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Abstract

The thesis examines the semantic and stylistic relations between metonymy and
metaphor in literary discourse, using English examples and Karakalpak material from
stylistic studies. Both phenomena involve semantic transfer, but they are motivated by
different relations: metonymy by contiguity between connected entities, metaphor by
similarity between concepts. The thesis discusses how each mechanism contributes to
meaning construction and expressiveness, and why the boundary between them requires
contextual analysis.
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Annotatsiya. Tezisda badiiy diskursda metonimiya va metaforaning semantik va
stilistik o‘zaro munosabati ingliz tili misollari hamda stilistik tadqiqotlardagi qoragalpoq
tili materiali asosida ko‘rib chiqiladi. Ikkala hodisa ham ma’no ko‘chishiga asoslanadi,
biroq ular turli munosabatlarga tayanadi: metonimiya o‘zaro bog‘liq predmetlar
o‘rtasidagi yaqinlikka, metafora esa tushunchalar o‘rtasidagi o‘xshashlikka asoslanadi.
Tezisda har bir mexanizmning ma’no hosil qilish va ifodalilikka qo‘shgan hissasi hamda
ular orasidagi chegarani aniglash uchun kontekstual tahlil zarurligi muhokama qilinadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: metonimiya, metafora, ma’no ko‘chishi, badiiy diskurs, stilistik

‘xshashlik.
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AHHoTamusi. B Te3mcax paccMarpuBarOTCS CEMaHTHUECKHE M CTUIMCTHUYECKHE
B3aMMOCBSI3M METOHHMMHUHU W MeTa(ophl B XyI0KECTBEHHOM IHCKypCce Ha MpUMEpax
AHTIIAKACKOTO SI3bIKA M KapaKaIIMaKCKOTO MaTepraia U3 CTHIMCTHICCKUX UCCIICOBaHUH.
O6a sBiICHUS CBs3aHBI C CEMAHTHYECKHUM IIEPEHOCOM, HO OCHOBaHBI Ha Pa3HBIX
OTHONICHUSX: METOHUMHSI — Ha CMEXKHOCTH (KOHTHTYAIBHOCTH) CBSI3aHHBIX
npenMeroB, metadopa — Ha CXOJACTBEe MNOHATHH. OOCyX)maeTcss BKJIaJ KaxIaoro
MEXaHW3Ma B TIOCTPOCHWE 3HAYEHWS W BBIPA3UTEIBHOCTH, a TaKXKe TMOoYeMy IS
OTIpEJICIICHHs] TPAHUIIBI MKy HUMH HEOOXO0/IEeH KOHTEKCTHBIN aHaJIM3.

KiroueBble ciaoBa: wmeToHuMus, MeTadopa, CEMaHTHYECKHl TMEpeHoc,
XyI0KECTBEHHBIN JUCKYPC, CTUIMCTHYECKAs (DYHKITHS, CMEKHOCTh, CXOACTBO.

Introduction. Figurative language lets writers express complex meanings in
concise form, and metonymy and metaphor are among its main mechanisms. Lakoff and
Johnson (1980) show that figurative language is not only literary decoration: it takes
part in ordinary thought and communication. Metonymy rests on a different relation. In
the cognitive account of Radden and Kdvecses (1999), one entity gives mental access to
another entity within the same conceptual structure. Metonymy can therefore be studied
as a mechanism of meaning construction and not only as a stylistic device.

Main part. The key semantic feature of metonymy is the transfer of meaning on
the basis of an association between objects, phenomena or concepts. Typical patterns
include container and content (the kettle is boiling), author and work (to read
Shakespeare), and place and institution (the White House announced a decision).
Through such relations an expression can refer to something beyond its direct lexical
meaning.

In Karakalpak linguistics, metonymy is treated as transferred meaning based on
connections between objects and phenomena. Bekbergenov (1990, p. [78-79]) discusses
it within the semantic and stylistic resources of the language. For example, tabaqg ‘dish’

may refer not only to the vessel but, in context, to the food it contains. Similarly,
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shanaraq, the upper circular part of a traditional Karakalpak dwelling, may acquire a
broader association with the household or family [78]. In both cases the meaning
depends on the relation between the lexical item, its referent and the cultural context,
and neither extended sense is automatic. Metonymic expressions may be conventional
or created for a stylistic purpose. Conventional ones are familiar and readily understood.
Individual ones may foreground a particular feature of an event or situation. In literary
discourse both types contribute to conciseness, expressiveness and the organization of
textual meaning. The distinction between metonymy and metaphor is central to semantic
analysis. Metonymy is based mainly on contiguity. Metaphor involves perceived
similarity and, in Kovecses’s (2010) account, a conceptual process in which one domain
is understood in terms of another. Compare The White House announced a decision
(place — people acting through it: metonymy) with Her voice was velvet (sound
compared with the texture of a material: metaphor).

The boundary is not always clear, however. Some expressions combine an
associative relation with a perceived similarity, so classification should not rest on
lexical form alone. It requires attention to context, conventional meaning and the
communicative purpose of the expression. A comparison of English, Uzbek and
Karakalpak can show how these mechanisms work in different linguistic and cultural
settings. Similar general patterns do not, however, prove that individual expressions
have the same meaning or stylistic function in all three languages. Such conclusions
need examples from documented literary texts and dictionary or corpus evidence for
each language. Uzbek material is not analyzed in this thesis and remains a task for
further research.

Conclusion. Metonymy and metaphor contribute to the semantic richness and
expressive potential of literary language. They differ in the relation underlying semantic
transfer: contiguity in metonymy, similarity in metaphor. Their possible interaction

shows that figurative expressions must be interpreted in context. Karakalpak
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descriptions show that metonymy can reflect established patterns of association and
culturally meaningful concepts. Comparative analysis of English, Uzbek and
Karakalpak literary material can identify shared mechanisms alongside language-
specific features.
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