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Domain is one of the key concepts in Cognitive Linguistics. The branch itself
was shaped as a separate trend in linguistic studies in the late seventies — early eigh-
ties of the twentieth century. There is no single theory or methods used and admitted
unanimously by linguists of the branch, thus the field of Cognitive Linguistics re-
mains rather flexible and open to new approaches. The field of its interests is rather
broad and the relationships between the language and thought and these between the
world and the human mind are the key issues. Language is perceived not merely as a
means of communication but rather as a way of conveying, storing and processing of
information. It is understood as a mediator between the world and the mind and can
serve as a reflection of the human perception of the objective reality.

The term “domain” has entered Cognitive Linguistics with two meanings and
two different purposes. V. Evans in her “Glossary of Cognitive Linguistics” provides
the following definition of a domain: “Domain is a conceptual entity posited in Cog-
nitive Grammar. A domain constitutes a coherent knowledge structure possessing, in
principle, any level of complexity or organization...” (Evans 2007, 61). According
to Evans, the term was brought into cognitive grammar by Ronald W. Langacker,
and what he virtually implies by the term is the background information, knowledge
structure which provides conditions for word comprehension in a particular context.
For example, in order to understand the word “sunny”, we have to have knowledge
of the weather system; without this knowledge the word will not be clear or will not
be comprehended as it should be. Thus, the domain of “weather” will be crucial for
understanding the word “sunny”. This idea is in tune with the encyclopedic view of
the meaning that was briefly outlined above and which, in short, claims that the con-
text shapes the meaning and provides proper message delivery. Langacker also dis-
tinguishes between basic and abstract domains. Basic domains are the closest to hu-
man experience, since they provide the knowledge derived directly from a human’s
experience, or embodied cognition. For example, such domains as SPACE or TIME
are considered to be basic, thus being understood and accepted by anyone. On the
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other hand, there are some domains, like LOVE or FRIENDSHIP that can be regar-
ded as abstract domains owing to a more complicated nature and organization. That
virtually implies that though being derived from the basic domains, abstract domains
may give more specific knowledge for proper comprehension of a word by particular
groups of people. The difference between marriage traditions, for example, may cau-
se specific perception of the word “wedding” by different nations. Such approach to
domains’ classification provides hierarchy between them, or in other words, the inter-
relations and interdependence within the domains. We can instantiate the theory by
an obvious illustration. When analyzing the meaning of the word “spoon” we should
construct the domains’ hierarchy, such as:

SP/(T%ON
CUT/TI\JERY
KIT/([EHEN

ROOM

A

SPACE

Fig. 1. Hierarchy of domains for the word “spoon”

Langacker’s theory of domains is mainly focused on organization of experience
and knowledge into concepts that will further provide meaning perception. That me-
ans that in order to grasp the meaning of “spoon” we should first start with the basic
domain of SPACE. Since it is the starting point for meaning construction and it can
be hardly subordinated to another domain, it is placed at the bottom of a hierarchical
scale and considered to be basic. As V. Evans states referring to Langacker: “Basic
domains derive from directly embodied experiences that are pre-conceptual in natu-
re” (Evans 2006, 233). Abstract domains in their turn are more individualized or, as
Evans characterizes them, “subjective in nature” (Evans 2006, 233).

Another aspect of the term “domain” application in Cognitive Linguistics is its
introduction in the Conceptual Theory of Metaphor. The Glossary of Cognitive Lin-
guistics interprets the term in the following way: “Conceptual domains are relatively
complex knowledge structures which relate to coherent aspects of experience... A
conceptual metaphor serves to establish correspondences known as cross-domain
mappings between a source domain and a target domain by projecting representa-
tions from one conceptual domain onto corresponding representations in another con-
ceptual domain...” (Evans 2007, 62). The theory elaborated by G. Lakoff is crucial
for both the analysis and formation of metaphor. The basic claim is that metaphor’s
meaning is grasped through cross-domain mappings projected from the source do-
main of knowledge to the target domain. In the analysis of metaphor we should link
and juxtapose the meaning from the source domain to the target domain in order to
see the correspondences and comprehend metaphoricity. The conceptual metaphor is
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established and given the written representation in the form of TARGET DOMAIN
IS SOURCE DOMAIN or TARGET DOMAIN AS SOURCE DOMAIN. Thus, in
the analysis of the sentence He has built a brilliant career can be analyzed through
a conceptual metaphor SUCCESS IS A BUILDING and that implies that career is so-
mething you can build; the notions related to a building in the source domain should
be found correspondences in the target domain. If we make further projections we
would be definitely able to find such corresponding elements of the domains as:
career is a building, an employee (person) is a builder, career ladder is stairs of the
building, etc.; and this in its turn could enable us to make the following statements:
He has worked really hard to build such a brilliant career; Her way up to a career
ladder was not always smooth and easy, etc.

