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ABSTRACT

The present paper offers a semantic analysis etteel plant-related
Polish and English blends and compounds in the b§lConceptual
Integration Theory (cf. Fauconnier and Turner 192802). As
defined by Fauconnier and Turner, conceptual iatémm is a
dynamic process which allows us to account for hexpressions that
emerge as the result of complex mental operatiaming which

various elements of disparate domains might bevatetl and
entrenched in a given context. Therefore, plarateel blends and
compounds such asagietek lemonata,or kora dbowawill be put

here under scrutiny and analysed with the aid @& fbur-space
network model.

Keywords: Conceptual Integration Theory, cognitivemantics,
conceptual blends, dynamicity

1. Introduction

The dynamic and ubiquitous character of the cogmitimental
operation known as conceptual blending can harélyoterlooked
once its mechanisms operate within a plethorangjuiistic instances
such as neologisms, or novel expressions. Thisrdapases on the
phenomenon of conceptual integration hidden belmtzoht-related
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expressions as, for instance, Polisgietek(Eng. “marigold”), and
English lemonataor bananular where, to successfully decode their
meanings, the knowledge from various domains mestdmbined
and activated (cf. Coulson 2001). This happens ildyer of the so-
called meaning construction, the process wherehgulage “prompts
for novel cognitive representations of varying aeggr of complexity”
(Evans and Green 2006: 363). Being viewed as aafuedtally
conceptual phenomenon, meaning construction shdugd and
foremost be analyzed “with reference to the conedzations that
give rise to it” (Hampe 2000: 85), as well as taki account two
other basic parameters, i.e. on-line dynamic pcesd context-
dependent interpretation. In this respect, the @spé meaning
construction and its countless interpretive poksés lead us towards
a great mental capacity known as conceptual blgndien operation
that is “vital to creative thinking and consistsnmapping, exploration
and transformation of structures and conceptuatesia(Del Bello
2007: 161). Assuming that the whole process of epn@lization is
based upon complex conceptual processing whereidgegis but a
factor that helps to encode the actual meahiitgseems justifiable to
reach for such tools as Conceptual Blending Thaad/apply it to the
struggle over semantic analysis of plant-relatedcé blends and
compounds.

1 An interesting observation on that issue is mad&urner (1993: 206):

Expressions do not mean; they are prompts for w®mnstruct meanings by working
with processes we already know. In no sense isngemning of [an]... utterance “right
there in the words”. When we understand an utt&ranvee in no sense are
understanding “just what the words say”; the wortiemselves say nothing
independent of the richly detailed knowledge andvgxful cognitive processes we
bring to bear.
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2. Conceptual Blending Theory: general assumptions

Conceptual Blending Theory (henceforth: CBT), alsmown as
Conceptual Integration Theory, is one of the masteh trends that
have emerged in the cognitive paradigm in recemrsyeand still
occupies a privileged position in the field of ciiye semantic$. The

theory, first proposed by Gilles Fauconnier and Wawurner (cf.

Fauconnier and Turner 1998, 2002), and further Idpeel by other
contemporary linguists (cf. Coulson 2001, Coulsod ®akley 2000,
Oakley and Coulson 2008, Libura 2007, 2010, Brasmui Brandt
2005, Brandt 2005, Brandt 2013), is successfullgliag in various
branches of contemporary linguistics (i.a. Kemm@02 Joy et al.
2009, Delibegovd DZani 2007, Omazi 2005).

In terms of its architecture and central fundamaksntelative to the
dynamic aspects of meaning construction, Concepgliahding
Theory is often considered to be a development ehtsl Spaces
Theory (Fauconnier 1994). One cannot, however, dbayfact that
Conceptual Blending Theory should rather be vieag@n approach
deriving from two major traditions within cognitiveemantics, i.e.
Mental Spaces Theory and Conceptual Metaphor TR€ofy Evans

2 |t has to be noted that Conceptual Blending Thé6BT) does not exclusively

refer to linguistics but can also be successfullppded in a wide range of other
scientific disciplines, such as literary studiesgmitive psychology, anthropology,

computer sciences, religious studies, arts, or ema#ttics. Fauconnier and Turner
emphasize the ubiquitous function of CTB in thedwiing statement (2002: vi, see
also Libura 2007):

We argue that conceptual blending underlies andemadossible all these diverse
human accomplishments, that it is responsible for origins of language, art,

religion, science, and other singular human feats, that it is as indispensable for
basic everyday thought as it is for artistic ani@rstific abilities

