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Abstract

The article concerns metonymy observed in certagpgr names used in specialist
contexts. The names under consideration primaelsighate places of international
prominence (e.gthe United StatedVashingtonthe White Housdran, Tehran etc.).
The identification of a metonymic target is the amtmy researcher’s primary goal.
The first part of the article reviews and critigalissesses several analyses in which
authors intuitively search for metonymic targets. the second part, a passage
concerning international relations is scrutinizedthe use of the namiean and other
related names. As a whole, the article attemptdetnonstrate that metonymic target
identification escapes rigorous methodology.
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1. Introduction
The revival of interest in metonymy, or more prelysconceptual
metonymy, has led to numerous proposals for inarghs more
detailed metonymic targets. As metonymy is seera aonceptual
process by cognitive linguists, the mere ‘stand-for ‘refer-to’
relationship between the metonymic source andaitget is regarded
as insufficient. Rather than the source ‘standiog the target, the
former is argued to ‘provide mental access’ to thier. As the
provision of mental access leaves the exact ‘memtddiress’
undefined, metonymic target identification beconsespriority in
conceptual metonymy research. The majority of nebess assume
the reference point/source to be a more salientyethian the target.
As much of the research on metonymy focuses ortagigntification,
it is the less salient target that is in consta#cof attention. In the
case of proper names, which by definition do theing, the target
search and its identification are not less impdrthan in the case of
common nouns.

Paradoxical as it sounds, proper names designptaugs do not
name places, but constitute sources or referenicésgor more fine-
tuned, though less salient, targets. A place nang¢hen, a point of
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entrance from which a search begins for an entigt is better
equipped to function as the designation of this emain cognitive
linguistics, there have been several inquiries thi ‘target-ness’ of
place names, notably Kdvecses and Radden (1998:Ra@)den and
Kdvecses (1999: 31), Gibbs (1999: 65), and oth&rseview of the
relevant literature shows that proper names ofrmatgonally known
places lead to arbitrarily assigned targets whidh plarticular
argumentative frames. One observable, though unsumg, fact is
that there is no one definitive target for a giwaurce name. While
different contexts may require variation in targessignment,
significantly different targets are postulated fiames used in similar
environments. The impression that one gets iseitla¢r there is over-
specification in target identification, with mullép fine-tuned sub-
domains considered, or there is arbitrary targsetgiation. Proposals
of targets at different levels of semantic accurpoympt questions
about the level of semantic accuracy expected of sargets. If the
semantic fine-tuning of metonymic targets can bdrsely adjusted,
then it can be also questioned as either too éeltall too general.

Most of Section 2 deals with the arbitrariness etanymic target
selection. In Section 3, an alternative positiontite widespread
metonymy view is proposed for proper names. A sbecase is
studied in which the distribution of the natnan and related names is
analysed. Two possibilities are considered. Onghefn is that the
author of the passage uses related, but differemhes for stylistic
manoeuvring aimed at avoiding mundane repetitiotnefsame name.
Under this alternative, all the different names ldonecessarily lead
to the same metonymic target. The other option raesuthe
diversification of the names employed as reflectihg author’s
diverse objectives in the passage. In other wditus,use of related
names carries with it related, but different, tésgassociated with
these names. Either option seems impossible toeptawgibly. The
analysis of the various names is meant to showiekness of one
solution imposed on supposedly unimpeachable gsund

2. Conceptual metonymy
Intensive research in conceptual metaphor has pemmgimilar
studies in conceptual metonymy. A large part otaesh hinging on
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both types of conceptual processes focuses onbp®dsiteractions
between the two viewed as separate mechanisms f(geexample,

Croft 1993: 336; Panther and Thornburg 2002: 288&ftGind Cruse
2005: 193; and others). This has led to a dilemmevauling the
current literature, namely the choice between cptuze¢ metaphor and
conceptual metonymy as the mechanism responsibleafgiven

linguistic phenomenon. In pre-cognitive approachmstonymy was
claimed to involve the substitution of the nameoé thing for that of
another, typically coded by means of the ‘x stafiody’ formula (see,

for example, Kdvecses and Radden 1998: 38; PaatigThornburg
2004: 95). Though considered traditional and prgndove, the ‘stand-
for' relationship can also be found in cognitivesdeptions of

metonymic relationships (cf. Gibbs's 1999: 65 d#sian of Wall

Street as ‘standing for’ ‘salient institutions ltea at that place’). The
‘stand-for’ relationship is often collapsed with toeymy’s other

traditional aspect, namely its ‘referring’ functiorhus, metonymy can
take place between two entities which are contigu@ne of such
entities ‘refers to’ the other entity (cf. Nunbet§78). As a figure of
speech, metonymy has been assumed to involve nhéite 81 or

transfers of meaning.

Coghnitive linguistics has revived interest in matory. However,
it has come to be studied not as a figure of speabich is often
dubbed as a ‘mere’ linguistic phenomenon, but asoaceptual
phenomenon (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 39). Metonignaycognitive
process, operating within an idealized cognitivedeio(ICM) (cf.
Lakoff 1987) or within one domain. Its operatioriedp on words has
been sidelined, if not bypassed, and its subsiitutinction has been
considered largely inadequate in cognitive lingosst (see, for
example, Kdvecses and Radden 1998: 38-39; RaddirKawecses
1999: 18-19; Barcelona 2002b: 207; Panther andnthurg 2004: 96).
The priority of the conceptual aspect of metonyrag heen frequently
stressed (see, for example, Feyaerts 2000: 59h&aahd Thornburg
2004: 92). Conceptualizing one thing in terms ofmsthing else
opposes the traditional view of metonymy which salbwn to one
thing standing for or referring to another thingx donceptualize one
thing in terms of another, the reference point/seurs claimed to
‘provide mental access’ or ‘direct attention’ t® itarget (see, for
example, Kbévecses 2002: 144). To use Barcelonad®22 208)
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wording, “[a] metonymy is a mapping, within the swanoverall
cognitive domain, of a cognitive (sub)domain, ailtee source, onto
another cognitive (sub)domain, called the targetthat the latter is
mentally activated”.