The analysis of the present paper is based upon the theory of domains employed
in Lakoff’s theory of conceptual metaphor. The construct was further supported and
substantiated by various scholars (Levin 1993; McGlone 1996; Low 1999; K6vecses
2010; et al.). Human’s background, knowledge or experience provide him with the
ability to juxtapose and contrast phenomena belonging to essentially different areas,
or, in linguistic terms, domains. Metaphor formation is an extremely interesting case
for analysis. Judging it from the conceptual theory’s viewpoint makes it possible to
draw links between the two domains involved, which contributes to metaphor com-
prehension. This can schematically be shown in the following way:

SOURCE DOMAIN TARGET DOMAIN
MAPPINGS ———>> METAPHORICAL EXPRESSIONS
(CONCEPTUAL METAPHORS) (LINGUISTIC METAPHORS)

Fig. 2. Metaphor projection from the source domain to the target domain

The source domain lays the foundation for the concept, which in its turn forms
mappings, or conceptual metaphors. The conceptual metaphor will further provide a
whole number of linguistic expressions, or linguistic metaphors, that finally deliver
the idea to the target domain.

Metaphor might seem not appropriate for scientific language, since terminology
and scientific language need precision, clarity and unambiguity. Under such a claim
metaphor cannot fit the context if it is being viewed at and perceived as a purely li-
terary trope. But having in mind the theory exposed in cognitivists’ views and study
of metaphor, i.e. the idea of metaphor’s ubiquity in humans’ life (Lakoff, Johnson
1980), it becomes obvious that metaphor can be present in all spheres of human’s ac-
tivity. This fundamental concept has given a push in linguistic research and thought,
metaphor has gained extensive study in various fields with the science of no excep-
tion. Research of scientific language is not an easy task and can be carried out in
two directions. One is the study of scientific discourse in periodicals or specialized
literature (the sphere of functioning), the second is study of terms fixed in terminolo-
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gical dictionaries (the sphere of fixation) (Skujina 1993). The latter is the object of
the present research.

Within the framework of the conceptual metaphor theory much research has
been done. One of the tasks is to identify the conceptual metaphor and precisely de-
termine the two domains involved. Linguists have tried to reveal the source domains
that more often serve as the conceptual basis for the projection of a notion to the
target domain. It might seem self-evident that the most common source domain is
human body. In search for reasons for such claims we need to go back to the idea of
encyclopaedic aspect of the meaning and to Langacker’s theory of domains. It has
already been stated in the outline above that the meaning is first gained through hu-
man’s own experience and knowledge of the world and that the first domain of such
experience and knowledge is none other than human himself. That makes it obvious
that metaphors derived from the source domain of human body would be the first
domain for metaphoric representation of any phenomenon requiring denotation. The
world of fauna, names of animals, their body parts or specificity of dwelling would
be among the most commonly used source domains, too. This has already been sta-
ted by Kovecses who has carried out extensive research of metaphor and has summa-
rized the most common source and target domains (Kovecses 2010).

The issue of metaphorically presented terms in specialized discourses is debatab-
le in writings of various scholars (Deignan, Skorczynska 2006; Siqueira et al. 2009;
Musolff, Zinken 2009 et al.). The discourse is more open to the figurative language
and metaphor can be used spontaneously. The sphere of fixation presents a different
case. The arguable question here is whether the terms used metaphorically can be
labeled as solely professional slang words or these are the terms accepted and rooted
in the specialized lexicon of particular field. We agree that metaphor can be sponta-
neously created and consolidate the position in the professional discourse. On the
other hand, if the terms used metaphorically have entered the layer of professional
lexicon and are introduced in dictionaries, we can analyze them as the inherent part
of specialized vocabulary accepted by the branch. The object of our research would
be metaphorically represented terminological units of the branch of railway enginee-
ring. We have tried to identify and analyze the terms given metaphorization from the
source domain of fauna with the purpose of justifying their position in professional
lexicon.