3 Veale and O’'Donoghue perceive CBT as the contionatf research upon

metaphor (2000: 253):

[The] many spacer conceptual integration netwotkheory of Fauconnier an Turner
(1994; 1998) is an elaboration of the two-space ehofl metaphor that has been the
cornerstone of the metaphor field since Aristodee( Hutton 1982), and which has
underpinned a string of conceptual theories fromh&ids (1936), through Black

(1962), and Koestler (1964) to Lakoff and Johns&80).
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& Green 2006: 400), and operate whenever any obbwve theories
fails to account for linguistic phenomena.

Assuming that conceptual integration is “a basiognitive
operation that operates uniformly at different lev& abstraction and
under superficially divergent contextual circumsgsi (Fauconnier
and Turner 2006: 304), Fauconnier and Turner pm@pasbasic
integration network which allows us to establiske temergent
meaning, successfully linking elements from Mer&ahces Theory
and Conceptual Metaphor Theory. In the proposed ematental
spaces, described as “small conceptual packetdraedsas we think
and talk, for local understanding and action” (Fauger and Turner
2002: 40), are linked on the basis of the so-cgtladial cross-space
mapping that connects respective counterparts énirput spaces.
Since the integration network is not a two-spactfyerbut aims to
account for a dynamic aspect of meaning constnuctivze so-called
generic space containing shared characteristichafinput spaces
must be activated. These three spaces link witliailwth space called
the blended space or “the blend” that, apart framtaining generic
structure captured in the generic space, displagsstructure not
available in the inputs. A basic diagram of an gnéion network as
proposed by Fauconnier and Turner is presentedyuré-1:

Other linguists, e.g. Grady, Oakley and Coulson 9)®Inphasize the importance of
Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) as the factor gilatvs viewing CBT and CMT
as complementary rather than competitive.
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Figure 1. The basic four-space integration netwafter Fauconnier and Turner
2002: 46).

Particular attention should be drawn to the blengpdce which is
responsible for developing the so-called emergdnictire. The
emergent structure, considered CBdtgstanding achievement, posits
that a blend, constructed from the selected inpaics elements,
acquires an additional element — a part of meamihigh does not
come from the meaning of input space elements. ¢lethe blend
becomes a novel meaning of new quality that derik@s neither of
the inputs. The emergent structure enables us bophend the
overall meaning of a blend, which cannot be inf@frem the blend
components. Additionally, a thorough comprehenssoalso possible
owing to a “background frame” (Evans and Green 20869)
containing the additional real-world knowledge,camatically evoked
the moment we encounter a blend.
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The aforementioned emergent structure ariseseaetiult of three
component processes: (Domposition (i) completion and (iii)
elaboration Composition structures elements from the inputs,
allowing for the selective projection of necessefgprmation that is
indispensable “for purposes of local understandifd’ Evans and
Green 2006: 409). The value obtained in the blersjiete does not
carry the characteristics observed in the inputcepa Still, being
perceived as a salient part of blending, it freqyemequires
completion by “unconscious and effortless recruittraf background
frames” (cf. Evans and Green 2006: 409). Thisc@npletion
indispensable to derive the blend. The final stageown as
elaborationor running the blendis an on-line process that allows the
establishment of a dynamic scenario for the emérgrcture
integrated in the blend, simultaneously allowing éomposition and
completion processés.

A good illustration accounting for all the processactivated
during conceptual integration is the instance oXkicl blend
appleancheTo fully observe the aforementioned stages padtaig
in the process of shaping the emergent structutieeiblend, consider
Figure 2:

4 Ungerer notices that “elaboration may be envisaagea test of the correctness

and consistency of the conceptual content of thed#d space” (2007: 656).
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Input 1 Input 2

APPLE \) ( /AVALANCHE

Composition

APPLEANCHE
Elaboration

Conceptual blend

Green grocer’s scattering
C/ompletion all over the floor

fruit tumbling
down

Figure 2. Composition, completion and elaboraticotpsses in conceptual
integration (based on Fauconnier's conceptioéelchair Fauconnier 1997: 151).

