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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to analyse the occurrerficeetaphor, metonymy and their
interaction in the English names of mushrooms. thieeretical part focuses on both
processes and it emphasises cognitive linguisfipsoach i.e. conceptual metaphor,
conceptual metonymy and blending theory. The prakcpart aims to classify and quantify
source domains and bases of semantic motivatiotheesalient features that served as the
inspiration for the name. The second section optiaetical part examines the different
patterns of metaphor and metonymy interaction. Epadtern is described in detail on various
case studies.

Keywords: metaphor — metonymy — interaction —English namesuwhrooms — cognitive

linguistics



Abstrakt

Cilem této prace je analyza vyskytu metafory, mgtue a jejich interakce v anglickych
jménech hub. Teoretickést se zagfuje na oba dva procesy grdzem na fistup

kognitivni lingvistiky tj. konceptuélni metaforupkceptualni metonymii a teorii
konceptualniho miseni. Cilem praktickésti je klasifikace a kvantifikace zdrojovych oltias
a bazi sémantické motivace tj. charakteristickydkiz, kterymi se jména inspirovala. Druh&a
sekce praktickéasti zkoumaizné typy interakci metafory a metonymie. Kazdyjg/p
nasleds detailre popsan nadkolika piikladovych studiich.

Kli ¢ova slova:metafora — metonymie — interakce — anglické nazauy-hkognitivni

lingvistika
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1. Introduction

The number of mushroom species is currently eséichat 1.5 to 5 million species, but only
about 5% have been classified. Only a fractiorhosé belongs to higher fungi. These are the
ones that are noticed and used by ordinary pebhlshrooms have been widely used in
Chinese medicine, in Mayan and Aztec rites as bimlbgens, eaten as delicacies by ancient

Greeks and Romans and dyes in Asia. Lately theg baen widely used as antibiotics.

In Britain, however, most people do not care mumtitiis kingdom. Quite the contrary,
mushrooms are regarded as something worthlesstenwadraal. Their fungophobia has also
spread to the USA and other English-speaking cmstNevertheless, mushrooms do grow
in the woods and fields of Britain and North Amarend despite the popular belief that they

are all called “mushroom” they do indeed have \thaed interesting names.

A linguistic analysis of the English names of hasibcarried out by professor Hladky. What
he does not deal with in his work is the issue efaphor and metonymy. In my work | will
focus on the occurrence of metaphor and metonynvill tlassify the source domains of
each process to see how people conceptualise numskrand which domains are the most
frequent. | will also classify the features thatveel as the inspiration of the name. Then | will
analyse the interaction of metaphor and metonyrhgnks to cognitive, linguistics it is
possible to analyse such interactions in compoandsexplore if there is any systematicity in
them. | will analyse the systematicity and pattemsiushroom names and each pattern will

be discussed in detail on case studies.



2. Theoretical Part

In the theoretical part of my work | aim to deserimetaphor and metonymy from both the

traditional and the new point of view of cognitiveguistics.

2.1. Metaphor

In a generally shared view a metaphor is a figliispeech that compares one thing to another
by saying that one is the other. It is based onlaiity between the two entities. We could for
instance say “his temper was a volcano, ready pioele”. We thus compare the state of
someone’s temper just as he is to become angrydizano before eruption. From this point
of view metaphor is usually used by the speakerder to achieve artistic or rhetorical

effect. It is used when we want to make our sp¢edie aesthetically pleasing or to put a
special emphasis on our words. In this view, a ptedais a linguistic concept bound to

words and their meanings. As such it was thoughate no practical application other that

for aesthetics and we could very well do without it

We can apply this approach of comparison to varimljects in our surroundings including
mushrooms. In this point of view the mushroblare’s Earwas named so because it bears a
similarity to ears of hares due to its shape anorc®his relationship was described by Lipka
(138) in the following diagram based on Leech bAdRichards:

X 1s like Y in respect of Z
l | 1

TENOR VEHICLE GROUND

According to the diagram, the mushrobtare’s Ear(X) is like a hare’s ear (Y) in respect of

its appearance (2).

Not so long ago a new view of metaphor appearers. fidw notion was suggested and
explained in detail by George Lakoff and Mark Jama their workMetaphors we live byt
challenges the original view of metaphor and clainas it is not a property of words but it is
a property of concepts. As Lakoff and Johnson pput@ur ordinary conceptual system, in
terms of which we both think and act, is fundamintaetaphorical in nature.” (3) What it
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means is that our thinking, how we perceive thiaugg how we relate to the outside world is
governed by metaphor. We use one concept, onealeanan experience, to describe
another. But it is not in any artistic and fancifwdy. We talk and think in metaphors without
realising it because we use it to express the mastdane things without any rhetorical

embellishment. This new view is called conceptuataphor.

In their work Lakoff and Johnson use the exampléGARIENT IS WAR where the concept

of war is mapped onto how we perceive and talk ahogguments. We think about arguments
in terms of war and war as the source domain sephie vocabulary for the concept of
argument. Their study presents several expressmmsining such metaphors that are used in

everyday communication, namely:

Your claims arendefensible.
He shot dowrall of my arguments

His criticisms wereight on target

We use such expressions because understandingybiead conflict of war is easier to
understand than the abstract idea of argumenthargditthelps us to classify and orientate
ourselves in the world around us. Abstract congejish as emotions, desires, thoughts and
relationships, are the most common target dom8iasof course they are not the only ones.
Metaphors are also used in naming entities likedj\worganisms that people needed to
classify. Plants and mushrooms were very impotiaoause they constituted a large portion
of sustenance. Since many of them are poisonoydeaeeded to create names that would
help them identify the organism easily and thertbey were often named after some special
characteristic. When we look at the source domamsan find that many of them are used to
conceptualise more than one target domain. Amoagnihst common source domains
generally are human body parts, animals, plantking and food, buildings and sports. This
list shows that our metaphorical thinking is roote@ur basic experiences of the world. We

will see if these are also common source domaimsiming mushrooms.