The research results have shown that in many cases metaphorization is based on
the principle mere shape-to-shape or function-to-function resemblance. The theoreti-
cal background of metaphor study has convinced us that metaphor is much a deeper
phenomenon than this. We therefore have agreed with the assumption of Gentner and
Jeziorski (1993) who have distinguished the category of attributional metaphors —
mere-appearance matches, based on shared object descriptions and metaphors based
on mixtures of object and relational commonalities (Gentner, Jeziorski 1993, 252).
In all objectivity, we may say that the majority of our identified metaphors would
most probably belong to this particular category.

166



Let us analyze some more interesting examples of terms metaphorized through
the source domain of fauna.

Frog — the term denotes the crossing point of two rails; it forms a part of
a railway switch, and is also used in a flat crossing. We might assume that
such naming has been found due to the resemblance the device has to the ly-
ing frog. We observe a mere appearance match in metaphorization. Another
term related to the same object of the source domain is frog-leg winding.
The term denotes a specific type of a composite winding consisting of one
lap winding and one wave winding, placed in the same slots and connected
to the same commutator. The term has certainly been derived from the fau-
na phenomenon, and metaphorization is justified.

Bee line — the term denotes a direct straight course, which means that me-
taphorization has been carried out through the similarity to the action and
movement produced by the insect bee. Since bees do not usually make any
curves in their movements, this might have served the reason for employing
such denotation in the technical vocabulary.

Bird eye gravel — the type of gravel which is smaller than the average. Ap-
pearance match has served the motive for metaphorization of the term.
Bird's mouth joint — the name of a wood joint formed by a cut into the end
of a timber to fit over a cross timber; for example, cut into a rafter. The joint
appearance match to the bird’s beak, but there might be also the function
match implied.

An interesting case is presented by the term bull’s eye which denotes a
bright signal and we realize that metaphorization has not occurred through
the shape or function of the source object. What associations do there occur
at hearing the word “bull”? Most probably the word would bring about the
image of a bull in bullfighting and all related activities. How do we picture
the bull in this event? As an aggressive fierce animal ready to attack any
minute. Such metaphoric representation is common in non-verbal communi-
cation as well — in cartoons, for example, when the bull is shown with red,
fierce eyes, filled with blood. As we feel it this might have been the justi-
fication of the term’s naming through such metaphoric image. The device
produces the signal that is bright red in colour, as it is used for warning the
locomotive driver of any obstacle in the road or demanding the stop at the
particular place for some justified reason. Thus, we might summarize that
the term has received such denotation owing to a kind of stereotype impo-
sed on the source object, i.e. the bull, and leading to our comprehension of
it as a fierce animal at seeing which we would not but stop or feel the need
to act reasonably.