The metonymic target corresponds to the entity tockv our
attention is mentally directed. However, the tdmeixistence is
implicit rather than explicit. It remains unmentamh but the
assumption is that the entity (reference point/sgurspelled out
funnels our attention towards it. As metonymic, i not explicitly
named. Thus, it remains an unanswered guestion ‘wWhatally is. A
large part of contemporary metonymy research hasuskd on
identifying metonymic targets. The following sectideals with this
topic.

3. Metonymic target identification

Although metonymic targets remain latent, thereehla@en numerous
and intense attempts at their identification. Mgtait relationships
are claimed to involve two entities, one more dr@dther less salient
conceptually. For Langacker (1993), metonymic refeahips are
based on reference-point phenomena, where theengerpoint is
more salient than the target. The reference pamesponds to a noun
which is coded more easily than the target and,twhkamore
important, it is evoked almost effortlessly (sear fexample,
Langacker 1993: 30). This presumably prevailingwie countered by
an account of metonymy in which “the target meanggonceptually
more prominent [...] than the source meaning” (Ranand Thornburg
2004: 91). Despite some disagreement over whichthef two
metonymic entities is more salient, it is the idgdtion of the
metonymic target that has taken centre stage inhmafccurrent
metonymy research. Several accounts have concahtrah the
identification of a possible target or targets afmes characteristic of
domestic politics and international relations, sasiWashingtonthe
White Housethe PentagonandWall Street Let us review some of
these proposals.
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3.1 Degrees of target-ness
Proper names such &%¥ashingtonthe US Wall Street and a few
others, whenever used in texts are automaticabyraed to provide
mental access to other entities, typically undedtm be less salient.
In other words,Washington the US and Wall Streetare entrance
points to domains within which less prominent, lpubre detailed,
targets are to be found. The name of the capitaMéashingtorforms
the reference point within “the common domain & tapital city of
the United States”, as proposed in Barcelona (2002%5).
Furthermore, this overarching domain hosts sewitaldomains, such
as: (1) “the city itself as a location”, (2) “theoljtical institutions
located in it”, and (3) “the people that make trexidions in those
political institutions (the President, the depanmimsecretaries, the
senators and congressmen, etc.)”. Depending ondhiext in which
Washingtonis used, a sub-domain more compatible with thistexd
is highlighted, serving as the target of the rafeespoint. The other
sub-domains whose specifications are not compatiile the details
of the sentence become backgrounded at the same tim

Another classic example of a reference point in dbenain of
politics is the White HouseSeveral authors have proposed targets
whose specifics carry noticeable differences. Qmartasion, Radden
and Kovecses (1999: 27) propose that the targiiediVhite Housbee
‘the executive branch of the US government’. A pkger, the target
of the White Housés assumed to be ‘the American government’ (see,
Radden and Kovecses 1999: 28). According to Baneel@002a:
237), the target ofhe White Houseas in the sentencéhe White
House did not intervends claimed to be ‘the US government’. A
different interpretation of the target ¢tie White Houseéhas been
offered in Ruiz de Mendoza Ibafiez and Diez Vel§26002: 497-498),
namely ‘some officials who work in the White Housevhich is
considered a sub-domain thfe White HouseAt first sight, the above
targets look nearly the same. However, on closgpaation, they are
sufficiently different to cause semantic attritidre four targets ahe
White Houseroposed are:

(1) (a) ‘the executive branch of the US government’
(b) ‘the US government’
(c) ‘the American government’
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(d) ‘some officials who work in the White House’

The phrase in (1d) designates unspecified indiviua group of
officers employed in the White House, and in thiss idifferent from
(1a), (1b), and (1c), which all assume a comparksvel of semantic
generalization. Thus, the first three taken togethee distinctly
different from the last one, to begin with. The tdifferent levels of
semantic specification present in (1a-c), on the lsend, and (1d), on
the other, do not seem to be problematic for metgntheorists who
have identified them as targets of the same rederpoint/sourcehe
White House Besides sufficient discrepancy between the target
(1a-c) and the one in (1d), there is a more tenwwausantic effect
embedded in the proposed targets in (1a) and (1b).

While the targets in (1a) and in (1b) look suffidig similar to
each other, technically, they differ markedly. Bptirases employ the
noun governmentpreceded by the acronytdS standing for ‘the
United States’, which, in turn, is the abbreviateh of the full name
of the republic ‘the United States of America’. Bwgsing the
contribution of the name of the actual countryugfocus on the noun
governmentThe suffix ment no longer productive in modern English
(see, for example, Marchand 1969: 332; Bauer 1983: after
Szymanek 1989: 144), is hardly recognizable onk#he noun in its
contemporary use. According to the information Edé on the US
government’s official web portalas worded in the footnote, the so-
called ‘government agencies’ are divided into: (Ifederal
government’, (2) ‘state government’, (3) ‘local gonment’, and (4)
‘tribal government’. Accordingly, there is no siegl and
distinguishable entity that can be labelled by nseaf the term
government Judged by the information provided, the term
government as used in (1a) and (1b), must stand federal
government Terms such ashe government of the U&nhdthe US
governmentare used in official documents to represent, réderor
stand forthe federal governmenAlso, in spoken Englistithe federal
government is in circulation. Given this, there are further
considerations to be made. The (Federal) Governmietite United
States, as defined on its official website, consi$tthree branches: the

! Http://www.usa.gov{accessed: 17 April 2013).
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legislative branch (the Congress: the Senate amd Hbuse of
Representatives and agencies that support Congrénes)judicial
branch (the Supreme Court of the US and several otburts), and the
executive branch (the President, the Vice-Presidadtthe Executive
Office of the President with several offices andiraols). Under the
executive branch there are 15 Executive Departnaarmdsa few dozen
independent agencies and government corporatioaswell as
numerous boards, commissions, and committees. dirgour search
for a more precise target of the reference ptiet White Houseit
should be noted that ‘the executive branch of tieddvernment’ in
(1a) approximates the expected specification inbtbet way thus far.
However, the phrase in (1a) still abbreviates #ecutive branch of
the federal government of the United States’ te ‘txecutive branch
of the US government’. Moreover, the phrases in-@tsay nothing
of the type of the government in focus, not to nwenthis specific
branch to the exclusion of the legislative andgiadibranches.

