite -

sad < > < >
author -

guard -

hammer —
wrap -
feed -

injection =

bag -

walk -

dust -

date -
Shakespeare =
ruin -

knife -

glass -
ashes -
china N

beauty -
orange =
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