Camel-back truss — a truss having a broken outline for the upper chord, com-
posed of a series of straight segments, taking the humped shape of a camel’s
back. The origin of the term seems quite vague. We realize that appearance
match has served for the term’s metaphorization though we cannot be quite
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sure that in this case the source object is the most obvious for metaphorical
representation. This might have been the curve, the arc or a rainbow emplo-
yed for metaphorization as a camel’s back has more obvious features that
are not explicitly shown in the target structure.
caterpillar — metaphoricity is based on the function resemblance, i.e. the
ability to crawl slowly by means of re-reeling the specific type of track.
crocodile clip — a simple mechanical device for creating a temporary elec-
trical connection, and it is named for its resemblance to an alligator’s or
crocodile’s jaws. We assume that the shape is not the only motive for metap-
horization, this might have been also the function, as similarly to a source
object, the target one provides a fast strong grip. The next term though
being metaphorized from the same source object employs its different as-
pect.
crocodiling — the term denotes a specific device. The Latvian equivalent is
not found in the dictionary although our assumption is that it would be a
descriptive non-metaphoric term. It is to be noted, two various aspects of
the target object (i.e. the crocodile) have served the motive for metaphor
creation. If in the first example, the function of the crocodile’s jaw implying
and extremely sharp and strong grip of something has been the grounds for
metaphor’s creation, in the second example, it is the type of crumbling of
the surface that in the results reminds of the pattern of the crocodile’s shell.
Thus, one and the same object from the source domain of fauna has served
for metaphorization but through consideration of its various aspects.
Butterfly bolt — a specific type of bolt with two wings screwed in to fasten
the detail; another term for the device is wing-headed bolt, which is metap-
horically oriented, too.
An interesting case is presented by the term dovetail — the term denotes a
fan-shaped tenon that forms a tight interlocking joint when fitted into a cor-
responding mortise. Thus, we observe the appearance match in this case of
metaphorization.
Donkey engine — the term denotes a small auxiliary engine, such as one
used for pumping water into the boilers of a steamship. The term donkey
has been found in other collocations, too, e.g. donkey compressor; donkey
pump. The term has most probably got its metaphoric nature due to the func-
tion and type of operation the device performs. Similarly to a donkey that
may be used for assisting in accomplishing some physical demanding tasks,
the donkey engine originally was a small secondary engine used to load
and unload cargo and raise the larger sails with small crews, or to power
pumps. Thus, we observe function coincidence that has served the motive
for the term metaphorization.

The world of fauna can be employed in metaphoric representation of terms in a
related form as well. This is the case when the objects of animals’ habitats or usual
surrounding can be used for such purposes. Consider the following case:



e  Birdcage aerial — the term denotes a cylindrical type of an aerial that visu-
ally bears strong resemblance to the birds’ dwelling in captivity. Similar to
the source object, the target object has cylindrical shape with long vertical
thin metal rods along it.

o Squirrel-cage armature — the term has gained its metaphoric nature due to
the resemblance the device bears to the object from the source domain. We
might assume that this particular case advocates the aforementioned idea
of metaphor being a cognitive agent in delivering the notion to the target
audience more efficiently. For a non-specialist, the terms provided non-me-
taphorically can make no sense while the juxtaposition of the term to the
source objects might create an image thus contributing to the better term
perception.

Some other terms presented metaphorically through the source domain of fauna

are as follows:

e Fish bolt, fishplate; dolphin; dog hook; dog-leg traverse; derric crab;
crow-fly distance, crow s nest; cat ladder; cats back.

The examples provided above can advocate for our hypothesis that the source
domain of fauna can and does serve for projection of terms belonging to various tech-
nical fields. This can be explained by different factors. Humans tend to apprehend
the world through their visual perspective and this by all means leaves its mark on
the way a human thinks, understands and perceives the world. The source domain
of the human body would be undoubtedly in the first place in metaphorization as it
is the domain humans would perceive equally easily in any part of the world. The
source domain of fauna would be among the next set of common source domains of
metaphoric representation. The world of animals is the closest to human existence,
something that he knows well, he contacts and lives close by; this could not but con-
tribute to the worldview and phenomena perception, and formation of terms is not
an exception.

Scientific language is no longer solely a prerogative of specialists. Modern li-
festyle brought the world of technologies nearer to laymen, ordinary people, and for
this particular group of people such metaphorized terms are of greater value. When
facing such a term, a human tends to draw parallels, and this happens non-delibera-
tely. This is what Lakoff and his associates have emphasized, the idea of metaphors
being inseparable part of our everyday life. The fact that people tend to juxtapose
and compare something from technical terminology to the source domain (as they
feel it) might contribute well to the comprehension of a phenomenon. This might be
also the reason for allocating such terms to scientific phenomena — with the purpose
of making their functioning, designation or purpose clearer to the broader audience.