Given that the reference point ke White Housewhy is the
White Housenot the target at the same time? It is true totkay in
common usagethe US Washington and the White Houseare
metonyms of the federal government. If so, are takymetonyms
carrying exactly the same contextual meaning, thathat of ‘the
federal government’, despite their different forn@3fe cannot deny
that (1a) and (1b) may convey the same general imgdinneed be,
but they may also convey different specific measitigpther aspects
are stressed. Having reviewed several interpreisitiof the White
House that are available, it is reasonable to assume tme
overarching target suggested in (1a) and in (1b) nud be sufficient.
Depending on the level of semantic precision rexlin a particular
context, a slightly different semantic fine-tuningthe White House
may be more suitable.

The network of potential targets delineated abozeomes more
acceptable in the light of the theoretical disiimict between the
contextual meanings implied in (1b) and in (1c)eTphrases differ
only in the adjectival names preceding the ngomernmentthough
one might assume that bothe USand Americanhave exactly the
same referents. However, there is an argument gsgaein Radden
and Kovecses (1999) to the effect that the ‘whhblag for a part of
the thing’ metonymy operates on cases suchmasricafor the United
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States Interestingly, cases such &ngland for Great Britain are
claimed to be illustrative of the ‘part of a thifigr the whole thing’
metonymy. Kovecses and Radden (1998: 50) maintiaét f[ijn
speaking ofAmericawhen we want to refer to the United States (as
part of the whole continent), we are making usthefWHOLE-FOR-
PART metonymy [...]” (also see Radden and Kovecse&¥191). If
this assumption is true, speakers must be awadistifict referents
that the two names are claimed to evoke at the timspeaking,
namelyAmerica‘continent’ andthe United Stateshame of country’.
However, it is not certain whether such distincsiceve made and
maintained by speakers in everyday communicatitve. tterance of
the phrasdhe American governmeim (1c) would have to involve
traversing a mental path from the reference panuntie America
‘continent/whole’ to its targetAmerica ‘name of country/part’.
Elsewhere (2013), | argue that the nahmeericadoes not have to lead
to the target ‘continent/whole’ initially, whichniturn, gives mental
access to the target ‘country/part’. The ‘wholenthfor a part of the
thing’ metonymy, as applied to a case such as @dads not sound
realistic, as speakers evoke the target ‘counttyénvusingAmerica
without resorting to the initial referent ‘contirterin other words, the
metonymic relationship ‘whole thing for a part betthing’ does not
come into play here at all adnericgn), as in (1c), already relates to
‘(of) country’, rather than to ‘(of) continent’. Thassumption makes
the US and American fully synonymous in (1b) and in (1c). In
practical terms, the namémerica as the derivational base in (1c),
may be the shorthand form fthre United State®r the clipped form of
theUnited States of America

The rigorousness of the expectation of the ‘whhblag for a part
of the thing’ metonymy operating olamericais also partly reflected
in a different proposal. In the sentend&ll Street will never lose its
well-deserved prestigethe proposed target ofvall Streetis ‘a
financial institution’, according to Ruiz de Mendotbafiez and Diez
Velasco (2002: 512). The proposed target ‘finanamstitution’ is
claimed to entail a target-in-source metonymy wherie ‘financial
institution’ constitutes ‘a very prominent subdomaf our knowledge
about this street’ (p. 513). Given this, the asdionps that speakers’
knowledge ofWall Street(‘financial institution”) depends on their
(prior) knowledge ofWall Street(‘name of street’). As in the case of
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Americg the knowledge ofVall Streetin the sense of ‘a street in the
southern section of Manhattan in New York’ (p. 5183y not be
something that is unanimously shared by speakdasgg and resorted
to instantly whenever the nam&all Streetis activated. In other
words, speakers may be aware VWfall Streetas a ‘financial
institution’ without either being aware of its bgim ‘street’ or
necessarily resorting to this target provided Rriswn.

The necessary participation of the reference Emotce Wall
Street'street’ in the sentenc@/all Street is in panids even more
doubtful. This occurrence is claimed to requirecacnid metonymy,
which follows the initial ‘place for institution’ etonymy, namely the
‘institution for people’ metonymy (Ruiz de Mendoltg&fiez and Diez
Velasco 2002: 513)One cannot deny the fact that the target ‘people’
can be mentally accessed via the reference point/soimstitution’,
which, in turn,can be mentally arrived at via the initial reference
point/source ‘street’, all corresponding to the paWvall Street
However, it can also be assumed that both targeteple’ and
‘institution’ may notrequire the initial reference point/source ‘street
In other words, the stipulated initial referenceinpsource ‘street’
may not be an indispensable element in the conakpdtion of either
target. At any rate, either postulate, necessgatin excluding the
reference point/source ‘street’, is hard to provéhewut leaving any
doubt.

In this section, it has been shown that there asdlyecompiled
hierarchies of metonymic targets exhibiting degrelesemantic fine-
tuning. Such telescopic instantiations of increglgirmore detailed
specifications can, at least theoretically, behairtextended and new,
more fine-grained targets can be established. Witbh nests of
interrelated targets, it is unfounded to claim omge particular
instance out of the entire chain of targets toneeultimate target of a
given reference point/source. The problem is thag frecise
determination of the target is not possible, asethmay be many of
them and their semantic specifications may diffegniicantly.
Therefore, the targets proposed in various metongegounts can
always be questioned as there will always be dtrgets found which

2 Similar proposals can be found in Goossens (26@%: where the double
metonymy ‘place for institution for people’ is pokited, and in Bartsch
(2002: 73), where chains of metonymic transferspasted.
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seem more appropriate to other theorists as imt&tons of their
reference points/sources. With some degree of d@nadeterminacy
ubiquitous in language expressions, as noted igaehker (2009: 50),
targeting the ‘right’ target either may not be a&sleid at all or may not
be desirable.