In order to account for the emergent meaning thaésiin the blend,
we are forced to recall the context which enabtesun the blend
successfully. Let us consider the following sengeridshley gently
pulled the perfect Macintosh from the middle of trecery display
when suddenly everything shifted and there wasud fomble. "Run
for your lives", she exclaimed, "APPLEANCHE!"  (sme:
www.urbandictionary.com It can be seen that the emergent meaning
appleanche defined as “a situation in which a grocer’s \eati
display of fresh fruit, particularly apples, contesnbling down and
scatters across the floor of the store” (source:
www.urbandictionary.coln is not the result of “mutual adhesion of
simple words” (Jakobson 1965:32), but rather tlsailteof conceptual
fusion which indicates what is happening between ulsparate
concepts: [APPLE] and [AVALANCHE]. Both these copte
contribute to the projection from the two inputst@mrihe blended
space in the mechanism of composition. In additibackground
knowledge (represented here by such notiongreser’s, fruit, floor,
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tumbling down, or scattering all over the flogr viewed as
completion, is activated in order to help us actdanthe meaning.
Finally, appleancheeceives its meaning potential via elaboration - a
dynamic on-line process which allows us to activate thoughts and
obtain a particular usage according to the requicedext.

Although the notion of blending as well as threemponent
processes are of vital importance to properly constand decode a
conceptual blend, on no account should we igndneranechanisms
of conceptual integration that stand behind th@esc&hey have to be
recalled whenever we are to account for the meariam@BT. One of
these mechanisms are the so-calleahstitutive principles(cf.
Fauconnier and Turner 2002; also Libura 200However, the
effective and creative character of blends doesdepend solely on
those principles. The understanding and interpoetatof new
meanings that arise in the blended space is aésoetult of “making
sense of many disparate events and experiencegh¢$Eand Green
2006: 419). To achieve this, the notion of compogssof vital
relations such as change, identity, time, spacasecaffect, part-
whole, representation, role-value, analogy, disamal property,
similarity, category, intentionality, or uniquendsass to be brought to
existence. This element also allows us to assesshttracter of blend
and understand its creativity.

Another important aspect that has to be takem atcount while
discussing CBT concerns the organisation of integranetworks.
Multiple possibilities pointing to the division omental spaces
involved in the blending process, the connectionsorey them,

®  The authors oThe Way We Thingnumerate the following constitutive principles

indispensable in the process of conceptual blendihg matching counterpart

connections 2. generic space 3. blending 4. setegtiojection 5. emergent meaning
6. composition 7. completion 8. elaboration (seecBanier and Turner 2002).

& Since the compression of Vital Relations is désxtiin detail by Fauconnier and
Turner, as well as by others (cf. Libura 2007; &sans & Green 2006), the author of
this paper considers it unnecessary to providellaHeoretical description of those

processes, simultaneously stating that selected wilebe taken into consideration

while analyzing the data.
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various types of projection and emergence, andlyine wealth of
possibilities to obtain diversified blends requinat a clear division of
integration networks should also be brought toterise. According to
Fauconnier and Turner, the diversity of integratimtworks forms a
continuum, among which four integration networks. isimplex,
mirror, single-scope and double scope, stand obasis types needed
for precise analysis of conceptual blends (Fausnand Turner
2002: 119).

Having discussed basic assumptions of Conceptu@igration
Theory, the basic network model as delineated hbycé@nier and
Turner will now be applied to the analysis of plegiated expressions
retrieved from Polish and English. The proposedyaigawill concern
two linguistic phenomena, i.e. compounds and blends

3. Compounds and conceptual blending
In a vivid discussion upon form and meaning, Fanaamand Turner
emphasize a significant role of Conceptual Blendligory in the
construction of compounds (2002: 353-406). Sinamdru beings are
equipped with a cognitive apparatus that enablemtto “bring two
things together mentally in various ways” (ibid533, CBT proves to
be a useful tool that allows us to ponder over Hspect of
unpredictable and non-compositional nature of aedapressions.
Compounds, though seemingly simple for analysimain a hard
nut to crack whenever cognitive semantics is taken account.
Being a part of word formation process, they ineola semantic
combination, or fusion which permits a conceptuahting analysis.
Let us now recall a seemingly simple English conmgbtherry jeans
thoroughly discussed by Ungerer and Schmid (2006:275). An in-
depth analysis of the aforementioned example prthagsConceptual
Blending Theory touches upon much more complicatedesses and
is not only a simple and unproblematic analysi¢ teads towards a
unified account of a given blend. On the contrérindicates the non-
compositional nature of creative compounds, whagegration is
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dynamic and context-dependénConsider Ungerer and Schmid’s
instance of “cherry jeans” (Figure 3):

