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Abstract 

Linguistic comparative studies in anatomy are not at a premium, let alone investigations of metaphor in the 

field. On the other hand, the issue of compounding is still a controversial one, raising many opposing views 

among the linguistic community. The opinion presented in this study subscribes to the stance that 

compounds can be viewed as unified structures, i.e. the separate lexical units in a given word- form are 

combined so that their aggregate meaning is not subject to mere composition. So, terms such as blind gut, 

bare area, free margin, have to be analysed as single lexical and terminological units and classified 

according to the relation holding out between the “head” and the “modifier”. In anatomy as in all other types 

of discourse, there are five patterns “whereby conceptual metaphor acts upon the compound” (Benczes 

2006:90). The article presents a reasoned analysis of these compounds in both Bulgarian and English 

anatomical systems. In broader terms, Bulgarian compounds are more both in number and in diveristy as 

they are lexical calques, while in English code switching and direct borrowing are the norm in motivating 

term formation. 
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Introduction 
 

Compounding in linguistic research 

Compounding as part of word formation is a 

complex phenomenon, attracting a lot of atten-

tion, but at the same time a “battleground” of 

various and sometimes contradicting opinions. 

Traditional lingustic research encounters serious 

problems when trying to create catogories of mea-

ning, encompassing all possible types of concept-

tualizations (Luizova-Horeva, 2015). Attempts 

made by descriptive, transformational and lexical 

approaches arguing for a treatment of compounds 

on the premises of purely formal linguistic analy-

sis have been doomed, as language units (com-

pounds in that number) cannot be disambiguated 

without construing their functions linked to the 

producer’s (speaker’s) intention, the context of 

interaction and the product (listener’s compre-

hension). Therefore, a more flexible rendering of 

that complex matter calls for attention, one that 

can explain compounding in its heterogenous 

diversity of semantic relationships, existing on 

the one hand between its components and on the 

other, having in mind the language user and 

his/her specific characteristics. Perhaps, the best 

theoretical toolkit has been furnished by cognitive 

linguistics, which strives to account for the full 

complexity of the problem. One of the main tenets 

of cognitivism in linguistics is the understanding 

of the prototypical character of categories, which 

serves as the point of departure in the exploration 

of compounds, i.e. some members of a category 

are central to it, while others are more peripheral, 

thus sharing common features with other cate-

gories. More importantly, the underpinnings of 

cognitive linguistcs make it possible to the grea-

test extent to outline the very nature and strucutre 

of compounds, providing solid theoret-ical gro-

unds and verifiable practical solutions. Issues 

connected with defining what a compound is and 

how it differs from free forms, controver-sies, 

clouding the analysis of word groups in analytical 

and flective languages in view of the relations 

holding between members, have all been dealt 

with not simply on the plane of expression, but 

bearing in mind the conceptual and culture-

specific value of concepts. 

 

Compounding and metaphor 

In the context of cognitive linguistics, Conceptual 

Metaphor Theory (CMT), as propounded first by 

Lakoff & Johnson (1980) has been most 

influential in understanding abstract ideas. The 

theory focuses on the emobodied character of 

concepts, achieved through the so-called process 

of conceptual metaphor formation, rooted in the 

“mapping” of characteristics from simpler, more 

perceptually grounded notions to more complex, 

abstract ones. Both CMT in its evolution (Lakoff, 

1987, 1993; Lakoff & Johnson, 1999; Johnson, 

1987) and likeminded proposals in its wake, as 

Grady’s Primary Metaphor Theory (Grady, 

1997b; 1999) establish as well a solid foundation 

for the investigation of metaphorical compounds. 

Based on these theories as well as on Blending 

Theory (Fauconnier & Turner, 1996; 2002), 

Benczes (2006) distinguishes five combinations 

in metaphoric compounds:a) on the modyfying 

component; b) on the head; c) on both compo-

nents of the compound; d) on the compound as a 

unit; e) on the relationship holding between the 

components in the compound. This classification, 

for example, takes centerstage in Luizova-

Horeva’s research (Luizova-Horeva, 2015) of 

compounds in tourism.  