3.2 Arbitrariness in target designation
The pinpointing of a metonymic target does not appe involve the
same procedure in every case. For example, thefusertain names
of politicians is considered to involve the ‘codiieo for controlled’
metonymy. In a sentence suchMigon bombed Hanopithe personal
nameNixonis automatically analysed as someone who is itrcbof
the action in question. The issue of ‘control’ isually further
interpreted as ‘responsibility’ for the action ¢ad out, as implied in
Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 38-39), or as ‘causatias’ proposed in
Panther and Thornburg (2004: 108). These intenwatadiffer from
those resulting from cases such Bavid blinked/swalloweéfc.,
which are analysed under active zones (see, fangea Langacker
1984, 1987: 271-274, 1991, 1993, 2009: 50). WNibeon bombed.
receives the ‘causer/controller’ interpretationtamly, the likes of
David blinked.. come under the rubrics of active zones, whieket
the ultimate body part which performs a given attiv

One may wonder why those facets Nixon that directly and
crucially participate in the profiled process dda hecome highlighted
as in the case dbavid. Or, in other words, why are these two cases
treated differently? Why is it that in thPavid case the analysis
centres on David's eyelid that does the actualkbiop while in the
Nixon case no such analysis is proposed? Hypothetigall/ possible
to breakNixon down further to active zones which are more diyect
and crucially involved in a given profiled relatginp. However, it is
the ‘causer/controller’ account that is immediatedgorted to while
Nixonis active zones are not even considered. The FettNixon is
the name of a well-known leader with all that timgplies andDavid,
here, corresponds to any person naniedvid influences our
understanding of the two clauses to some extent @hidoubtedly, it
is the verb used that causes the automatic switcimterpretation.
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Should Nixon be combined withblink, the ‘causer/controller
interpretation would not be taken into account.

Metonymy researchers frequently analyse the ussaté names
from the point of view of their metonymic behaviottere as well, the
designation of the metonymic target of a given natepends on
unpredictable factors. The arbitrariness of thessatesignated as the
target is a clear result of the theorist’s subjecinterpretation of the
reference point/source in a particular context. STmames of states
such asAmerica and Israel undergo interpretation as they ‘can be
argued’ to refer to individuals and groups holdpmwver in the two
states in a given period of time (Semino 2008: 1T0Rk designation
of the targets ofAmerica and Israel goes much further than the
assignment of the general label ‘government’. Thapgsal that it is
‘individuals and groups holding power’ that areereéd to byAmerica
andlsrael differs significantly from that of the mere graidat of more
or less detailed entities (e.g., government, nmpistminister,
departmental director, office staff, etc.). The lizgtion that it is
‘individuals and groups holding power’ results fraime theorist's
imposition of a ‘power’ frame on the discourse undensideration.
Depending on the researcher’'s viewpoint, a diffefeame can be
imposed and a different interpretation can be psedo

It is common to assume that the predicate followitig
metonymic hame determines the designation of thiemgeic target.
For example, in:

(2) Denmark shot down the Maastricht treaty.

the sentential subjeddenmark has been considered the reference
point/source of the metonymic target ‘the voterDeinmark’ (Croft
1993). This interpretation of the metonymic targetlaimed to result
from its combination with the predicashot down which is assumed
to be a metaphorical reading of ‘cause to fail' (f€r1993: 335).
WhereasDenmarkin (2) is claimed to be instantly interpreted tee*
voters of Denmark’, the state names in the sengermow are
claimed to refer to ‘national governments’ (Crofl9B: 353, 2002:
184-185):

(3) (a) Germany pushed for greater quality coritrddeer production.
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(b) The United States banned tuna from countriggyudift nets.
(c) Myanmar executed twenty Muslim activists.

The predicates used in (3) are believed to ingtntthe actions of
national governments’, which makes the targetsGafrmany the
United StatesandMyanmar‘national governments’. If the difference
in target identification between the sentences 2h &nd (3) is
determined by the kinds of predicates involvednttiee semantics of
these predicates must be significantly differerawidver, it is hard to
uphold the view that there is an essential diffeeebetweershoot
down on the one hand, apdish ban andexecuteon the other. If the
distinctive features of the predicates in (2) aBddannot be pinned
down, there must be either something else that esautifferent
interpretations of the names in (2) and in (3), tbe different
interpretations of these names are not sufficienftstified. The
guestion that arises is: what sanctions the twierdift interpretations
of Germany(pushed..), the United Statefbanned..), andMyanmar
(executed.), on the one hand, arldenmark(shot down..), on the
other? It is Croft's (2002: 187) stipulation thaetsemantics of the
predicate highlights relevant aspects of the empaedic profile of
the subject. However, it is hard to accept the tdistinct
interpretations of the above names as determinethdiy respective
predicates solely. If the distinct interpretatiafsthese names do not
result from the distinct semantics of their prethsa where else can
they result from? Undoubtedly, all elements of éhesntences need to
be taken into account. Though, one should keep imdnthat the
expectation of a ‘full’ understanding of a givenmm& and its targets
may not be attained.

The two different proposals of metonymic targeteational
governments’ and ‘the voters of a country’, constitonly some
approximation of many other possible targets. Hawethese two
only are distinct enough to be puzzling. If sucimparable contexts
have generated two quite distinct targets, therg be many more
targets identified in other related contexts. Tewgare selected
arbitrarily and the degree of arbitrariness growsreasingly in
political contexts.