Since we use metaphors to understand new or abstmnacepts they need to be systematic.
This means there is a correspondence betweenrget ttomain (the one that we are trying to
understand) and the source domain (from which \eevdhe expressions). This
correspondence between two domains assigns elemehtsfirst a counterpart in the
second. In cognitive linguistics it is called “npapg”. According to Gilles Feauconnier



these mappings between domains are at the hetie ahique human cognitive faculty of

producing, transferring and processing meaning {199

2.2. Metonymy

Another type of semantic shift that governs ounkimg is metonymy. It might seem similar
to metaphor but it is quite different. In metonyrope entity is being used to refer to another
entity and it allows us to use one entity to stiordhe other. Unlike metaphor, though, it
focuses “on certain aspects of what is being reteto”. ( Lakoff and Johnson 37) That is
because the relationship of the two entities ishasted on similarity but rather on contiguity
in conceptual space. In cognitive linguistic vigunieans that one entity can refer to, or in
Langacker words one conceived entity can be "mgnaalcessed through another”, when
both belong to the same domain. (52) Lakoff dhlis domain an idealised cognitive model
or ICM. It is a phenomenon in which knowledge iteafa conceptualisation of experience
that is not congruent with reality. Radden and Ki%es provide a good explanation of what
an ICM is: “the ICM concept is meant to include naty people’s encyclopaedic knowledge
of a particular domain but also the cultural modeésy are part of. The ICM notion is not
restricted to either the world of reality, the wbdf conceptualisation or the world of
language but... may cut across these ontologicaingeal1999) This approach also suggests
that conceptual metonymy is not a random procesg lsusystematic within an ICM. The
speaker choses the reference point, that is theepbie transfers onto another, because it has
a cognitive salience and people incline to thind &k about things that have the greatest

salience for us:

Langacker explains that there are three princiglasgovern how we decide what is more
salient: human experience (such as human over novah, as in “| am reading
Shakespeare”), perceptual (more over less, asaw“bld are you?”) and cultural (typical
over non-typical, as in “You've got a bad cougtagtbrs. According to Radden and
Kdvecses these take preference because of ouopntiantric view of the world and our
interactions with it. (1999) It is only natural tHeumans take precedence over non-humans,
concrete objects over abstract entities and thwvgsteract with are chosen over things we

do not.



The notion of ICM speaks about human experiencectbraes from the real world and
operates on our conceptualisation of it througlglege. It thus cuts across all three domains.
We use language to describe the real world. Thessafjlanguage stand for the concept in our
mind that is based on the reality we perceive. ¢8iwe have no other means of expressing
and communicating our concepts than by using folamguage as well as other
communication systems are of necessity metonyn{RRatlden and Kovecses 24) This would
mean that all the names are metonymic and thatdvmatl help us very much. Therefore |

treat as metonymic only those names that coulde@xplained otherwise.

Lakoff lists several kinds of metonymical relatibips between entities that we use in
everyday speech to illustrate, that it indeedaésgnitive phenomenon and not just a figure of
speech. Such relationships are for instgroelucer for productinstitution for people
responsiblethe place for the institutioandthe part for the wholewhich is a special case,
because it is sometimes treated as a separatealled synecdoche. The following are

examples that Lakoff used to show more clearly bmvmetonymical relationships work.

PRODUCER FOR PRODUCT
He boughta Ford.

He gota Picassan his den.

| hate to read Heidegger.

INSTITUION FOR PEOPLE
The Senatéhinks abortion is immoral.
The Armywants to reinstitute the draft.

You’ll never gethe universityto agree to that.

THE PLACE FOR THE INSTITUION
Hollywoodisn't what it used to be.
Wall Streetis in panic.

The White Housisn’t saying anything.

THE PART FOR THE WHOLE
We need someew facesround here.
I’ve got anew set of wheels

We need someew bloodn the organisations

10



2.3. Blending

In 1984 Gilles Feauconnier devised a mental sgamay. Mental spaces consist of
representations of entities and relationships gfsnenario as understood by the speaker.
Because elements in one mental space can be simgégments in other mental spaces, “an
important component of mental space theory invoéstablishing mappings between
elements and relations in different spaces “ (Goubnd Oakley 2000). Mappings help with
orientation in different mental spaces as they kesgk of similar elements.

An extension of mental space theory is blendingye It describes cases in which two
mental spaces create a new blended space thatmsoekaments from each input space. This
theory operates on the basis of the conceptuajratien network devised by Gilles
Feauconnier and Mark Tourner (1998). These netwaoksist of two or more input spaces
structured by information from different cognitidemains, a generic space that contains
structure common to all spaces in the network,ahtnded space that contains selected
aspects of structure from each input space batim®wn structure. Disparate properties can
be brought together in a new mental space thabhéagroperties that were not in either of

the original mental spaces.

3. Corpus

As a source for this work | used Josef Hladky's agpvaphThe Czech and the English names
of mushroomsThe study comprises the most current names andanilv exceptions does
not include microscopic fungi such as smuts or meul' he complete list includes over 1500
names. After dismissing the names that were nevaglt to my work | was left with a list of

213 names that were created by semantic shift.

