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The Interaction of Metaphor and Metonymy in the
Chinese Expressions of Body-part terms

Yan and Mu

L’ INTERACTION ENTRE LA METAPHORE ET LA METONYMIE
DANS LES EXPRESSIONS CHINOISES SUR LES PARTIES DU
CORPS—YAN ET MU EN VERSION CHINOISE (OEIL)

Zhai Lifang'

Abstract: This is a study of metaphoric and metonymic expressions containing body-part terms
yan and mu in Chinese to investigate the interaction of the metaphor and metonymy. While
recognizing their differences from cognitive perspective, with metaphor involving things from two
different domains and metonymy involving things within the same domain, | suggest that they also
have similarities in certain respects. Based on the analysis of the self-made and small-scale corpus
of Chinese texts of the metaphor and metonymy related to yan and mu, the author finds that
metaphor and metonymy do not occur in isolation in Chinese.
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Résumé: C’est une étude sur les expressions métaphoriques et métonymiques de la langue chinoise
dans lesquelles les termes de yan et de mu sont utilisés en vue d’examiner I’interaction entre la
métaphore et la métonymie. Bien que les différences entre ces deux figures de rhétorique soient
reconnues sous I’angle cognitif, c’est-a-dire que la métaphore implique des choses de deux
domaines différents, alors que la métonymie implique des choses du méme domaine, il nous
suggere qu’il existe aussi des similitudes entre ces deux figures. Basé sur I’analyse d’un corpus
concernant I’emploi de ces deux figures, qui est originaire des documents chinois authentiques et
est fait par I’auteur elle-méme, I’auteur s’apercoit qu’ étant mises en utilisation, la métaphore et la

métonymie ne sont pas sans rapport entre eux dans la langue chinoise.
Mots-Clés: métaphore, métonymie, différence, similitude, interaction

1. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the two
important tropes in cognitive semantics: metaphor and
metonymy, and dig out the interaction of the two in
Chinese expressions containing yan and mu, the two
body-part terms for eyes. Although in principle
metaphor and metonymy are distinct cognitive
processes, it appears to be the case that the two are not
mutually exclusive. They often can be found in
combination in actual natural language expressions. In
this sense, Goossens (2002) coined a cover term
‘metaphtonymy’ to increase people’s awareness of the
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fact that metaphor and metonymy can be intertwined.
This paper aims to test this new theory of metaphor and
metonymy from the Chinese perspective.

In the contemporary world of metaphor research in
cognitive science, there are actually too many different
theories of metaphor. For example, in the field of
cognitive psychology alone, there are a number of
contenders for the best metaphor-theory contest, among
them being domains-interaction theory (Tourangeau &
Sternberg, 1981, 1982); structure-mapping theory
(Clements, 1988); and conceptual metaphor theory
(Lakoff, 1987; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980/2003; Gibbs,
1994), to name just a few. Outside of cognitive
psychology, there are several other theories that are
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currently studied and debated, including speech act
theory (Searle, 1979); semantic field theory (Kittay,
1987); similarity-creating theory (Indurkhaya, 1992);
and relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1985/86), etc.
The voluminous literature on the topic of metaphor does

not make people more clear but actually more perplexed.

Then the question of how best to do metaphor research
arises?

According to Gibbs (1999: 32) a set of six
distinctions/guidelines that scholars should recognize as
they undertake to research and apply metaphor, in which
“distinguish metaphor form metonymy” is one of the
important aspects. However, in their eagerness to see
metaphor in many areas of language and thought,
scholars sometimes fail to distinguish between the
different tropes, such as metaphor and metonymy. So
the aim of this paper is to clarify these two terms and
investigate their differences and similarities and most
importantly their interaction in the common expressions
of our daily life.