The idea of metonymic target identification is tbagen the
semantic specification imbued in the prominent tjfougeneral
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reference point/source. Therefore, the patterngharges from these
endeavours is the following: general > less geframk concrete, for
example, a country (in general) > (its) governmétbwever, the

target proposed can always be questioned as nog badncrete

enough. Problems with the insufficient accuracy tbk target

identified have been noted in the literature (seg.,, Ruiz de Mendoza
Ibafiez and Diez Velasco 2002: 513-514). Despitdn sagrasional

reservations, the entire idea of pinpointing meinitytargets is based
on the elusive goal of achieving accuracy. Arrivatgaccurate targets
when accuracy can be established only partially fatile task from

the outset. Even in a rigorously determined domtie, choice of

potential targets is virtually unlimited.

4. Stylistic manoeuvring with names

Some kinds of discourse can be particularly satdratith names that
display conceptual metonymy effects. The discoafsaternational

affairs is believed to host such conceptual phemaménternational

contexts, in particular, press articles on worlihie$, are replete with
sentences such &¥ashington is negotiating with Moscoetc. The

opinion that bothWashingtonand Moscow stand for, refer to, or
provide mental access to other entities is probablgnimous. Both

names are claimed not to refer to the respectipitatecities, but to

the respective governments located in the two <itisee, e.g.,
Kdvecses 2002: 144). Bothyashingtonand Moscow and numerous
other occurrences of these kinds, only aid speakedslisteners in

directing attention to other entities or providenta¢ access to those
other entities.

The above laboratory case illustrates a possiblenasgc
relationship that cannot be denied. Not only isrdiationship between
Washingtonand ‘the American government’, on the one hand| an
Moscow and ‘the Russian government’, on the other, ptessibut
highly probable. Both named&Vashingtonand Moscow designate
capital cities in which the respective governmdvatge their seats and
from which they carry out their operations. A fewegtions arising at
this point ought to be addressed. Given the untkspuelation
betweenWashingtonand ‘the American government’, on the one
hand, andMoscowand ‘the Russian government’, on the other, is the
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provision of mental access by the former to theetain both cases
necessary for the proper understanding of the seeWwashington is
negotiating with MoscoW The idea of one entity providing mental
access to another underlies conceptual metonymwekder, it seems
unfounded to assume that one cannot sufficientippzehend this
sentence as it stands without gaining mental adoethe American
government’ and ‘the Russian government’, respelstivi he sentence
Washington is negotiating with Moscovwand numerous other
occurrences of the same type, are perfectly uratetable without
ever evoking ‘government’ entities. Needless to, saygovernment’
entity may not be the only and ultimate entity thiehh some kind of
mental access is provided by eitMashingtonor Moscow Various
other targets can be multiplied and claimed to eseag entities
appropriate to be mentally accessed if the circant®ts are right.
Besides, the very idea of one entity, $dgscow ‘providing mental
access’ to another, for example, ‘the Russian gowent’ remains
rather vague. It is not certain at all whether, d@ddo how, ‘the
American government’ is ‘mentally accessed’ via Wagton while
the sentenceWashington is negotiating with Moscow being
processed. The fundamental misconception begins wihe source
and target senses are deliberately established.

4.1 A case of Iran and related names
Instead of dissecting individual sentences withamgtic names, let
us consider a randomly selected passage saturatbdnwmerous
occurrences of names clustered around one intena@tentity. In his
book entitledDoes America Need a Foreign Poli¢gy?®enry Kissinger
(2002: 196-200) devotes several passages to diffecaintries, one of
which being Iran. In a passage, approx. 1,500 wionag, he employs
a wide selection of names and phrases co-functjoalongside the
name Iran. There are 51 occurrences of such names embedded i
either one- or multiple-word phrases in this passag

The most common means of reference to Iran intéhisis the
name Iran itself which assumes a few grammatical forms and
functions. As the name of a countiyan appears in prepositional
phrases, which locate this country in some relatigth respect to
another political entity. Altogether, there are taxcxurrences dfan in



118Piotr Twardzisz

prepositional phrases. The prepositional phraseddtkaby the
preposition in, metaphorically designatingran as a container, is
represented by the following two cases:

(4) (a) America’s interestin Iran
(b) the rulers in Iran

The prepositiorwith, resulting inlran being located in some abstract
relation to another entity, is used three times:

(5) (@) relations with Iran  [twice]
(b) a ‘critical dialogue’ with Iran

The prepositiorof, the most abstract of all spatial relations, iedus
once only in a phrase designating a portion otthentry as such:

(6) large parts of Iran

Other kinds of locative relations or directionalire reflected in
prepositional phrases headed by the preposibehseento andvis-a-
vis:

(7) (@) hostility between Iran and the United &sat
(b) with respect to Iran
(c) agreed diplomatic overtures vis-a-vis Iran

A more dynamic sense dfan is present in the sole prepositional
phrase wittby, makinglran an active participant of this relation:

(8) willingness by Iran to move toward

The namdran is used seven times in the Saxon genitive, resulti
the reading ofran as a kind of abstract possessor:

(9) (a) to preserve Iran’s independence
(b) Iran’s northwestern province of Azerbaijan
(c) Iran’s geography
(d) moderating Iran’s policy
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(e) Iran’s human rights violations
(f) Iran’s transgressions
(9) Iran’s acquisition of missiles

The syntactic role of the sentential subject andlgect is assumed by
Iran nine times. The name in the subject position ofetive voice
sentence is recorded five times, whereas in th@suposition of a
passive voice sentence it is used twice:

(10)(a) Iran helped resist Soviet pressure on Afgtan.
(b) Iran continues to provide reasons.
(c) Iran does its utmost to undermine Middle Easage diplo-
macy.
(d) Iran provides substantial financial supportHamas and the
Palestine Islamic Jihad.
(e) Iran will prove far more threatening.
(f) Iran is destined to play.
(g) Iran will be prepared to take the concreteqyotictions.