Input space 1 Input space 2
‘cherry space’ ‘jeans space’

SUBSTANCE: garment

SUBSTANCE: flesh & stone made of denim
COLOUR PROPERTY: red \ Cross-space mappings COLOUR PROPERTY:
SHAPE PROPERTY: round identity, cause-effect SHAPE PROPERTY:
PRODUCE: jam, juice I ieans cut :
(produces bad stains if spilt) / \ CLOTHJPATTE;N' none

ORIGIN: grows on and is

harvested from cherry tree FUNCTION: (dungaree) jeans

worn for gardening

Compression and often rough work

SUBSTANCE: garment

BLENDED PROPERTY:

Most likely: cherry red/

also: printed with cherry
pattern/

or: soiled by cherry juice
stains/

or: worn for cherry

picking

Blended space

Figure 3. Network representation of ttieerry-jeansblend (Ungerer and Schmid
2006: 272)

According to the conventional interpretation of expression’s
meaning,cherry-jeansstands for “jeans of cherry-like colour”. The
entrenched meaning is the result of cross-spacepim@pwhich
includes the vital relation between the colour prbyp as depicted in
Input Space 1 (the cherry space) and the coloypepty taken from
Input Space 2 (the jeans space). The value obtamelde blended
space that points to cherry-red colour of jeansthis result of
projection and compression of colour propertiesmfrboth input
spaces.

" It is worth considering the following observationade by Plag (2003:132),

“compounding is a field of study where intricatolplems abound, numerous issues
remain unresolved and convincing solutions are igdigenot so easy to find”.
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Apart from the entrenched meaningobferry jeansthere are also
other ad hoc conceptualizations pointing to different emergent
structures that might appear in the ble@terry jeansmay stand for:
(i) “garment soiled by stains of cherry juice” asllas (ii) “jeans used
for cherry-picking”. In the first case we rely dretcompletion process
which allows us to recall the accident of staingagment with cherry
juice. The cause and effect vital relation thadlelsthes a cross-space
mapping of cause (the cherry space) an effectéergleolour stain on
jeans), is finally activated and compressed int htend as “cherry
jeans — garment soiled by stains of cherry juice”

No less interesting is the conceptualization abferry jeans
standing for “jeans used for cherry picking”. As the previous
example, a cause-effect relation touches uponréuitipnal function
of jeans (i.e. jeans used for gardening work, ¢hpitking included),
understood here as the cause, and the effect afriehebeing
harvested (the “origin” element of the cherry spad&e background
which contributes to the shape of an actual meaanitays for the
context of picking cherries involved with climbingherry trees or
dirty ladders and, what follows, using speciallsliog. The knowledge
pointing to a potential “cherry picker” who intentts wear a pair of
jeans for this activity is also brought to existenc

The non-compositionality as well as the activatioh various
scenarios for such compounds ekerry jeansuncover a very
important feature of CBT: expressions, being nomyasitional, are
more likely to reveal their on-line dynamic meaniagcording to the
recalled context. The above constellations enableouun the blend
dynamically: althoughcherry jeansconceptualized as (i) “garment
soiled by stains of cherry juice” and (i) “jeansed for cherry-
picking” are unlikely to achieve wider prevalenaestability, they do
become a typical product of “context-dependent ioe-I
conceptualization” (Ungerer and Schmid 2006: 271).

As it is seen, we have the potential to createyntfiferent blends
out of the same inputs: using the same processesptain different
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results (Fauconnier and Turner 2002: 2@his observation in turn
refers us to another conclusion- blending procdssuld not be
reduced just to “blending” but should rather bewsdd as “a
component of many diverse constructions” (Fauconard Turner
2002: 365).

Thecherry-jeanscase as proposed by Ungerer and Schmid (2006)
IS not the only instance where CBT proves to beliabile source of an
expression’s analysis. Another interesting instatheg meets all the
demands of semantic analysis in the light of Fanmsrand Turner’s
theory is a Polish expressiaiebowa kord (Eng. lit. ,oak bark”,
retrieved fromStownik tajemnych gwar przeptzych1993: 101).
Apart from its literal meaning which refers to theter part of a tree
(in this case an oak tree) that overlays the walbdpwa koraalso
stands for “prison garment” in prisoners’ jargonAnland. The on-
line meaning that is conveyed in the expressigmesented in Figure
4:

8 A similar instance is thoroughly discussed by feunter and Tuner (2002: 27):

“Red pencil” can be taken to mean a pencil whosedwas been painted red on the
outside, a pencil that leaves a red mark (the ieadd, or the chemical in the pencil
reacts with the paper to produce red, or...) aipesed to record the activities of a
team dressed in red, a pencil smeared with lipsticl pencil used only for recording
deficits. Theories of semantics typically preferwork with examples like “black
bird” or “brown cow” since these examples are sigggioto be the principal examples
of compositionality of meaning, but [...] even thesxamples illustrate complicated
processes of conceptual integration.