This paper consists of four parts with their contents
as follows. The area of research is introduced in the first
place. Then the definitions of the key terms, such as
metaphor, metonymy, are presented and previous
researches on the relationship between them reviewed.
By reviewing the literature, some problems are found
and the research questions for the present study are
proposed in the third methodology part. Thus, the data
of the Chinese expressions of yan and mu containing
metaphor and metonymy is collected. After that the
findings are discussed and finally the conclusion is
drawn in the last part.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Metaphor and metonymy are regarded as two important
figures of speech in traditional rhetoric. While initiated
by Lakoff and Johnson (1980), numerous researches on
metaphor in the contemporary world of cognitive
science, find that they are also widely used in our daily
communication and reflected in our thinking, namely
they are conceptualized. That is the reason why they
become “the metaphors we live by”. Before engaging in
the research of metaphor and metonymy, let us see the
definitions of them first.

2.1 Definitions of key terms
2.1.1 Definitions of metaphor and metonymy in
traditional rhetoric

As a representative of the traditional approach to
metaphor and metonymy, the definitions in Halliday
(1985: 319-320) can be quoted.

Metaphor. “A word is used for something
resembling that which usually refers to; for
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example, flood poured in, in *A flood of protesters
poured in following the announcement (a large
guantity came in).”

Metonymy. “A word is used for some thing

related to that which it usually refers to; for
example eye in ‘keep your eye on the ball’

(gaze).”

From the definitions given by Halliday, we can see
that metaphor emphasizes the resemblance between
things, while metonymy emphasizes the relation. Both
metonymy and metaphor have been identified as central
to the development of new word senses, and hence to
language change

2.1.2 Definitions of metaphor and metonymy in
cognitive semantics

In cognitive semantics both metaphor and metonymy
are viewed as conceptual processes in which the notion
of domain plays a crucial role. Lakoff (1987: 288), for
example, offers the following definitions:

“...metaphor mapping involves a source domain
and a target domain... The mapping is typically partial.
It maps the structure in the source domain onto a
corresponding structure in the target domain.”

“... a metonymic mapping occurs within a single
conceptual domain, which is structured by an ICM
[=idealized cognitive model].”

And afterwards, Croft’s (1993) epoch-making paper
provides us a sound theoretical foundation for the
two-domain approach to metaphor and the one-domain
basis of metonymy.

These definitions are seemingly clear, but they are
not unproblematic. The mere use of the term ‘domain’
itself needs clarification.

2.2 Existing researches on relationship
between metaphor and metonymy

In cognitive semantics, some scholars argue that
metaphor and metonymy are quite different. While
others suggest that there are some similarities between
the two tropes, claiming that metaphor is a kind of
metonymy, or metonymy is a kind of metaphor.

Among the first group, three differences between
metonymy and metaphor are commonly mentioned. The
three main differences commonly noted between
metonymy and metaphor are in a) their function
(understanding with metaphor and referential for
metonymy), b) conceptual mapping processes
(metaphor involved in two-domain/ intra-domain
mapping and metonymy involved in one-domain/
inter-domain mapping), and c¢) the kind of relationship
established (similarity in metaphor versus contiguity in
metonymy).

The first difference, advanced by Lakoff and
Johnson (1980: 36-37) for example, is that metaphor is
“principally a way of conceiving of one thing in terms
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of another, and its primary function is understanding”,
whereas metonymy “has primarily a referential function,
that is, it allows us to use one entity to stand for another”.
However, “conceive one thing in terms of another” and
“use one entity to stand for another” is not a so clear cut
division to us if the researchers did not point out the
function differences. Though the function is told,
metonymy is not merely a referential device. It also
serves the function of providing understanding. For
example, in the case of the metonymy THE PART FOR
WHOLE there are many parts that can stand for the
whole. Which part we pick out determines which aspect
of the whole we are focusing on in our understanding.
When we say that we need some good heads on the
project, we are using ‘good heads’ to refer to “intelligent
people’. The point is not just to use a part (head) to stand
for a whole (person), namely, intelligence, which is
associated with the head. Thus metonymy serves some
of the same purposes that metaphor does, and in
somewhat the same way, but it allows us to focus more
specifically on certain aspects of what is being referred
to.