In the position of an object of an active voiceteane, the explicit
namelran is found once, while its stylistic substitutge countryis
also found once:

(11)(a) interest in dominating Iran
(b) dismembering the country [=Iran]

Once only does¢ran appear in a compound, whose sense makes Iran
an active participant (instigator) carrying out gponsoring of another
entity, or a passive participant if the entityupsis in focus:

(12) Iran-sponsored groups
The adjectival derivative forranian appears 9 times, one of these is
the pronounit co-referring with the phrasie Iranian regime The

following occurrences dfanian have been recorded:

(13)(a) assassinated by Iranian agents
(b) the Iranian ayatollahs have pronounced a desitence
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(c) The Iranian regime is now building long-rangessiles

(d) rigid Iranian policies help or hinder

(e) relations with the Iranian Islamic regime

(f) Iranian President Mohammad Khatami

(g) Iranian hostility

(h) Iranian moves

() It is developing a clandestine nuclear capgblit=the Iranian
regime]

The adjectivdranian, though a derivative of the state name, indirectly
leads to various aspects of the state itself, kanwle, its rulers, its
regime, its functionaries, and its numerous abstyaalities. 36 out 51
various references to Iran bear the derivationaimstran. The
remaining 15 references to Iran bear different otfzanes. The name
of the capital city Tehran is used three times on its own in
prepositional phrases or as the subject of anewtice sentence:

(14)(a) organizations financed and supported framran
(b) Tehran is the patron of Hezbollah
(c) the rush to Tehran

Tehran also appears attributively preceding the noegime twice,
and once covertly as it correspondshe Tehran regime

(15)(a) the Tehran regime provided the main supogtoups
(b) the nature of the Tehran regime
(c) it is closely linked with and also finances g@min Sudan
[it=the Tehran regime]

The nounregimeis preceded bywyatollah-basedwice, one of these
being the pronourit used co-referentially witlthe ayatollah-based
regime

(16)(a) the ayatollah-based regime has engagedénies of actions
(b) it held fifty American diplomats hostage [itethayatollah-
based regime]
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The nameTehrancombines with the nougovernmentwice, either
pre-modifying it attributively opost-modifying it:

(17)(a) the Tehran government has ‘distanced’ fitdedbm it
[it=pronouncement]
(b) the government in Tehran

The remaining five cases involve either personaiemor the title of a
ruler formerly governing Iran, constituting in thigay the country’s
representative aspects. One of these uses is thenpé pronourhe,
which contextually corresponds khhatami

(18)(a) the Shah’s support of the United States
(b) Khatami is seeking to implement more moderaten@btic
policies
(c) Khatami will be permitted to execute a change
(d) Khatami has publicly identified himself
(e) He will purchase maneuvering room [He=Khatami]

The instantiations listed from (4) to (18) display selection of
alternative names, all corresponding to some aspiethe country
itself and carrying a varying degree of semanticueacy. The state
namelran and its adjectival forntranian constitute a majority of all
these terms. Less than 30 per cent of all occueserecorded are other
names directly referring to the capital city, thevgrnment, its
particular form — regime, and prominent politicapresentatives. If all
of them, despite their diverse semantic specificeti are reference
points/sources providing mental access to one enigtget, what is
this target? The author may quite deliberately meamce through
his/her text, resorting to different labels, whiokfer to the same
target, to merely avoid repetition. This stratetippugh possible and to
some extent unavoidable, cannot be held resporfsibtée totality of
all occurrences listed above. While some deliberateggagaon among
alternative names is expected to reduce repetésgrthe purposeful
use of several different reference points/sources suggests the
variability of different targets intended.

There are certainly different reference points/sesiremployed
throughout from (4) to (18). The choice of one jaltar reference
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point/source cannot be purely incidentahn in America’s interest in
Iran, as in (4a), must be different from the hypottadtialternative
variants America’s interest in the Iranian ayatollahs/regime
America’s interest in Tehraror America’s interest in KhatamiThe
namelran bears as much, or as little, semantics that evagit at this
level of specificity/generality and makes this saties available to
interpretation. The labehe Iranian ayatollahslesignates individuals,
made definite at the time of producing this seréemeho are different
from the namdran, which primarily designates an inanimate political
entity. The personal nantéhatami designates an even more definite
entity, namely an individual person singled out far particular
purpose. Further hypothetical statements, sudknasica’s interest in
Tehranand America’s interest in the Tehran governmeaiso differ
from the one in (4a).

The passage under consideration does not seemtiexegas far
as the repertoire of names used is concernedsdtireles many other
texts on foreign affairs in which the author resaa various labels co-
existing in a given domain. The domainl@n, as it can be tentatively
termed, constitutes only an example of an opengkrspectrum of
politically-motivated domains. The stylistic avoida of repeating the
same name can be held responsible for the applicafi other names
in some cases only, but certainly not in all. Os@rot deny the
influence of more profound motivation behind the o$ either diverse
combinations involvinglran itself or various phrases hosting other
names.

As the overarching name of a stalean evokes a broader
spectrum of possible interpretations than, S@hran While bothiran
andTehranmay also be interpreted as ‘the Iranian governmtrdre
is an occurrence which does it more straightforiyarchamely
America’s interest in the Tehran governmehtis only when the
‘Iranian government’ interpretation is suggestednsisted on, some
of the above instances witlnan are thought of as compatible, for
example (5b), (7c), (8), (9d-g), (10a-g), and (1®jhen no such
suggestion is made, some of the above expressiithdran will be
instantly interpreted as locations or locative tietes, for example,
(4b), (6), (7b), and (9b-c). The nanfehran due to its frequent
combination with the pejorative nouregime or the neutral noun
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government will be interpreted as ‘the Iranian governmentorm
freely thanlran.