Metaphorical compounds have been explored in 

many areas both abroad and at home – in a 

contrastive Bulgarian-English terminological 

study Alexiev (2005) studies their nature in the 

fields of architecture, geology and construction 

works, Stancheva (2013) explores folk lexical 

items in Bulgarian medicine, Bagasheva (2012) 

delves into the intricacies of compound verbs, 

while Ishpekova (2012) analyzes the metaphors in 

the political talk exemplified in the Financial 

Times, reflecting Bulgarian accession to EU. 

Apart from the abovementioned analysis of 

compounds in tourism, Luizova-Horeva submits 

to “cognitive” scrutiny winespeak and food 

(Luizova-Horeva, 2013; 2016). 
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Metaphorical compounds in anatomy 

However powerful and ubiquitous CMT might 

be, in the course of time it has come under critical 

fire from many quarters. Glucksbеrg (2001) 

denies the conceptual character of metaphor, 

claiming that the process is one of class inclusion 

– Clucksberg suggests that alleged cases of 

metaphor mapping qualify instead as explicit 

class-inclusion assertions, in which the topic is 

ascribed to a superordinate ad hoc category 

typified by and named after the vehicle. In the 

Career of Metaphor Theory, Bowdle & Gentner 

(2005) propose an evolutionary path based on 

structure-mapping theory. This hypothesis 

postulates a shift in the mode of mapping from 

comparison to categorization as metaphors are 

conventionalized.  

Flexibly positioned in the mainstream of CMT, 

Steen (2011a,b; 2013; 2014) elucidates the genesis 

of the reasons for the ever emerging difficulties 

encountered by Lakoff and his followers in 

achieving a satisfactory explanation of metaphor-

ric language – viz. the nature of metaphor as being 

a conceptual, linguistic and psychological phenol-

menon. Steen gives special prominence to the fact 

that the problems arise in the different way of 

gathering and processing of information about 

metaphor. In his view, especially the early vari-

ants of CMT neglect the discoursal and communi-

cative value of language, overestimating the no-

minative force of metaphor. According to him, it 

is one thing when we designate a name to a new 

entity, but it’s quite another when we refer to a 

well-entrenched notion. He puts forward the idea 

of deliberate metaphor – as distinct from non-

deliberate, with the idea that certain notable meta-

phorical expressions in speech and writing may 

have been deliberately composed, and quite con-

sciously employed for their special rhetorical 

purposes. Another theoretician on metaphor 

studies, Gibbs (2013), moving quite in the same 

way as Steen in and out of CMT orthodoxy, states 

that the greatest problem of the theory is the 

thorny issie of metaphor identification, He further 

adds that, perhaps, there might not be even a 

possibility for creating a unified theory of meta-

phor, due to the latter immeasurable complexity. 

Having in mind these theoretical caveats and the 

immensely variable nature of anatomical terms, 

we proceeded in exploring anatomical word 

groups and compounds in particular in a bottom-

up fashion, ignoring any preconceived theoretical 

stance as being too limited and experientially 

counterproductive. 

 

TLCCM as a viable analytical tool 
In our pursuit of a veritable theoretical model, we 

found out that the Theory of Lexical Concepts and 

Cognitive Models (TLCCM) best captures the 

complexity of anatomical terminalogical units. 

TLCCM rests on several principles - the under-

lying one is that we need a theory of forward 

cognition, in contrast to the backward cognition 

theories such as CMT. In other words, the founder 

of TLCCM, Evans (2009; 2010a,b; 2015) suggest 

that little attention is paid by CMT to the 

linguistic expression which flaws the latter 

theory.  

Central to the understanding of TLCCM is the 

role of role of language in the perspective of 

embodied cognition. In this view, concepts are 

divided into analog (rich, with fuzzy boundaries) 

and parametric (based on selection criteria) Thus 

language indexes simulations (Barsalou, 2012), 

ensures schematic and parametric concepts, 

which guide the focal adjustment (Langacker, 

2008) of analog concepts in the reconstructions of 

the abovementioned simulations in the form of 

linguistic expression. In terms of metaphoricity, 

Evans outlines three criteria responsible for the 

difference between literal and figurative meaning:  

• Level of knowledge representation –literal and 

figurative meaning differ in the way they can be 

attributed to activated semantic potential in the 

phase of interpretation of the speech act. Literal 

meaning triggers the activation of primary 

cognitive models only, while figurative 

meaning engenders incongruity in the primary 

cognitive models leading to the involvement of 

secondary cognitive models to adjust the 

mismatch.So, in the sentence “My boss is a 
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pussicat.”, the primary cognitive model of 

“pussicat”is not relevant, as a human being 

cannot be an animal, which leads to search for a 

secondary cognitive model of the lexical item 

[PUSSICAT], that of a weak or compliant 

individual. 