The second difference between metaphor and
metonymy is the conceptual mapping processes.
According to cognitive linguistics, metaphor and
metonymy are cognitive mechanisms that give rise to
conceptual projection. Metaphor involves conceptual
mappings across different experiential domains; the
target domain is understood in terms of the source
domain. For metonymy, on the other hand, conceptual
mappings take place across different sub-domains
within the same common, or super-ordinate,
experiential domain so that the source domain mentally
activates the target domain (Barcelona, 2000). But this
requires an independent, appropriate account of what
domains are in general and what actual domains exist or
how to determine what domains exist. It is observed that
the boundary lines between domains are often fussy.
First, domains can form a hierarchy, so any two things
are within some common domain. Second, domain
divisions are context-sensitive and arbitrary. Third,
source domain and target domain can massively overlap,
and in particular a mapping can lie within the overlap.
As in the example “One part of me thinks | should go to
the party, another part is determined that | should do my
tax form.” the mind aspects and person overlap.
Therefore, in actuality “the distinction between
metaphor and metonymy is scalar, rather than discrete:
they seem to be points on a continuum of mapping
processes” (Barcelona, 2000: 16), and they are often
mingled together in complicated interaction and
combination. At the linguistic level, metaphor and
metonymy are main motivating forces behind much of
semantic evolution and extension.

The third difference is that metonymy is founded on
contiguity whereas metaphor is based on similarity.
Contiguity and similarity are two kinds of association.
Contiguity refers to a state of being connected or
touching whereas similarity refers to a state of being

alike in essentials or having characteristics in common.
However, there is slipperiness of notions of similarity
and continuity and they are not crisply distinguishable.
Why doesn’t similarity count as contiguity, since similar
things are connected?

Among the second group of scholars, one of the
most representative figures is Louis Goossens (2002),
who points out that the interpenetration of metaphor and
metonymy, and proposes four types of interaction,
namely, a) metaphor from metonymy, b) metonymy
within metaphor, c¢) metaphor within metonymy, d)
demetonymization in a metaphorical context. Another
important scholar Barcelona (2000) concludes that there
are metonymy-motivated metaphors and
metaphor-motivated metonymies.

Based on the review of literature, the scalar
distinction between metaphor and metonymy is exposed.
No one to my knowledge has a working system that
discriminates examples of metaphor and metonymy.
The distinguishing notions are just rough ones, not
corresponding to objectively existing, neat categories
within linguistic communication. There are indeed
some researches on the interaction between metaphor
and metonymy, such as Barcelona (2000), and Goossens
(2002). However, the existing researches are
dominantly English and there are few researches on the
interpenetration of metaphor and metonymy in Chinese.
Therefore, this paper tries to fill this gap, by studying
the expressions containing yan and mu to find out
whether metaphors and metonymies work together in
Chinese.

2.3 Significance of the study

This research is significant in that it is a Chinese
corpus-based study to confirm some theories of
metaphor and metonymy on the one hand, and to
challenge some theories on the other. The author does
not emphasize the distinction between metaphor and
metonymy as commonly assumed, but supports the
concept of “metaphtonymy” to accommodate the
examples.

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1 Research questions

As what has been mentioned in last section, this paper
aims to test the interaction theory of metaphor and
metonymy from the Chinese perspective. Two research

questions are proposed as follows.

First, do metaphorical and metonymical expressions
of yan and mu in Chinese interact with each other?

Second, if they interact with each other, to what
degree and how do they interact with each other?
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3.2 Data collection

Though the “intuition-based approach” has been the
traditional and widely used methodology for data
collection in cognitive linguistics for a long time (Lan,
2003: 70), its weakness is obvious, as human beings
tend to pay more attention to unusual examples than
commonly occurred ones, and thus conclusion based on
intuition may not be reliable or convincing. Therefore,
this paper employs the corpus-based approach, which
has advantages in both scope and reliability of analysis.

The self-made corpus is based on the examples from
Yu’s (2004) study and the examples from the data base
of Guoxue Baodian in the Library of Beijing Foreign
University, altogether 57 examples of phrases and
sentences containing the character either yan or mu in
chinese(See appendix).

3.3 Data presentation

The examples will be listed in Chinese only in the
appendix, however, when discussed in the paper they
will be presented in Chinese characters, pinyin,
word-for-word gloss, accompanied with idiomatic
translation. If the examples are pure metaphors, they
will be labeled with A in the appendix. If the examples
are pure metonymies, they will be labeled with B and if
they are mixed cases/ metaphtonymy, labeled with AB.
This labeling is to facilitate accounting the number of
the different tropes.