4.2 Metonymic target identification escapes rig@onethodology
The establishment of a single target, common toathes employed,
looks appealing as it offers a semantically neattem, but is hard to
defend as it is a semantically unrealistic solutibms easy to imagine
claims to the effect that all thredran, Tehran and the Tehran
government metonymically provide mental access to one aral th
same target, namely ‘the government of Iran’. Téeems to be a
desirable solution to the apparent problem of taidentification for
names displaying metonymic effects. The identifaatof a single
target that serves a number of source hames magnhobe arbitrary,
but also misguided. In some contexts, such semapjcoximations
of targets can be attempted, but the collapsirnigraimerable possible
extensions in one target cannot be maintained gsnaral principle
regulating ad hoc all uses of the above names.

The namdran in the phrasémerica’s interest in Irardesignates
what it actually says, though possible interpretati of what the
phrase says are naturally innumeralian in the above phrase may
lead to a never-ending list of interpretations sach ‘one of the
world’s oldest civilizations’, ‘the Islamic Republj ‘the country’s
geopolitical significance’, ‘a regional power’, &hcountry's large
reserves of petroleum and natural gas’, ‘lraniaenidy’, ‘Persian
culture’, and so forth. However, there is no orteripretation that can
be claimed as the undisputed targetrah in the above occurrence.
More contextual information may ease the choice gnavitate
towards a particular contextual meaning. With ndhier contextual
specificationlran provides access to a very general area of knowledg
about the country with its multifarious facets. Jhyeneral sense of
Iran is sufficient though for the processing of the gyah statement
America’s interest in Iran

The nameTehranin America’s interest in Tehramay be argued
to evoke what the state nartran evokes, if this can be established
with any degree of certainty at all. Though moreightforwardly
Tehran may be interpreted as: ‘the city of Tehran’, ‘Mugtolitan
Tehran’, ‘the seat of a theological government’,daso on.
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Unfortunately, no list of potential targets of nansich agehrancan

be made complete. Even if the target ‘the city ehfBn’ is selected
for the occurrences in (18)one must note that somewhat different
aspects of the ‘city-ness’ dehranare revealed. In (19a), any cultural
attractions of Tehran are elevated to prominence.(19b), one
particular type of cultural attraction of Tehran {sotentially
highlighted. In (19c), it is the contemporary agpecultural or
otherwise, of the attractiveness of Tehran thekgosed.

(19)(a) Tehran, as Iran’s showcase and capital biyg a wealth of
cultural attractions.
(b) Tehran is also home to the Iranian Imperiav@rdewels.
(c) Contemporary Tehran is a modern city featurimgny
structures.

Although the target ‘the city of Tehran’ can beiriad to also serve
the occurrences in (20)certain other aspects of the city are made
more conspicuous, different from those in (19):

(20)(a) Tehran features a semi-arid, continentaiatie.
(b) Although compared with other parts of the cognfehran
enjoys a more moderate climate.

It is not difficult to find other occurrences, whicomply with the
general target ‘the city of Tehran’, or such likeyt they may also
trigger unlimited sub-portions of the general megrof Tehran

(21)(a) Broader international cooperation also beca central theme
of the negotiations at Tehran.
(b) She studies at Tehran.
(c) In 2008, Tehran was the least expensive capitiilamworld®

3 Http://www.modares.ac.ir/en/Conferences/IKNW201p/afaccessed: 10

May 2013).
* Http://www.modares.ac.ir/en/Conferences/IKNW201p/afaccessed: 10
May 2013).
® Hitp:/history.state.gov/milestones/1937-1945/Tefianf (accessed: 10
May 2013).

® Http://worldcitieschess.com/iran-tehrgatcessed: 10 May 2013)
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(d) Experts warn that Tehran sits on at least 20@lnes’
(e) Most recently, Tehran was the centre of masgisprotests.
(f) I love Tehrarr.

Tehranin (21a) will be associated with a meeting takphace in this
city, where negotiations on international cooperatiwere held.
Though not directly stated, this occurrence mayuother associated
with the Tehran conference in November/DecembeB31%éhranin
(21b) may be related to the University of TehraheTone in (21c)
relates to the cost of living in the cityehranin (21d) is linked with
tectonic conditions underneath it. The name in Y2dlkides to the
place’s centrality as the locus of street protébéhiranin (21f), with
its allusion to the original slogdriove NY, may relate to any aspect of
the place viewed as positively as it can be. Thaihgise are highly
probable interpretations, they cannot be guarantescdecessarily
evoked targets. A certain degree of semantic fimég can be posited
only hypothetically, but it cannot be proved beyatalbt. It is the
metonymy researcher’s insistence on providing ailiee metonymic
target that creates the necessity for a ‘more ateuphrasing.

5. Conclusion

The identification of targets mentally accessedsdarce names has
formed the staple of metonymy research in cognifivguistics. The
use of names of international actors seems to opean unlimited
spectrum of other names that are ‘more concreta'tharefore better
suited for interpretation. It is becoming incregbjnmore evident that
finding and establishing such more concrete targets lead to
inconsistencies in the choices made as well agranpidecisions in
target identification. As seen above, differentiteegt have been
proposed by different researchers as targets ofrceounames
accommodated in almost identical contexts. Variaegrees of
precision in semantic descriptions of targets hbeen attempted.

" Http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/nov/01/tehrisan-capital (acces-
sed: 10 May 2013).

8 Http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/nov/01/tehriaan-capital (acces-
sed: 10 May 2013).

° Http://www.ilovetehran.confaccessed: 10 May 2013).
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However, the expected degree of accuracy in tadgetification can
hardly be gauged and spelled out. Thus, the exjpmctdhat a
metonymic relationship establishes an indelibl& etween an entity
that accurately directs the addressee’s attentidhd intended target
cannot be upheld. The reason for this is thathendase of names of
international actors, there is no such thing as ‘ortended’ target
which can be understood from the source name dsern@ contextual
features. Any finely designated target can be duesti as not
accurate enough and further fine-tuning may be ydwequired. This
is always done intuitively as metonymic target tifesation escapes
rigorous methodology.