• Salience – Evans takes a constructivist account 

of concepts, so he maintains that idiomatic 

expression are processed in situ, according to 

their entrenchemnt in semantic memory, rather 

than compositionally. 

• Relative complexity - Access route length gives 

rise to degrees of figurativity. The greater the 

length of the access route through cognitive 

models the more figurative the expression is in 

the continuum. 

What is pertinent in this theory to the current 

study is that Evans positions his theoretical stand 

firmly in the realm of the Career of Metaphor 

Theory, claiming that linguistic units may be 

created with the help of conceptual metaphor in 

the stage of nomination but then they are 

interpreted non-metaphorically – so his under-

standing of metaphor, as mentioned above, is 

constructivist, in the vein of Goldberg (2006). 

The constructivist hypothesis admits, contrary to 

what CMT holds out, that in the sentence “Her 

eyes are suns.”, interpreted as being metaphorical, 

there is no mapping of characteristics, but rather 

“eyes” as used in this context is a different lexical 

item from say the lexical item “eyes” in the 

sentence: “Her eyes are brown.” 

 

Shell nouns 

Shell nouns as Schmidt (2000) defines them are 

“an open-ended, functionally defined class of 

abstract nouns that have, to varying degrees, the 

potential for being used as conceptual shells for 

complex, proposition-like pieces of information." 

The idea of a special class of words, which put 

together referentially disconnected semanitc 

features is highlighted by Geeraerts (1997) who 

states that  such words have a greater referential 

potential and are more convenient to designate 

entities (onomasiological salience). 

 

Synaptic compounds 

Synaptic compounds are viewed as a unified 

lexical item with a clear denotatum bit cannot 

always be treated as wholly metaphorical. We 

explored synaptic structures in anatomy, using 

Evans’s TLCCM in order to ascertain metaphor-

cal mapping in the initial phase of nomination. 

Murdarov (1983) defines three major criteria for 

synaptic structures: 

 Stability of the syntagmatic relationship – for 

example, we cannot say “golyama ushna 

mida” 

 Stability of the semantic relationship between 

determinatum and determinans – modified and 

modifier, thus “ushen” cannot be substituted 

by another word to arrive at an equivalent 

compound: e.g. “sluhova mida” 

 Frequency of use- the word should be well-

entrenched in anatomy 

 

Methodology  
We have excerpted 851 terms, constituting 

around one-tenth of all terms in anatomy. Of them 

almost 80% are compounds. We have identified a 

number of general terms serving as conceptual 

shells: “glava”/head; “tyalo”/body; “vryzka”, 

“gynka”... The major types of compounds in both 

Bulgarian and English are: 

o Nominal compounds with the modifier in 

postposition- motivated by the relationship 

PART/WHOLE or by attribution: “yadro na 

makarichkoviya nerv”/nucleus of the troch-

lear nerve. We have excluded all of these no-

minal compositionally formed expressions.  

o Synaptic compounds – The different types 

include:  

o With a shell word as head: “kletka”/cell; 

“tyalo”/ body 

o With metaphoric head: “pyasak”, “vodopro-

void”, “kil” 

True metaphoric synapses: “konska opashka”/ 

cauda equina. “pticha shpora”/ calcar avis; 

“petlyov greben”/crusta galli 

Metaphoric adjectives with non-metaphoric head: 

“motoren nevron”/ мotor neuron; “slyap 

otvor”/foramen cecum. 
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Results and Discussion 

In this section we are going to present only some 

typical examples of the abovementioned types as 

the article cannot accommodate more. In figure 1 

we have shown the scheme of the compound 

prashkovidna vryzka, part of the compound 

prashkovidan vryzka na penisa/ fundiform 

ligament of the penis, in which the head is a shell 

noun.  

There are two types of synaptic structures: 

o “ushna mida/ auricula” and the like can be 

directly interpreted, as the modifier represents 

a locative function through possession 

o “mazolesto tqlo/ corpus callosum” -  the 

relationship that holds is of a different kind: 

we cannot ascribe any relation to possession. 