The identification criteria of the metaphors and
metonymies in the examples are in accordance with the
principle stated in Lakoff and Johnson (1980/2003). The
identification of the interaction of them is based on the
author’s intuition and competence training in
recognition of them. All the examples of metaphors and
metonymies interaction are reviewed by another rater to
a second checking and confirmation.

4. DISCUSSION

In Chinese, the two basic body-part terms for eyes are
yan and mu, the latter being a more formal counterpart
of the former. The large number of compounds and
idioms involving yan or mu reflect the importance of
our eyes as organ of sight in particular, and of cognition
in general. As the old Chinese sayings go: “[ 1| - 9[1—
PL™ (It is better to see once than to hear a hundred times.)
and “fELpLYo 50, EHiEo T (What one sees s real
whereas what one hears may not.) Both of these sayings
highlight the importance of our eyes as our organ of
vision in getting to know the world in which we live.

Since conceptual metaphor and metonymy are
grounded in our body experience with the outside world,
they are easily found in the Chinese expressions
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containing yan and mu, the important organ of vision of
our body.

4.1 Quantitative analysis

Based on the self-made corpus, the distribution of the
metaphorical and metonymical expressions of yan and
mu, and the interaction of them are counted in the
appendix and presented in the following table.

Table of Classification of Metaphorical and
Metonymical Expressions
Containing Yan and Mu

Classifi csatl Yan | Mu | Total | Proportion
Pure metaphor 6 9 15 26.3%
Pure metonymy 2 1 3 5.3%
metaphtonymy 24 15 39 68.4%
Total 32 25 57 100%

This table reflects the quantitative analysis of the
distribution of the examples, from which it can be easily
observed that the mixed patterns of metaphor and
metonymy account for a large part of 68.4% of the
examples in the corpus. Therefore, metaphor and
metonymy do not occur in isolation in the Chinese
expressions of yan and mu.

4.2 Qualitative analysis

Firstly, the examples in the corpus reveal that there is an
interaction of conceptual metonymy PART STANDS
FOR WHOLE, with metaphor. For example,

afEA TEH

Jihua you le mei-mu

plan have PRT brow-eye

The plan is beginning to take shape.
b T H AN

Ta zhengzhi mian-mu bu ging

he political face-eye not clear

He is of dubious political background.

S

Brows and eyes are such important features of the
human face that they together stand for the whole face
or looks. It is also mapped metaphorically onto an
abstract domain to refer to the ‘face’ of abstract things,
such as the shape taken by the plan and the political
background of a person.

Secondly, it is found that conceptual metaphor
SEEING IS TOUCHING/

THINKING/KNOWING, or UNDERSTANDING
IS SEEING and the conceptual metonymy
PERCEPTUAL ORGAN STANDS FOR
PERCEPTION are interweaving in the same expression.
In both of these cases, seeing is the target domain, with
mappings from more concrete source domains (the eyes
and touching). Look at the following example.

& ARAOHRIGERA, AT A A A
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< Ta-de yan-guang ruili, shenme shiging dou
man-bu-guo ta.

<~ Her eye-light sharp-pointed whatever things all
unable-hide-from her

<> You can hide nothing from her sharp eyes.

The ‘eye light is often modified or predicated by
such adjectives as ruili, xili, and fengrui, which all
primarily mean “sharp-pointed’ or ‘sharp-edged’ and are
associated with weapons like swords. So, the use of
these adjectives is metaphorical in that they cause the
‘eye light’ to acquire properties of metal weapons. The
‘eye light’ itself is also subject to a metaphoric
interpretation in which the person actually gets to
‘know’, rather than sees with her own eyes, all the
things happening around her. In fact, the
PERCEPTUAL ORGAN STANDS FOR
PERCEPTION metonymy is also at work in the
instance.

For another example,

A AT EEE R E IR, R T
Women zuo shiging yao cong da-chu zhuo-yan,
xiao-chu zhuo-shou.