It is proposed here that, in most cases, metontengets of names
of international actors must remain unnamed. Thercg name is
sufficient for the comprehension of the messageveged. It is
unfounded to assume that the comprehension of engname is
hindered without gaining mental access to the nam®re accurate
target. In the majority of uses, names of prominagnérnational
entities designate either locations for eventsale tplace or some
abstract do-ers of activities ascribed to them.s€h®vo rather general
specifications are sufficient for the successfumpoehension of
proper names used in political contexts.

References

Barcelona, Antonio. 2002a. “Clarifying and Applyitige Notions of
Metaphor and Metonymy within Cognitive Linguistic#n
Update.” Metaphor and Metonymy in Comparison and Contrast
Eds. René Dirven and Ralf Pdrings. Berlin and NewrkY
Mouton de Gruyter. 207-277.

Barcelona, Antonio. 2002b. “On the Ubiquity and khle-Level
Operation of Metonymy.” Cognitive Linguistics TodayEds.
Barbara Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk and Kamila Turewicz.
Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang. 207-224.

Bartsch, Renate. 2002. “Generating Polysemy, Meataphnd
Metonymy.” Metaphor and Metonymy in Comparison and
Contrast Eds. René Dirven and Ralf Pérings. Berlin and New
York: Mouton de Gruyter. 49-74.



Metonymic Target Identification 127

Bauer, Laurie. 1983. English Word-Formation Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Croft, William. 1993. “The Role of Domains in thetérpretation of
Metaphors and MetonymiesCognitive Linguisticgl: 335-370.

Croft, William. 2002. “The Role of Domains in thetérpretation of
Metaphors and Metonymies.Metaphor and Metonymy in
Comparison and ContrasEds. René Dirven and Ralf Pdrings.
Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 161-205.

Croft, William and D. Alan Cruse. 200%&ognitive Linguistics 3rd
printing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Feyaerts, Kurt. 2000. “Refining the Inheritance Blypesis:
Interaction between Metaphoric and Metonymic Hiehngs.”
Metaphor and Metonymy at the Crossroads Cognitive
Perspective Ed. Antonio Barcelona. Berlin and New York:
Mouton de Gruyter. 59-78.

Gibbs, Raymond W. Jr. 1999. “Speaking and Thinkingh
Metonymy.” Metonymy in Language and Thouglds. Klaus-
Uwe Panther and Gunter Radden. Amsterdam and Rlplzid:
John Benjamins. 61-76.

Goossens, Louis. 2002. “Metaphtonymy: The Intecaictf Metaphor
and Metonymy in Expressions for Linguistic ActiorMetaphor
and Metonymy in Comparison and ContraBts. René Dirven
and Ralf Poérings. Berlin and New York: Mouton deu@er. 349-
377.

Kissinger, Henry. 2002Does America Need a Foreign Policy?
Toward a Diplomacy for the 21st Centuriondon: The Free
Press.

Kdvecses, Zoltan. 200Retaphor: A Practical IntroductionOxford:
Oxford University Press.

Kodvecses, Zoltan and Glnter Radden. 1998. “Metonybayweloping
a Cognitive Linguistic View.Cognitive Linguistic®: 37-77.

Lakoff, George. 1987Women, Fire and Dangerous Things: What
Categories Reveal abouhe Mind Chicago and London: The
University of Chicago Press.

Lakoff, George and Mark Johnson. 198@etaphors We Live By
Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press

Langacker, Ronald W. 1984. “Active Zoned’toceedings of the
Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Soci€ty172-188.



128Piotr Twardzisz

Langacker, Ronald W. 198Foundations of Cognitive Grammar, vol.
1, Theoretical PrerequisiteStanford: Stanford University Press.

Langacker, Ronald W. 1991Concept, Image, and Symbol: The
Cognitive Basis of GrammaBerlin and New York: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Langacker, Ronald W. 1993. “Reference-Point Cor$tns.”
Cognitive Linguistic#:1-38.

Langacker, Ronald W. 2009. “Metonymic Grammavétonymy and
Metaphor in Grammar Eds. Klaus-Uwe Panther, Linda L.
Thornburg and Antonio Barcelona. Amsterdam andd@kibhia:
John Benjamins. 45-71.

Marchand, Hans. 1969The Categories and Types of Present-day
English Word-Formation A Synchronic-Diachronic Approach
2nd completely revised and enlarged edition. Muni€h H.
Beck’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung.

Nunberg, Geoffrey. 1978 he Pragmatics of Referendg@oomington,
IN: Indiana University Linguistics Club.

Panther, Klaus-Uwe and Linda L. Thornburg. 2002héTRoles of
Metaphor and Metonymy in Engliser-Nominals.”Metaphor and
Metonymy in Comparison and Contragids. René Dirven and
Ralf Porings. Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyt&79-319.

Panther, Klaus-Uwe and Linda L. Thornburg. 2004héTRole of
Conceptual Metonymy in Meaning ConstructioMétaphorik.de
6: 91-116.

Radden, Ginter and Zoltan Kdvecses. 1999. “Toward$eory of
Metonymy.” Metonymy in Language and Thouglhds. Klaus-
Uwe Panther and Glnter Radden. Amsterdam and Rhplaid:
John Benjamins. 17-59.

Ruiz de Mendoza Ibafez, Francisco J. and Olgaelz Delasco. 2002.
“Patterns of Conceptual InteractiorMetaphor and Metonymy in
Comparison and ContrasEds. René Dirven and Ralf Pdrings.
Berlin and New York: Mouton de Gruyter. 489-532.

Semino, Elena. 20084etaphor in DiscourseCambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Szymanek, Bogdan. 198troduction to Morphological Analysis
Warsaw: Pastwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe.



Metonymic Target Identification 129

Twardzisz, Piotr. 2013The Language of Interstate Relatioria
Search of PersonificatiorBasingstoke and New York: Palgrave
Macmillan.


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/286494263