3.1. Dismissed Categories

The names that were not included in my corpus lgelorone of the following categories:

11



3.1.1. Calque

This work deals with compound names and head elesménlarge number of names in
Hladky’s corpus include heads that were borrowewh fother languages. Most of these come
from the Latin “scientific” names. Some of thenvédhe original Latin form while some of
them have been anglicized, eagaric vsagaricus boletevs boletusor polyporevs

polyporus A small number of names are of German or Fremig/ing e.g.Ergot andLorchel
However, several names in my corpus include suaed$ibecause the name originated
through semantic shift as the name was transféoradother species. An interesting name
that | also dismissed as calque is Toadstool.use very frequently and not always for
poisonous mushrooms. The word gave rise to a libkeéftoads sit on toadstools as it is
frequently pictured in illustrations and even plsotdowever, the reference to toads probably
comes from the Latin word toxicum meaning poiseng&reton, which is related to Anglo-
Saxon, the word for toad is tusec derived fromdowi). The ultimate meaning would then be
“a 'poison stool’, and the idea of poison, rathantthe toad, may have been dominant in the
minds of those who first applied this term to th&viungi in the Anglo-Saxon world*
(Wasson and Wasson 1957).

3.1.2. Non-transparent Names

Another category that | dismissed comprised naimaswere probably created by semantic

shift but their origin was not transparent or | visa$ able to identify it.
Examples of these names are:

* Hen of the Woodspossibly named so because the overlapping dape druiting
body resemble feathers of a hen.

* Yellow Rider it could have been named because of a slightigle-shaped
depressed cap when mature

» Shaggy Beaf young specimens of this brownish mushroom hawsmcuously
hairy margins that may resemble bear’s fur

* The Gypsy | was not able to find any information about tiigjin, according to
several sources it is unknown

* Wood Witch - may have been named for its dark cap resembliwgch’s hat or
because of its not so appealing appearance ashis covered in dark green foul-

smelling slime

12



4. Analytical Part

In this part | will classify the trends in metapioat and metonymical names. | will classify
both the source domains of metaphors and metonyan@slso categories on which these
processes were based. | also include a comparigbrihese trends in plant names.
Mushrooms were long considered to be plants arsdatlili provide an insight into metaphors
and metonymies in both realms and we shall séeikttis any connection. In the second part
| will deal with names in which metaphor and metoyyinteract and describe such instances
in detail.

4.1. Metaphor

Metaphor is present around 68% of the names of roasfs. Firstly | will classify the
different source domains and then the bases ofphets.

4.1.1. Source Domains

The classification of source domains is based emttrk of Callebaut (1990). He dealt with
metaphorical references in plant and animal nairetded references to mushrooms because

that was not investigated in his work.

4.1.1.1. Metaphorical Reference a Natural ObjectsrdArtefacts
Frequency: 83

This category comprises names that refer to eitherral objects or man-made objects.
Names in this category were usually based on appear There are several categories. We
can find items of clothing such &sotch Bonnet, BootlacesBachelor's Buttonsfood like
Plums and Custard, Jelly DropsmdJelly Babiesand musical instruments or related items
like TrumpetandTuning Fork.Other examples are daily use items suc8madles, Jap
Umbrella, Fairy Tubor Elfin Saddle.

13



4.1.1.2. Zoological Metaphor
Frequency: 36

In this category there are names referring to alsimiatheir parts. They are usually based on
appearance.

* Body parts
The body parts referred to are usually those gilamammals such &ag’s Horn
Pig’s Trotteror Goat’s Lip

* Whole animal
Most of these names refer to invertebrates suvoaal, Oysteror Caterpillar. But

there are some that also refer to mammals suttedgehogr Chicken of the Woods.

4.1.1.3. Anthropomorphic Metaphor
Frequency: 15

In this category there are names that refer to Imgntauman body or body parts. Examples of
this category ar®Ild Man’s Beard It could be considered a double metaphor. Firstyeis

the shape of a beard that was mapped onto the oamtand then it was the white colour of a
beard of an old mamead Man’s Fingersrere named similarly. It was the shape of human
fingers and the grey colour of a dead person tlatmwapped onto the shape of the
mushroom. Furthermore, as it comes out of the gtauresembles fingers of a body buried

underground.

4.1.1.4. Fungal Metaphor
Frequency: 5

In this category are fungi that were named aftettaar species because of their resemblance.
That was the reason why people frequently conflueet These mushrooms &alse Truffle

False ChanterellgFalse More] False RussulandFalse Champignan

14



4.1.1.5. Botanical Metaphor
Frequency: 2

There are only two names in this category. On&deftisFlowers of Tanlt is technically not
a fungus but a slime mold that belongs to the ad&ddyxogastria. It was included here
because in some older publications it was consiterée a fungus. The second onBeégch
Rooter A large part of its stem is hidden undergroundciinesembles plant roots.

4.1.1.6. Summary of Source Domains of Metaphor

The distribution of different types of source donsais shown in table 1 below:

Source Domains of Metaphar

Table 1: Source Domains of Metaphor

Source Domains of Metaphor
4% _ 1%

B Natural Objects or
Artefacts
M Zoological

= Anthropomorphic

B Fungal

 Botanical

Figure 1: Source Domains of Metaphor

The most frequent are references to natural obgutsartefacts (59%). These include mam-
made objects like clothing but also food. The sdamiost frequent are zoological references (
25%). They include references to domestic aninikésdonkeys, sheep, goats and poultry and

wild animals like deer or hedgehogs. But thereadse references to exotic animals like

15



elephants and invertebrates like coral and oystieow@gh they are less common. The next
category is anthropomorphic references. 73% ofetlams references to human body parts.
References to mushrooms make up only 4% and balaeierence only 1%. This confirms
that source domains of metaphorical mushroom nameesimilar to other domains of human
experience. And it confirms that people use tetmas ¢come from their immediate experience

of the world.