°  We need to make a clear distinction between segynidentical cases in the
Polish language, vid¢bowa kora discussed above, akdra dcbowa an expression
that stands for at least two different conceptghé.literal expression that describes
the outermost layer of an oak and 2. the drug @oingtannins used in the treatment
of inflammatory skin diseases as well as localtimeat of mild inflammation of the
oral cavity and pharyngeal region.
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GENERIC SPACE

=+ Colour
- Orgin
« Category

INPUT SPACE 1: ‘oak space’

INPUT SPACE 2: bark space

! VITAL REATIONS: \
/. similarity, catepory, property

CATEGORY: plants
COLOUR PROPERTY: brown or dark-brown hues
TEXTURE: surface with a pattern of vertical ridges that break horizontally _| cro:

ORIGIN: connected with an oak tree e

CATEGORY: plants
COLOUR PROPERTY: brown, dark-brown, or blackish hues
TEXTURE: deep-ridged surface with numerous horizontal cracks, coarse
“ORIGIN: the outer layer of stems , roots or woody plants covering the trunk

BLENDED|SPACE

Debowa kora = prisoner garment
COLOUR: brownish
TEXTURE: plain, drill, coarse
SYMBOL: modesty, strict rules

Figure 4. Conceptual integrationafbowa kora “oak bark’.

Input space 1 recalls the concept of an adjed@®wy “oak”, input
space 2 evokes the characteristics of another porkocega “bark”.
Selected features of both input spaces, such @stegture, origin, or
colour, are connected by three vital relations:ilaiity, category and
property, indicated by the dotted line of crossespenapping in the
diagram. The emergent structwlgbowa kora“oak bark” gains its
meaning from both input spaces and the genericespad points to a
prison garment — brownish plain drill clothes wdm prisoners in
Polish prisong?

As it results from the analyzed examples, Fanwrand Turner's
theory proves extremely successful as far as thecaked

10 An interesting remark pointing to the expressiehowa koracan be found on the
symbolic level: not only does the brown colourlie tanalyzed expression refer to an
oak species, but it is also considered as the slywhbmodesty or strict rules. (cf.
Rejakowa 2008: 137-138).
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“distributed” nature of word-meaning is concern&gns and Tyler
2004). Compounds, being “context-sensitive”, hdwve potential to
derive from a diverse range of contexts, which widedly allows us
to set the scene for such mental operations asptual integration.

Nevertheless, there are still skeptical voicesgnevamong
cognitivists, whether Fauconnier and Turner's thieshould be
considered “the golden means” that meets all timeathels governing
the compounding proceSsWhichever option is favoured, one cannot
deny the tremendous function CBT plays to unveiluhpredictability
and partial compositionality of meaning found irtls@xpressions (cf.
Fauconnier and Turner 2002; Kardela 2006).

4. Lexical vs. conceptual blends

The most obvious and simultaneously most complitatstances of
conceptual blending can be found in the field ofverd-formation
process known as lexical blending. Lexical blends generally
viewed as instances of “telescoping two words iat;mew one”
(Ungerer and Schmid 2006: 268). Nevertheless, “w hexeme
formed from parts of two or more other lexemes” (8a1988: 238)
can also be successfully tackled using Conceptlathding Theory
which, apart from operating on a purely morpholagistructure,
allows for the integration process on the levekemantic pole and
phonological pole of each symbolic urft.

1 Bundgaard and Stjernfelt notice (2006: 370): "Hiag theory on its own merely

diagrams the dynamic, cognitive process of meanogstrual; it does not describe
compounding as a linguistic phenomenon an therdifase only limited descriptive
import”. Sweetser (1999) also points to limited gibsities of CBT, claiming that the
analysis of compounding requires the full “regaticognitive linguistics, including
Langacker’s notion of construal and profiling (Laeger 1987, 1991, 2000), or
Ryder’s (1994) linguistic templates which are lobse schema theory (after Benczes
2006: 68).