As concerns the role metaphor bears in technical language we assume that it pro-
vides better term recognition and comprehension. This might be due to the way we
perceive metaphors as such. At receiving any message we are prone to visualize the
whole picture which would go far beyond the single piece of information received.
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If someone tells you that a man has crossed the ocean alone in a boat, you would
subconsciously construct images, details of everything that might any way refer to
this information, i.e. the ocean, the boat, what equipment he might need for such an
event, etc. These details are given by Ortony as “mental images”. He stated that “this
process of filling in the details between the linguistic signposts present in the mes-
sage | call “particularization” and I take this to be an essential component in many
normal instances of successful language comprehension” (Ortony 1975, 47). The
principle works successfully with metaphorically represented information, too. The
metaphoric component in a metaphorically presented message creates an image in
the mind of the information recipient, which would further lead to the juxtaposition
of the objects or phenomena involved into the metaphorization. This stage is also
rather interesting for linguists as provide the ability to see the grounds for metaphor
formation. The successful juxtaposition would result in successful term comprehen-
sion. We can schematically summarize the assumption in the following way:

[ Metaphor ] ™ Visualization > Juxtaposition > Comprehension ]

Fig. 3. Stages of metaphor comprehension

Metaphoric utterance enters the stage of visualization at which our mind is able
to create the image of the metaphoric term within the frames of the domain of the
source object. Then we juxtapose the image from the target domain to that of the
source domain and the comprehension is achieved.
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Jelena Tretjakova

FAUNOS ISTAKU SRITIES METAFORINIAI TRANSPORTO
TERMINAI

Santrauka
Pagrindiniai ZodZiai: sritis, konceptualioji metafora, metafora, terminai.

Praéjusio amziaus astuntasis deSimtmetis pateiké kitoki vaizdingos kalbos, o ypa¢ meta-
foros, suvokima ir tyrima. Sri¢iy teorija, pirmiausia pristatyta R. Langackerio (1987) darbuose,
sparciai vystési ir pateiké nauja reik§més perspektyva. Buvo teigiama, kad zodzio reikSmés
negalima suprasti be konteksto; zodziai gali buiti suvokiami tik per istisa rinkini tarpusavyje
susijusiy sri¢iy, kurios pateikia pilna supratima, ka tam tikras leksinis vienetas reiskia tam
tikrame kontekste. Mintis, kad metaforos skverbiasi i musy kasdienini gyvenima (ja pirmieji
pristaté G. Lakoffas ir M. Johnsonas (1980)), buvo patvirtinta kalbos tyrimais jvairiose miisy
gyvenimo srityse, t. y. politikoje, teis¢je, medicinoje ir t. t., taip pat ir mokslinéje kalboje.
Metaforinis terminy, vartojamy jvairiose technologijos Sakose, pateikimas domino ir tebe-
domina daugelj kalbininky (Hoffman 1980; Boyd 1993; Kuhn 1993; Mayer 1993; Knud-
sen 2003; Aubusson, Harrison et al. 2006; Siqueira 2009). Jie irodé metaforos stabiluma
techniniy discipliny kalboje. Tyrimo tikslas — parodyti, kad faunos iStaky sritis yra placiai
taikoma metaforizuojant transporto terminus.
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THE SOURCE DOMAIN OF FAUNA IN METAPHORIC
REPRESENTATION OF TRANSPORT TERMS

Summary
Keywords: domain, conceptual metaphor, metaphor, terms.

1970°s of the previous century have introduced the shift in comprehension and study
of figurative language, and in metaphor in particular. The theory of domains first dwelled
upon in the researches of R. Langacker (1987) has been given substantial development and
presented a new perspective of the meaning as such. It has been claimed that meaning cannot
be grasped through a mere knowledge of the word as used out of the context; words can be
comprehended through a whole set of interconnected domains that comprise the full unders-
tanding of what a particular lexical unit means in the particular context. The idea of metap-
hor’s pervasiveness in our everyday life as well first announced by G. Lakoff and M. Johnson
(1980) has been substantiated by serious researches in the language of various spheres of our
life, e.g. politics, law, medicine, etc with the scientific language of no exception. Metaphoric
representation of terms used in various branches of technology has been in the scope of the
interests for many linguists (Hoffman 1980; Boyd 1993; Kuhn 1993; Mayer 1993; Knudsen
2003; Aubusson, Harrison et al. 2006; Siqueira 2009). They have proved metaphor’s stability
in the language of technical disciplines. The aim of the present report is to show that metap-
hor is indeed present in the specialized vocabulary and in transport terminology in particular.
The aim of the research is to show that the source domain of fauna is quite widely applied in
metaphorization of transport terms.
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