4.1.1.7. Comparison with Plant Names

Mushrooms were long considered to be a part opltwet kingdom. Partly for this reason |
will examine if metaphorical plant names bare anyilarity to mushroom names. | draw the
data about plant names from the work of Iveta Déistea Semantic Shift in Plant Names
(2014).

There are only 4 categories in her work, referetcedbjects, zoological references,
anthropomorphic and botanical. All these belontheomost common source domains in
general. She lists several different categoriesbggcts that appear in plant names — weapons,
clothes, objects of daily use, food and buildir@bjects of daily use such as cups are also
common among mushrooms and so is fdddris and Custajdand clothing Bonnets,

Buttong. However, | have not found any references to waar buildings. References to
objects in mushroom names comprise 10% more thplat names. There are 31% of
zoological references among plant names and 25%@moishroom names. Both domains
include mammals, birds, invertebrates and repfilbsre are also fish and amphibians among
plant names. Birds that appear in mushroom nangealladomestic animals. Then there are
14% of anthropomorphic references among plant nameés 1% among mushroom names,
6% of botanical references among plant names Hytlét among mushroom names. There
are also references to mushrooms among mushroomsniduat are not present among plant
names. However, the difference between inner praataphors and inner mushroom

metaphors is only 2%.

The ratio of different source domains is very samamong plant and mushroom names
although Plant names seem to have more categoitigis ¥he source domains. Moreover,
mushroom names include both botanical referencésedarences to mushrooms while plants

only have botanical references.

16



4.1.2. Bases of Metaphor

This part deals with the characteristics of mushrethat the mapping is based on. There are

four categories - appearance, size, scent and loefmav

4.1.2.1. Reference to Appearance

Frequency: 135

This is the most numerous category. The relatipnishit is based on how the mushroom
looks, its colour and shape. Shapes of mushroombeaery varied and are sometimes very
peculiar. Names based on appearance are for examgéd Wings, Tuning For&ndPig’s

Ears

4.1.2.2. Reference to Behaviour

Frequency: 7

Names in this category were named after a spdm#i@viour of the mushrooniihe Deceiver
is highly variable and it also changes its colounmy its life. The Blusheturns pink when
cut.

4.1.2.3. Reference to Size
Frequency: 2

The two mushrooms in this category were named #feer large size. They afiéhe

CommanderandThe Prince.

17



4.1.2.4. Reference to Scent
Frequency: 1

Unlike plants, mushrooms are not known for its $eew therefore there are not many
references to it. There is only one mushroom treet metaphorically named after its scent

and that isCucumber Slicé¢hat is said to smell of freshly cut cucumbers.

4.1.2.5. Summary of Bases of Metaphor

Table 2 below shows the distribution of bases dfapieors.

Bases of Metaphor
Appearance 136
Behaviour 7
Size 2
Scent 1

Table 2: Bases of Metaphor

Bases of Metaphor
%

5%

B Appearance
M Behaviour
Size

M Scent

Figure 2: Bases of Metaphor

93% of the names were named on the basis of appeari is not very surprising since it is
the most salient feature. And it is the first thpgpple notice. 5% of the mushrooms were
named after their behaviour. Two names were namethéir large size and only one was

named for its scent resembling cucumbers.
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4.1.2.6. Comparison with Plant Names

Unlike Iveta Doskeilova | have included the category of colour in tdaegory of

appearance. In both the plant names and the mushnames their appearance is the most
feature for creating the name. 87% of plant namesd8% of mushroom names were created
on the basis of their appearance. Among plant saheesecond largest category is scent. For
plants scent is very important as it is a mearattact pollinators. It is quite natural that the
different smells of flowers would yield new nameédushrooms have no such need and
therefore there is only one name based on scehttincases only a handful of species were
named for their behaviour and size. There are mdiffemotivations for the latter category.
While mushroomsThe PrinceandThe Commandgmwere named so because they are usually
larger than other species in general, the plantasamthis category usually denote a larger
size than a similar species likkxlip andCowslip

4.2. Metonymy

Metonymy appears in 32% of names. | use the saméypes of classification. Firstly |
classify the source domains and in the secondipathases of the mapping.

4.2.1. Source Domains

There are 5 categories of source domains. TheneBmences to objects or substances and
anthropomorphic references as in the source donodimetaphors. What is different is the
category of pars pro toto and reference to tinasad included a category of miscellaneous for

names that could not be placed in any other cayegor

4.2.1.1. Pars Pro Toto
Frequency: 31

The mushrooms in this group were named by the melad@ARS PRO TOTO metonymy.
That is they are named after a certain part ofriligng body. It is usually the most
prominent or easily recognisable part such as dpeoc the gills. Gills are a type of

hymenophore. But it can also take form of tubespimes also called teeth. These names are
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for exampleOak Mazegillor Blue Spineslt can also be named after a feature that cantbelp
identify the fungus. Since the cap is the most pnemt it is also the most frequent. Most of
these names refer to some characteristics of tii@lazap of the mushroom such as Wax Cap
or Inkcap. There are, however, several names é¢fiet to man-made caps. Those Rrece
CapandLiberty Cap But since it does refer only to that particulartpf the mushroom and

not the whole fruiting body they are included irstbategory.