12t has to be noted that the term blend has a agi#ication and may successfully
indicate a morphological as well as a phonologitahd. Both these terms, however
popular, do not allow for the conceptual integnatas proposed by Fauconnier and
Turner in which the blend (or rather the concephlahd) refers to the amalgamation
process on the conceptual level (cf. Kardela 2006).
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Let us take into consideration an English wieronata the result
of blending process of two source lexemes, [LEMOUYAT A Jwhich
appears in the following sentence: "Saddam has areapf mass
destruction”, said Bush, relying on convenient tgpa that later
turned lemonata”. (sourceaww.urbandictionary.cojn

To account for the meaning tdmonata it is necessary to recall
the input space of “lemon”, “an oval fruit whichsha thick yellow
skin and sour juice” and the input space of “dat&iformation,
especially facts, collected to be examined andidersd and used to
help decision-making”. The emergent meaning whgthe result of
blending two input spaces points to “facts thaterdaturn sour,
revealing them to be wishful thinking or flat-oigd” ™ In the case of
George W. Bush, his knowledge about Saddam Huskairnng
weapon of mass destruction gave the US Presidsslichargument to
start the American invasion of Iraq, the argumehicW turned out to
be only wishful thinking but proved to be convirngianough to gain
public consent for the war in Iraq.

Let us now analyze selected English and Polismdslewhich
operate in the same way as previously discuesadnata**

« meloncholy “a gloomy state of mind, achieved a#tating a

copious amount of fruit”
[MELON x melanCHOLY]

* bananular “a nice, compact, travel-size type ofbnaphone”
[BANANa x cellULAR]

« lemonlicious “an adjective that describes an edibiat is
absolutely scrumptious and doesn’t necessarily haviaste
lemony”

[LEMON x deLICIOUS]

3 Interesting analogies can be traced betwesmnataand another English
expressionsour grapes— in both these cases an emphasis is laid upon the
inability to achieve the expected result.

% The data retrieverd fromwww.urbandictionary.comand Stownik
tajemnych gwar przegiczych(1993).
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broccoflower “a vegetable that is half broccoli ahdlf
cauliflower”

[BROCCOIi x cauliFLOWER]

stokrétka “rozwédka” (Eng. “a divorcée”)
[STOKRoTka x rozwOdKA]

nagietek “orgia seksualna” (Eng. “a sexual orgy”)

[NAgi x orGIETKa]

The above examples allow to establish certain ptiggethat can be
grouped according to various instances of blendiksgpointed out by
Kemmer (2003:75-76):

1.

Blends combine parts of lexical source words, rathean whole source
words; this distinguishes them from compounds

Morphological structure in not particularly relevato blends. Source
lexemes are combined without regard to their moligrical boundaries,
and the internal structure of the resultant blesd not necessarily
morphologically analyzable concatenatively. It issual to find

morphological overlap, residue, and/or clipped f®rmather than exhaustive
divisibility of the blend into sequential, whole mbemes.

Phonological properties are highly relevant to dleg; phonological
similarity of the blend with part or whole sourcexémes increases the
likelihood of felicity (the “goodness”) of a blen8imilarity can range from
segmental identity through segmental similarityséane or similar syllable
structure; and the similarity can range from idigrgimilarity of the blend
with both source lexemes, to one source lexemi parts of these.

Adopting the spirit of cognitive linguistics, it mandatory to consider
lexical blends as symbolic units which consist @eanantic pole and
phonological pole (cf. Langacker 1987: 83-86). Asvas proved by
Kemmer (2003: 82-83), the process of conceptuagnation in the
sense of Fauconnier and Turner may be observedotim these
poles™ Let us take into account the phonological poleergtthe so-