We do things from large-place put to-eye
small-place put to-hand

We should keep the general goal in sight (or bear
larger interests in mind) while taking hold of the
daily tasks.

Metonymically, we have, here, PERCEPTUAL
ORGAN FOR PERCEPTION (or EYES FOR SEEING)
and INSTRUMENTALITY FOR ACTIVITY (or
HANDS FOR DOING). In reality, however, this saying
may simply describe a situation in which people ‘keep
the general goal in mind while working on the daily
tasks’. That is, they do not see their goal with their eyes
at all, and they do not necessarily work with their hands.
In that case, the use of words yan and shou is
metaphorical in this example.

R

Thirdly, various metonymies, such as CAUSE FOR
EFFECT (#' ), PRECONDITION FOR RESULT (%]
IS ), MANNER FOR ATTITUDE ([&fX), are
operating in these examples, but the conceptual

metaphor THINKING, KNOWING, or
UNDERSTANDING IS SEEING or, more generally,
MENTAL FUNCTION IS PERCEPTION is also
working here.

In short, many examples the conceptual metaphor
and the conceptual metonymy of yan and mu do not
occur isolated in the expression.

5. CONCLUSION

First, the quantitative analysis of the data in the corpus
shows that metaphorical and metonymical expressions
of yan and mu in Chinese do interact with each other
and they take a large proportion of 68.4%. So the first
research question is confirmed.

Second, the conceptual metaphor SEEING IS
TOUCHING/THINKING/KNOWING or
UNDERSTANDING IS SEEING and the conceptual
metonymy PERCEPTUAL ORGAN STANDS FOR
PERCEPTION are most commonly observed in the
corpus. This explanation of the interaction form of
metaphorical and metonymical expressions provides an
answer to the second research question.

In conclusion, the findings suggest that the
metaphors and metonymies are not mutually exclusive.
And they often can be found in combination in actual
natural language expressions. So this study of Chinese
data supports the interaction theory of metaphor and
metonymy. However, it must be pointed out that this is
only a small scale study on metaphorical and
metonymical expressions of yan and mu in Chinese, and
further efforts need to be made.

Notes:
PRT=particle
COM=complement marker
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Appendix
ke Wik | GIsa Wik |
1. H%= A 1 NERBIREAARR . B
2 @A AB 2. FEATIHH. AB
3. EH AB 3. fliBuATH HAE. AB
4.  fwH AB 4. R EGRER T, A
5 HH AB 5. UhiERDGERA, AT EE AR AN . AB
6. #tH AB 6. MM ERKEER, NEET. AB
7. BaH AB 7. A B FB RO A i g SR () A AB
8. JKHR AB 8. il E LK. A
9. FHIR AB 9. fiEERHE . A
10.  #=IK AB 10, fh2BIRA, WIRAFEH, B
11, AIR AB 11, ERIEERMEREHER, RIMAEUSSF. B
12, IR AB 12, WAZE, “LRI=HEERHMEE. 7 AB
13. 4TIR AB 13, SR Ty A BHAR AB
14, ALMRGUER  AB 14, AP S0 2R DR A A R T E AL AB
15. #H AB 15 fiigfE A SRR AB
16. #iH AB 16, IRFFHERM, HHR%Z. A
17. HR/HTT A 17, fhBhEAHF— SR, M. AB
18. HAR/IZIE AB 18, MRAK, LAE. AB
19. HieuE A 19, FRAMEIA RS IR AP B AB
20. Hjtww A 20. fhiE H gl AB
21, R A 21, FEEETIR, MEEFANT. AB
22. BIHZER AB 22, REEHEATZEL. A
23. IR AB 23 fRUE B EEANRE, KRG RIREIN. A
24, BEARE AB 24, TRPFFIREHFEIR AR AN A
25. HZ=—41 A 25. MR AT — e AN g R IR BN,  AB

26. MmHEER AB 27 fhiEEHHP A AB
27. SilAHE  AB

28. %IRMHE: AB

29. M@t A

30. MmTFL AB

A=Pure metaphor; B=Pure metonymy; AB=Metaphtonymy
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