4.2.1.2. Anthropomorphic Metonymy
Frequency: 14

This is a category which comprises hames relakeiteans. There are names related to
illnesses likeThe Sickeneor Tippler's Bandhat are named after the effect they have on the
consumer. Other names inclutlee Miller,sad sounding namé&eeping Widowmamed for

the “tears” it produces aridan on horsebacHliscussed in detail below.

4.2.1.3. Metonymical Reference to Objects or Substees
Frequency: 13

In this category there are metonymical names #fat to natural objects or artefacts. Most
of these names refer to the habitats of the musimso®hose we can find for instance in
Brook BeacorandBog BeaconThe SandwndWoodlover There are two references to
poison —PoisonerandPoison Pie It also include®ry Rotnamed after the wood decay it

causes.

4.2.1.4. Miscellaneous

Frequency: 5

There were several names that did not fit into @hgr category such &lver Streaks or
Flat Top.
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4.2.1.5. Metonymical Reference to Time

Frequency: 2

This is basically the same category as in the setgpe of classification. The fungi were
named after a time in which they occur. The musimr@gHerald of the Winteralso called
Winter Herald

4.2.1.6. Metonymical Reference to Mushrooms

Frequency: 2

There are two names that include metonymical ratee to other mushrooms. The
mushrooms are parasitical and grow on others asréfibre it is a reference to their habitat.
They areBolete EaterandTruffle Eater The relationship with the metaphorical heads is

further discussed below.

4.2.1.7. Summary of Source Domains of Metonymy

The table below shows all the source domains obnmyehical names.

Source Domains of Metonymyf

Pars Pro Toto 31
Anthropomorphic 14
Objects or Substances 13
Miscellaneous 5
Time 2
Mushrooms 2

Table 3: Source Domains of Metonymy
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Source Domains of Metonymy

3% 3%

M Pars Pro Toto

B Anthropomorphic

M Objects or Substances
B Miscellaneous

H Time

B Mushrooms

Figure 3: Source Domains of Metonymy

The most prominent among metonymical names is PRRS TOTO metonymy that can be
found in almost half of the names. Body part dadppearance is a very salient feature.
Most of the other half is divided into two categ@asriwith 21% and 19%. The second source
domain is the anthropomorphic domain. Since musheoare eaten the names reflect their
usually negative effect they have on the consufteey are poisonous. But there are of
course other relationships with humans. The thatégory contains references to objects or
substances. The three remaining categories conglge fraction of the names which

shows that they are not very salient.

4.2.1.8. Comparison with Plant Names

In both plant and mushroom names the most frecqg@nte domain is pars pro toto with
51% and 46% respectively confirming that it indeethe most salient feature.

If | remove this category the remaining categoaesquite different. The most frequent
category among mushroom names is anthropomorpkic3826 while among plant names it
is only 16% including references to illnesses. rélae 13 references to illnesses that the
particular plant cures or causes. Unlike in Chimaséicine in western thought mushrooms
were not used and therefore there are no referéagesticular illnesses. There are only
names that refer to the fact that they will maleeglkrson sick. The most frequent source
domain of plant names is habitat with 40%which nsakan important feature. There is only
a handful of names that refer to places and tha&se mcluded in the category of objects and
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substances. Such names are for instance Bog Beadowoodlover. There are also two
names that refer to other mushrooms as their habitace is therefore a lot less important in
mushroom names. Time of growth is as importanpfant names for mushrooms statistically
although there are 9 time references among plant®aly 2 among mushrooms. The second
largest category in both cases is objects. Howelkierpercentage of objects in mushroom

names is with 36% significantly larger than in plaames with only 18%.

4.2.2. Bases of Metonymy

There are 6 categories of the characteristicseofrinshrooms that metonymies are based on —

appearance that includes PARS PRO TOTO metonyrfectehabitat, time, usage and scent.

4.2.2.1. Reference to Appearance

Frequency: 42

Included in this category are mostly fungi named®RS PRO TOTO since it is a visual
aspect, a part of the mushroom that gave themahenAmong these names are mushrooms

like Gray Scale or Showy Flamecap.

4.2.2.2. Reference to Effect
Frequency: 15

Names in this category were named after specifiabeur of the mushroom. The behaviour
is usually something the mushroom causes when aatéthat is it usually makes the person
sick or it kills him outright. Such names &ikener, Death Cagr Tippler's BaneThe latter

IS quite an interesting mushroom because it isctomly when consumed with alcohol.
Another example is for instandeain Wreckerlt grows on dead wood and it has a high
tolerance for treated wood such as railroad tidsas actually caused train derailments before

as it decomposed the ties.
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4.2.2.3. Reference to Habitat
Frequency: 6

In this category there are names that refer tpkhee where the mushroom grows suchlas
Sandyor Bog Beaconlt includes substances like wood or sand but alseromushrooms in

names of parasitical ones and other environments.

4.2.2.4. Reference to Time

Frequency: 2

There is only one fungus named after a time in Witi@appears. The name has two versions,
Winter Herald or Herald of Winter. As the name segjg it appears in late October or
December, often with the first frosts.

4.2.2.5. Reference to Usage
Frequency: 1

British people do not find mushrooms very useful @@ mushrooms popular as food. There
are of course exceptions and one such exceptiartigt’s Conklt is a bracket fungus that is
sometimes used by artists as a drawing medium. WhHeewhite surface on the bottom is
scratched it reveals the brown tissue underneakter\dried, the scratched lines become

permanent.