15 Consider the following statement made by Langa(k@®8: 105):

The symbolic structure is not distinct from semantir phonological structure.
Symbolic units are “bipolar”: they consist of a sertic unit, at one pole, in symbolic
association with a phonological unit, at the other.
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called phonological connections are shared by Isotirce lexemes
and the blend. As it is emphasized by Kemmer, ‘@nplogical string
(...) might contain a syllable as well as segmemtaterial of different
degrees of specificity” (2003: 81). Takeeloncholyfor instance.
Although not as conspicuous as Kemmesigooshstikathe blend
displays a schematic phonological representatiorergvhalternate
consonants and vowels form the following array:al&l nasal
(indicated by M) - vowel (V) - lateral approximafit) - reduced
vowel (v) - alveolar nasal (N). It is obvious thdie phonological
representation [m#l] is shared by three forms: two source lexemes,
melonand melancholy and the blenameloncholy The phonological
overlap as observed meloncholyallows an average user to trace the
phonological connection, which, according to Kemmémakes
blends (...) especially felicitous and apprecidigdspeakers for their
activity”. (2003: 81). To obtain a fuller picturef ghonological
relations, consider Figure 5:

Assuming that each lexical unit is a symbolic untiere the integration process
operates both on the phonological pole and the sémaole, Kemmer (2003)
analyzed two instances pointing to the probleswooshstikato illustrate the

integration within a phonological pole and thétterati case which depicts the
integration on the semantic pole.
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Figure 5. Phonological relations in an English dlereloncholy(based on Kemmer
2003: 82).

Let us now consider how the process of blendingofperates on the
semantic pole. To deal with this phenomenon, wed niee recall
another interesting exampleyegeterrorist the blend that is the result
of conceptual integration of two input spacesgetarianandterrorist.
Figure 6 depicts the amalgamation process of twatispaces that
occurs on the semantic pole:



More than Blends and Compounds. Conceptual Integratheory 83

INSULT

PLANTS
DEMONSTRATIONS «  CRAZE FANATICISM
POLITICS

RELIGION

FAD
ATTACK
\

VEGETERRORIST \

/ VEGETARIAN ] \ TERRORIST

ECOLOGY

CAMPAIGNS

KILLING

RELIGION
VIOLENCE KILLING

POLIT
CAMPAIGNS POPULARITY OLITIGS FANATICISM

FEAR
VEGETABLES AND FRUIT BELIEFS

DEMONSTRATIONS

KILLING ANIMALS
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Figure 6. The semantic pole wégeterroristlbased on Kemmer 2003: 84).

As it is seen in the diagram, the emergent meanfivggeterrorist “a
vegetarian that plans, participates or organizesiodstrations or
attacks against people or places that eat or oiberwse animal
products” (source: www.urbandictionary.coip is the result of
semantic overlap of elements derived from two ingpéces. Input
space 1 concernggetarians- people who do not eat meat for health
or religious reasons or because they do not wadbtany harm to
animals. The space also triggers off associatianstipg to ecology,
being en vogue an finally taking a radical attitude against ikid
animals for various purposes such as eating orrwibe, in
campaigns and demonstrations. Input space 2 rebtalémage of a
terrorist, a person who uses violent action for politicargmses,
usually at demonstrations and causes fear. Thex\@itained in the
blended space draws selected elements, such astabées and fruit”,
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“religion”, “fanaticism”, “demonstrations and camgas” from both
input spaces, simultaneously comprising those elésrtbat cannot be
trace%in any of the input spaces, e.g. “insultittdck”, “craze” or
“fad”.

The phenomenon of blending, with overlapping mhogical and
semantic elements from input spaces should notiseussed only
with reference to single lexical items. Kemmer oesi that many
concepts that are “interpretable out of contex002 87) are liable to
rely on the exact form and meaning displayed byelament. Thus, a
dynamic change of a concept is built up upon oameht of the blend
that provides unchangeable properties, and thetamnshange that is
brought together with another element of the amalyblend.’
Consider the expressiquotato-gatethat appeared as the element of
the following newspaper headlin@otato-Gate. Poland’s government
feels snubbed by Germanfgource:www.atlantic-times.com. The
unchangeable elemengate stands for the notion of “a scandal” that
took place after having labelled the Kaggli brotherspotatoes
Running the blend dynamically consists in attachiagous elements
to a constant element efgate, which, depending on the context,
stands for “a scandal”, or any other “illegal mamaes in politics,
among politicians or celebrities”. Thus, the comngpaund of—gate
becomes a basis for other blends which carry varamsociations (cf.
the potato-gateand instances given by Kemmer, such\setergate

16 All these elements link successfully with theddsf vegeterroristwho, despite

shared characteristics, can be identified with gheson who sets attacks on people
eating meat or wearing leather shoes or fur caaslts or undermines the opinion of
such people, especially celebrities, or finally drees a “fanatic” who is actively
involved in the whole process of fighting againshfvegetarians because such an
attitude is popular, although it might be consideoaly a fad or craze that lasts for a
very short time.