The term “petlyov greben”/crista galli is a Latin 

calque as are most Bulgarian terms. This 

anatomical object exist only in human anatomy. 

In this compound. Both components, modifier 

and head express a metaphorically structured 

concept with Shape as the leading conceptual 

feature. The fusion is carried out in the secondary 

cognitive model. Similarly structured compounds 

are “pticha shpora”/ calcarine sulcus (fissure) и 

“konska opashka”/cauda equina. 

In contrast to these compounds in the lexical item 

“mazolesto tyalo”/corpus callosum, the modifier 

performs the operation fusion (after selection –

Evans 2009) with only one of the lexical items of 

the head – the shell noun “tyalo”- as a result a new 

concept is arrived at, which cannot be 

decomposed, but is not metaphorical either, 

although there is some imagery. The English term 

corpus callosum is a loan word and is opaque. The 

terms “ogoleno pole”/bare area, “svoboden 

rab”/ free margin, “prahova kletka”/ 

microphagus, “pshenichen hrushtyal”/ tritiate 

cartilage are motivated by a metaphorically 

structured modifier and a shell word or an opaque 

head (except for microphagus, which is entirely 

opaque). 

In “slyapo chervo”/blind gut, “slyap otvor”/ 

foramen cecum, kupolen slyap kray/cupular blind 

sac the relationship is of a different type. Here 

only the modifier is structured metaphorically 

while the head is non-metaphorical. 

Another type of synaptic structure is presented by 

the terms “sivo pokrivalo”/indisium griseum, 

where the metaphor structures the head, while the 

modifier metonymically indexes a possessive 

relationship with the lexical concept [“SIVO 

VESHTESTVO”] – “sivo pokrivalo” consists of 

“sivo veshtestvo” (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 

Indusium_griseum), i.e. “sivo pokrivalo of  sivo 

veshtestvo”. Similarly structured are the terms 

“nezhna papka”/gracile tubercle and “nezhno 

yadro”/ gracile fasciculus, where the modifier 

indexes the lexical concept [NEZHNO YADRO] 

with the only difference that the head in its turn is 

a shell. 

 Of great interest are the synaptic structures with 

head the word “glava”/head: “dylga glava/long 

head; “dylboka glava”/ deep head, etc. If we take 

as the starting point the primary cognitve model 

of the word “head, both in Bulgarian and English, 

we can deduce that there is a metaphor or 

metonymy at work, in the sense of the collocation 

big head. According to TLCCM analysis though 

there is no mapping, having in mind that head is 

a shell word. We can argue that here the 

relationship between the modifier and head is of 

metaphorical nature, as there lexical item cannot 

be understood literally.  

In “dylbok list”/deep lamina the designatory 

force is of a different kind. Here at first glance, 

there seems to exist a metaphorical relationship ( 

in the sense of “deep thought”, etc.) on account of 

the unusual collocation in view of the semantic 

affordances of “list”. Unlike “deep thought” 

where there is a metaphorical meaning, deep 

lamina designates a layer which serves as the 

undermost layer of an anatomical object, rather 

we can refer to it an instance of metonymy, not 

metaphoricity. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indusium_griseum
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indusium_griseum
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Conclusion 
 

Anatomical metaphoric compounds are too 

complex and diverse to be understood only 

through the CMT. TLCCM, with its insistence on 

the lexical component,  not disregarding the 

conceptual one is a better equipped linguistic 

“toolkit” to deal with the issue. The relationships 

that hold in metaphoric compounds in anatomy 

should account for the nature of both the modifier 

and the head, which could be various. There is a 

sharp difference between Bulgarian and English 

anatomical compounds with metaphoirc 

motivation as the latter terms are to a great extent 

opaque and few and far between, unlike the many 

Bulgarian terms, which although calqued from 

Latin, still ring a metaphorical bell. 
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Choice of lexemes – symbolic units – prashla (“vid”- type) + integration + fusion 

 

 

             връзка (vryzka) 

              обувки (obuvki) 

 

 

 [ВРЪЗКА -VRYZKA] 

 

 

           връзка (vryzka) 

             

           мъж и жена  

        (myzh and zhena) 

 

 

 

          връзка  (vryzka)  

                                                                                                           [ПРАШКА - PRASHKA] 

 

              

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The lexical concept of the term prashkovidna vryzka 