4.2.2.6. Reference to Scent
Frequency: 1

As with metaphor there is only one metonymical reriee to scent in this category and that is
The Miller. The mushroom is said to have a mealy smell amcttore the name was

metonymically to the person associated with mills.
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4.2.2.7. Summary of Bases of Metonymy

The distribution of various bases of metonymy isodlews:

Bases of Metonymy
Appearance 42
Effect 15
Habitat
Time
Usage
Scent

Table 4: Bases of Metonymy

RPN O

Bases of Metonymy
39%__2%~\2%

B Appearance
B Effect

B Habitat

H Time

B Usage

W Scent

Figure 4: Bases of Metonymy

Most metonymies in mushroom names were based aaegpce. They account for 63% of
all the metonymical names. That is not very sumpgisince it includes PARS PO TOTO
metonymy which is the largest group of source dosaiThe second most frequent category
is the one that includes effect the mushroom has@wconsumer (22%). 9% of the names

refer to habitat. The least numerous categorieiraee usage and scent.
4.2.2.8 Comparison with Plant Names

The most important characteristic in plant namédsatstat (50%). It is much less frequent in
mushroom names with only 25%. The most importaatatteristic in mushroom names

(apart from appearance that was taken out for mapetated above) is the effect they have
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on the consumer. There are 59% of such names bu®#&nof names among plant names.
The fact that plants are frequently used for mediocother purposes makes it also an
important factor in naming. Mushrooms on the oteand are used less and therefore it
appears in only 4% of names. Reference to timengas with 6% in plant names and 8% in

mushroom names.

4.3. Metaphor and Metonymy Interaction

This section deals with names in which both metaphd metonymy are present. There are
several varieties of such interaction. | used thegification of Réka Benczes (2006) and
adapted it to the purposes of this paper. Eachafp#eraction is presented in one or more

case studies which illustrate the relationshipathtprocesses.

4.3.1.1. Metonymy- based Modifier and Metaphor -baed Head
Frequency: 23

This type if interaction includes compounds whére ttead is metaphorical and the
modifying constituent is metonymical. It is the rhvequent type of interaction. Such

interaction can be found in names |Belete Eater Trumpet of DeathEarth Fanand others.
* Bolete Eater

The head constituent was named through anthropdmuompetaphor. The process of eating

is mapped onto the process of decomposition ofetim It may seem strange but the idea is
not so far-fetchedBolete Eategrows on another mushroom, in this case a boletus,
decomposes it (that is breaks it into simpler oigérms) and feeds on the waste products
produced by it. It is a parasitic organism thasges nutrients from its “food”. Eating in
animals and people also means getting nutrients food while the food gets broken into
simpler forms. The modifier denotes what is beiegamposed (or “eaten”). Therefore the
relationship between the two constituents of thepaund could be described as
ORGANISM-FOOD where the modifying element specifidgat is being "eaten”. But
because we are talking about mushrooms it coulttdpeed that the modifier also denotes a

place where it lives. Meaning it is a metonymiegkrence to place in a HABITAT FOR
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ORGANISM relationship. Another fungi named throwymilar process aréruffle Eateror

Scum Lover.
o Earth fan

The head was named through image metaphor asdpe siia fan was mapped onto the
shape of the fruiting body. The modifier is a caEBlIABITAT FOR ORGANISM

metonymy.
e Trumpet of Death

The origin of the head in this name is quite cl@&e fruiting body of the mushroom indeed
has a trumpet like appearance. Thus, the shapérompet was mapped onto the shape of
the mushroom by means of an image metaphor. Tlufieras more interesting. The

“death” in the name does not in this case meanttigamushroom is poisonous and causes
death after consumption. Because it resembleack blumpet that grows out of the ground it
was thought to be a musical instrument played bietdwead people. It is therefore a STATE
FOR PERSON metonymy. Since there is no explicittmarof a mushroom the name is
derived from more input spaces. One contains th&hnaom, the second one contains the
trumpet that corresponds to the shape and thedhiccontains a buried body that plays the

trumpet. The yielded space contains elements filbof the above.
* Witch’s Butter

The British have been known for their “Fungopholaad the belief that “fungi spring up
from the ruin of all that is fair and beautiful(Rolfe 2) Thanks to this negative attitude
towards fungi some of them were associated witthiogt beings such as fairies , witches,
the devil and so forth. The gelatinous texture applearance of this particular fungus was
conceptualised as butter given rise to the headop#ne name. The modifier comes from its
“unaccountably rapid growth in the night, which lgagen rise to a superstitious belief, that
witches milk the cows and scatter the milk on treugd.” (Prior 252) Witches here are the

producers of the black and unappetizing “butterd #rerefore it is a metonymical reference.
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4.3.1.2. Metaphor-based Modifier and Metonymy-base#iead
Frequency: 13

This is the second most frequent category. The tseamdtonymical and it usually refers to
parts of mushrooms. The modifier is metaphoricahrples of these compounds are

Flamecap, Tallowgills or Mazegill.
* Flamecap

This species was named after the yellow or orap@mic of its cap. It is an example of an
interaction between a metaphor based on appeaaanicBARS PRO TOTO metonymy.
There is a close association of a part and theevmpishroom and so the former can easily
stand for the latter. This is especially the cagh the cap as it is often the most prominent
feature of the fruiting body. The overall metonyimYCHARACTERISTIC PROPERTY