17 Kemmer makes the following observation on thstiés(2003: 91):

probably the most common type of blend generating (vord families is the
substitution blend, in which one source lexeme aegd part of the other. This
replacement brings to bear a new conceptual domaime blend, which then selects
aspects of each domain to highlight in the cohesgatall conceptualization.
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Contragate travelgate Monicagate Camillagateor Notting Hillgate
(2003: 91)).

Both Kemmer’s thorough analysis as well as insarreferring to
plant names and plant-related terminology discussethis paper
allow to view Fauconnier and Turner’s theory as the that
successfully recalls many levels of reflection agskearch (cf. Oakley
& Hougaard 2008). Even discussing such narrow lresicof
linguistics as lexical blends, it is possible tecak the guidelines of
the conceptual integration theory. This is what esakauconnier and
Turner's approach a flexible method of interpretatin many fields
of contemporary linguistics.

5. Concluding remarks
The present paper tackles an important aspectnodusic analysis of
selected plant-related Polish and English blendscampounds in the
light of conceptual integration theory as proposbd Gilles
Fauconnier and Mark Turner (Fauconnier and Turr@981 2002).
Assuming that “conceptual blending is often argued be a
fundamental cognitive operation that is centraj¢aeral properties of
human thought and imagination” (Evans and Greer62@39), one
cannot question the ubiquity and importance of eptal blends in
language. Plant-related morphological blends andnpomnds
discussed above indicate that the Fauconnier amdefa approach
proves to be a particularly successful tool in #enmapt to understand
novel expressions, whenever the information froffecknt domains
has to be integrated. What is more, the networkehddlineated by
Fauconnier and Turner allows us to grasp metapdlated
phenomena more fully and enables subtle analysiganbus novel
expressions, thus contributing to the descriptibnestain conceptual
phenomena “with greater systematicity than [it] va&ailable before”
(Kovecses 2002: 237).

The main aim of this study is to depict enormouseptial of
lexical meaning hidden behind Polish and Englismmon plant
names and plant-related expressions, with the falaaconnier and



86 Agnieszka Mierzwska-Hajnos

Turner's theory. As observed by Riemer (2005: 2pleasis mine,
AMH),

In its identification of meaning and mental struetucognitive grammar has
broadened the scope of linguistic research, gipirggper recognition to a host of
phenomena which had to be ignored under earlierg raastere conceptions of
language. (...) One of the most salutary achievésneincognitive linguistics has
been to restore to the appreciation of language the mmeeanon of
meaningfulness in all its multifaceted indetermingc.) The emphasis from the
start of the cognitive linguistic tradition on imexg, metaphor, and figurative
language has revealed multiple dependencies betlivegristic expressions and
other aspects of cognition, dependencies which fosm an inalienable part of
our knowledge of the wider psychological contextlio§uistic facts, and which
will have to be accounted for somehow in any dgfiaitheory of language.

The proposed analysis focuses on plant-relatedpoonds and
morphological blends. It seems that in case of imalggical blends,
the process of conceptual blending is even moresgionous and
dynamic in comparison to compounds, since it castuboth the
semantic and phonological pole immediately as pelhsable
components of a symbolic unit compressed in a ooglwoncept (cf.
Langacker 1987). In case of the analyzed compouadsnceptual
integration via the semantic pole prevails, therhogical pole being
neglected while arriving at the emergent meaningvdxtheless, both
compounds and morphological blends indicate redftivrapid
changes in language, frequently reaching for ofchidae couched in
an innovative way. Hence, such neologisms as thammed
bananular lemonata nagietek kora cebowa that gain the status of
novel expressions while activating and integratiligparate concepts
occurring in input spaces.

Obviously, the paper does not fully exploit thetgmial of
Fauconnier and Turner’s theory, but strives to posther than give
answers to, numerous questions that might occuewaleccounting for
a linguistic meaning. A conceptual blend, hiddehiihé a linguistic
expression might also be shaped by other spacestad, spaces that
are not present the classical conceptual networétemproposed by
Fauconnier and Turner. Therefore, it seems adwasabl refer to
revised models of conceptual integration, as thmeposed, e.g. by
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Brandt and Brandt (2005), or Oakley and Coulsor®@20to indicate
other parameters indispensable in decoding thegamemeaning of
each conceptual blend.
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