FOR CATEGORY because it denotes a species of mastgaevith that characteristic. The
modifier flameis based on image metaphor as the colour of flasnespped onto the colour
of the cap. The cap stands for the whole mushrodhe characteristic property in this case is

the flame - coloured cap.
» Tallowgills

Tallowgillsis similar toFlamecap It is also a bahuvrihi compound with the overall
metonymy CHARACTERISTIC PROPERTY FOR CATEGORY. B¢ metaphor in the
modifier is of a different nature. In Flamecap d@swased on a visual aspect. Rather than that
it was the tactile quality or texture of tallow tiveas mapped onto the gills of the mushroom.
The head comes from its characteristic featurechvim this case are the gills. According to
the blending theory the name consists of two irgpaices. The first input space contains
tallow and the other input space contains the concepiugshroomA part of the second input
space is the fact that some mushrooms have gillhig case it is the most salient feature that
sets it apart from other mushrooms. What the nastefgom the first input space is the

texture of tallow. No other aspect such as colowse is relevant in this case. These two

input spaces yielded a space that contains a mushihaving gills with tallow-like texture.
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4.3.1.3. Metaphor-based Modifier and Metaphor-baseéiead
Frequency: 8

Both the profile determinant and the modifier aasdxl on metaphor in these names. Both
constituents serve as a source domain. Therefere #re to metaphors acting upon the

meaning of the compound.

* Rubber Buttons

This name is a compound where both the modifierthagrofile determinant are
metaphorical. The mushroom grows in clusters orool@lled trees. Its fruiting body is only
1- 4 cm across and 1 cm tall and circular and ftgiped becoming slightly cup - shaped later
in life. Thanks to its shape and size of an indraidfruiting body the appearance of a button
was mapped onto the mushroom. There are actwadlyrtore names of this fungus that
include buttons. The others are Bachelor’'s ButtontsPope’s Buttons. Although it is not a
jelly fungus it does have a soft gelatinous textaoreet weather. The texture gave rise to
MUSHROOM IS RUBBER metaphor.

 Dead Man’s Fingers

This mushroom changes its appearance duringétsyitle. Somewhere in the middle of this
cycle it indeed takes on an appearance of deadmingers sticking out from the ground.
The head element, “fingers”, draws from the MUSHROD @5 A HUMAN BODY metaphor
and it is based on its appearance. Its fruitingylduak characteristic elongated club shape
resembling human fingers. The modifier metonymycaflecifies that the fingers are that of a
dead body. This is could be based on appearance tia fruiting body changes its colour
from pale grey or bluish to black creating the aggeon. What also contributes to this

association is the fact that they are growing ftbenground like fingers of a buried corpse.

4.3.1.4. Metonymy- based Modifier and Metonymy-baskHead
Frequency: 4

Both the head and the modifier were named by mebasnetonymy. The most interesting

name idMan on horsebacHiscussed below.
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« Man on Horseback

The interaction of metaphors and metonymies indage is a complex one. The connection
with horse riding probably comes from its saddlemhform. The initial metaphor then was
based on appearance of the mushroom and it wafdherl case of what Lakoff calls an
image metaphor. The brown cap of older specimenallysopens up and parts of the edges
turn upwards resembling a saddle. The image ofldlsas then mapped onto the image of
the mushroom cap. Because it is only the capisteiddle-shaped and not the whole fungus,
it is a case of PARS PRO TOTO metonymy. That is,cp stands for the whole mushroom.
None of this is explicitly stated in the name. &zt we have two elements that are associated
with the concept of riding a horse. Firstly we h#ve relationship between a saddle and an
animal part on which it is situated. This alsoetonymy since horseback stands for a saddle
forming a relationship that could be described lBA®E FOR OBJECT. The head of the
compound is also in a metonymical relationship \ilig notion of a saddle. A saddle is a
man-made object used for riding and thereforentiege of a saddle is associated with a rider
in an INSTRUMENT FOR AGENT relationship.

In blending theory the name is a case of a meklgglope network. There are three input
spaces: the mushroom domain, the saddle domaihptise domain and the rider domain.
The first two are connected via the shape of tipetieat corresponds to the saddle. The horse
domain yields the notion of horseback on whichghedle is situated and the rider domains
provides the notion of a man sitting on horsebdtlere is also an alternative theory put
forward by Nicholas Money that says that the mushrevas too good for peasants and it was
suitable only for the nobility (2011). It wouldeth be a simple case of CONSUMER FOR
FOOD CONSUMED.

* Deathcap

This is a case of interaction of two metonymiese €ap was named by means of a PARS
PRO TOTO metonymy. The reference to death in tbdifier is also a metonymy. The
relationship could be described as EFFECT FOR MUSBRI because it describes what

effect the mushroom has when eaten.
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4.3.1.5. The Name as a Whole
Frequency: 2
In this category there are names that were nameddbgphor and metonymy simultaneously.

They areThe MillerandFalse Chanterelle

+ False Chanterelle

Metaphor and metonymy are not separated in thiserida they are in the other cases. Rather
there are two different, albeit connected, procesEle mushroom looks like a chanterelle
and therefore it is conceptualised as one on tkesdhaf metaphor. Because of this similarity,
however, people would often confuse them and pielkwirong one. This association also

gave rise to its name.

Compounds like this one are usually used as amsguagainst the compositionality of
language. How can it simultaneously be false adlaaterelle. Thanks to the theory of
blending it actually makes sense. It is false obratie in the new mental space that the two
original spaces have yielded. In one mental spaseaifake and in the other it is a chanterelle
because it looks like it. Eve Sweester (1999%iHates this relationship between the two
mental spaces on the case of a fake gun. Thene isnental space of a dupe who sees the
object as gun and the mental space of a more kadgedédle person who knows it is not a gun

but is passing it of as one.
e The Miller

The Miller is similar to Man on horseback though as complex. It is said to have a mealy
odour or rather that it smells like an old graidlmihat means that the smell of the mill was
metaphorically mapped onto the smell of the musimrdBut it is only the smell and not any
other aspect of a mill that is mapped on the musht&ince there are usually millers
working in mills the concept of a miller was mappedo the concept of a mill in a
WORKER FOR A WORKPLACE metonymy.

4.3.1.6. Metaphor - based Semantic Relation betweéme Constituents of the Compound

In her work Benczes also deals with a metaphor badatian between the constituents of
compounds. She draws from the works of Pamela Droywind Beatrice Warren. They say

that there are a number of noun — noun compounesenthe relation between the two nouns
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is that of comparison or resemblance. This relatigmis metaphorical because the entity
denoted by the profile determinant is understooduth the entity of the modifier. There are
numerous instances of this among mushroom namésasiird’s Nest Fungusr Yellow
Knight FungusIn these cases both the target domains and thieesdomains are present.
Through frequent use, however, the profile deteaminvas often left out due to

lexicalisation. Yet both formBird"s Nest FunguandBird’s Nesturvive to this day.

4.3.2.7. The Summary of Metaphor and Metonymy Inteaction

Table 5 below shows the distribution of types ¢éraction of metaphor and metonymy in

mushroom names.

Metaphor and Metonymy Interaction.

Metonymical Modifier and Metaphorical Head 23
Metaphorical Modifier and Metonymical Head 13
Metaphorical Modifier and Metaphorical Head 8

Metonymical Modifier and Metonymical Head
The Name as a Whole 2

Table 5: Metaphor and Metonymy Interaction

Metaphor and Metonymy
Interaction

4%

B Metonymical Modifier
and Metaphorical Head

B Metaphorical Modifier
and Metonymical Head

Metaphorical Modifier
and Metaphorical Head

B Metonymical Modifier
and Metonymical Head

® The Name as a Whole

Figure 5: Metaphor and Metonymy Interaction

In the most numerous category with 52% are nanmsshtive metonymical modifier and

metaphorical head such @sumpet of Deatlor Bolete EaterThe second most frequent
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category is that where the names have metaphoniodifier and metonymical head. The
metonymy is usually PARS PRO TOTO. Names whetk bead and modifier are
metaphorical make up 16% of all the types. Namiés both metonymical parts are less
frequent and in the least frequent category areesamiere both metaphor and metonymy

operate on the name as a whole.
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5. Conclusion

Semantic shift is not an uncommon way of namingoigms around us. Among mushroom
names there are 213 names that contain metapletonymy or both. Metaphor is by far the
most common and it appears in 146 names. Metongriess common and appears in only 67

names. The interaction appears in 44 names.

There are 5 source domains of metaphor in mushrames. Objects and artefacts are the
most numerous with 59% followed by zoological refezes with 36% and anthropomorphic
references with 11%. The numbers show that mushrmames are no different from other
domains of metaphorical names as human body, aniamal cooking are among the most

frequent source domains in general.

93% of the metaphorical names are based on appeatinen talking about mushrooms
most people imagine the ones that have a stem aap. 8ut the fungus world is much more
diverse ranging from littl&tag’s Horngo a large white tuft that Bearded Hedgehod.he
names reflect this diversity. Only a small numblenames were named differently. 5% were
named because of their behaviour, 1% because iofsthe and another 1% because of their

scent.

Metonymical names are less common as there areb@fbynames. Almost a half of the
names were named by PARS PRO TOTO metonymy. Cap imost frequent part to occur
as it is usually the most noticeable and distifibe second most frequent source domain is
anthropomorphic. The names frequently refer tceffect mushrooms have on the consumer.
The third category with references to objects dastances makes up 19%. References to
habitat are quite frequent among them as it caanbenportant feature for distinguishing
mushrooms. There are 5 names that could not beglacany other category. Two names
refer to the time they occur making it one of thasit salient features and two names refer to
other mushrooms. These two last mushrooms areifieaband they refer to their habitat.

The most important feature on which metonymy isldas appearance (63%). Most of these
names include PARS PRO TOTO metonymy making intbst salient feature in naming
mushrooms. The second category is effect whicinagélects the source domains as the
second most frequent category was anthropomor@miky. 9% refer to habitat. It seems that it

is not a very important feature. At least it doe$rEquently appear in compounds or heads.
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Two names are based on time of occurrence. 1 nefigies to usage and one name refers to

scent.

In the last part of my work | wished to map theioas ways and patterns of metaphor and
metonymy interaction. These patterns are based whach part of the compound is
activated by conceptual metaphor or metonymy. Thezdour types of which the most
frequent are names with metaphorical heads andnyreical modifiers. Such interaction
appears in 46% of the names. The second typdeyation is between metonymical heads
and metonymical modifiers. The heads are usuallyathby PARS PRO TOTO metonymy
and the metaphorical modifiers specify some charatics of said part. The next two
categories include names where metaphor or metomytsyupon both parts of the name.
Metaphor is more frequent (8%). In the last typthlpyocesses act upon the name

simultaneously.

| have thus concluded that mushroom names havefregstently been inspired by their
appearance and that the names come from objectsnamdls mostly plus mushroom parts in
metonymical names. In 44 cases metaphor and metomgeract and the most frequent type

is metaphorical head and metonymical modifier.
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