Report on revisions to submission # 1429 “Metonymy is the main motive for word-formation”

NOTE: all of the comments I have received are rendered in Cambria font below. My responses are rendered in Arial.
Overall: I am very grateful for all the comments that I got on this article. Both reviewers and editors have done an outstanding job. I have tried to take it all to heart and reflect it all in my revised manuscript. This has led to some fairly significant changes, though I have not changed the overall substance (except in some minor details -- some of the databases were slightly updated, and I rechecked some of the calculations too). Most importantly, I have: 

· changed the title and the main claim

· changed the term “vehicle” to “source” throughout

· changed the term “designation” to “pattern” throughout

· added an explanation for why the three languages were selected

· added a definition of “metonymy”, “source”, and “target”

· added text to explain how this research relates to cognitive linguistics

· added focus on affixal word-formation as a type of construction and underspecification

· trimmed down sections 2 and 3

· removed figures 4, 5, 6 (figure 5 is now rendered as a table, the information from the others is now given in brief text form)

· eliminated (nearly all) reference to compounding

· eliminated/minimized repetition in the presentation

· gone through all the references to make sure the formatting is correct
I hope that the result is a more readable and interesting article, and a real improvement over the original. I detail all these and other changes made below.
Editor’s Comments:

It is incorrect to claim that Metonymy is the main motive. One way to address this issue is by changing the title and the main claim of the article.

You are absolutely right. I have changed the title and the main claim accordingly. 
The paper begins with a long and dry literature review and description of methodology. Make is more sellable by telling more about the findings in the introduction or maybe having a slightly longer abstract with more information.

Yes. I have written an entirely new abstract that is 50% longer and I have inserted more about the findings in the introduction (which is also largely rewritten): see the top 10 lines on p. 4. I have also trimmed down the literature review and description of methodology considerably (sections 2 & 3). In all of these I have tried to reorient the focus to larger issues that are relevant for cognitive linguistics.
“Metonymic designations” is a confusing term. Replace it with “metonymic patterns” as in Peirsman & Geeraerts.

Done. I have completely removed the word “designation” from the article. I have used the word “pattern” instead in reference to both metonymies and word classes.
p. 12: “Vacuous types of word-formation that change only the paradigm and/or gender” – I don’t like the terms vacuous and paradigm in this context. The former suggests that the change is meaningless and/or unimportant; and word class would be a better term for the latter.
I have reworded this sentence as follows: “Word-formation that changes only the word class and/or gender of the word is likewise excluded.” It appears now on pp. 10-11.
Please indicate that benzinovy, slonovyj etc. are adjectives in Table 8, p. 23.

I have added [adj.] to all the relevant glosses. The revised table now appears on p. 21.
Figure 4, p. 30:  Please remove the grey background colour.
The more I thought about it, the more I realized that Figure 4 in the original wasn’t giving us much information, so I deleted it altogether and replaced it with the following sentence on page 26: “The three languages behave nearly identically in terms of overall distributions, with about 60% of metonymy relationships being bi-directional and 40% uni-directional.” However, Figure 2 (original p. 24) had the same problem in the original. I have removed its grey background and it now appears on p. 22.
Figure 5, p. 32: This figure is virtually impossible to read in black and white (the different shades of grey are indistinguishable). Please either change the colours to something that will be legible when printed in black and white, or present the information in a table.
I have removed that figure and replaced it with a new Table 12 which now appears on p. 28.
Associate Editor’s Comments:

The title is inappropriate (can this classification system be extended to non-IE languages? it’s not fair to claim metonymy as the main motive when non-metonymical examples were specifically excluded, what about other types of word-formation?) Cf. also Editor’s comments re: title

Yes, I have changed that. See above.
Statement on p. 2 that because an affix is associated with more than 10 different metonymies does not mean that “the affix does little more than signal that a metonymy is present”
You are right that I had overstated the case here and elsewhere in the original. I have removed such claims throughout the article. 
Agrees with R#1’s comment on use of term type frequency
I have removed all reference to “type frequency” in the article. 

Agrees with R#2’s comments on:

· need for early and unambiguous definitions for vehicle and target
· potential problem constraining metonymies -- this is not the author’s concern, but should be pointed out clearly

I went back through the literature and realized that whereas a decade or so ago, most people were using the terms “vehicle” and target”, it is now more common to use the terms “source” and “target”. In fact, some scholars (like Radden) have actually changed their usage over this time period. For this reason, I decided that it would be best to follow current convention and change “vehicle” to “source” throughout, but I added footnote 1 (p. 2) to clarify this for the reader. I also realized that in order to define these terms, I would also need to define metonymy, so I have done that as well. Definitions of these terms and how they are used in the paper now appear at the very beginning of the Introduction (top of p. 2). 

This is a good point about the problem in constraining metonymies. I have added footnote 12 (p. 14) to alert the reader to this fact.
Reviewer #1’s Comments:

Need to state why these three languages were chosen, giving a clear theoretical/methodological/descriptive-linguistic motivation (section 3, 1st paragraph)

I have added a paragraph to the introduction to address this issue (pp. 3-4).
Theoretical motivation and implications should be highlighted from a cognitive perspective:


1. The claim that metonymy is the main cognitive motive is bold, overstated.


2. There should be more engagement in CL literature on metonymy, reduction of descriptive details on pp. 5-9.

I have highlighted the theoretical implications for cognitive linguistics (explanation of a linguistic phenomenon in terms of a general cognitive mechanism, lexicon-grammar continuum) in the abstract and conclusion and elsewhere in the text as appropriate. I have removed the claim that metonymy is the main motive for word-formation. I have greatly reduced descriptive details in section 2. I have minimally increased engagement with CL literature on metonymy (in abstract and introduction) -- I did not want to make the literature review that others perceived as dry even longer and drier…
Reduce first 9pp that review non-CL works.

I have reduced this text.

Foreground main points throughout the paper

I have done this, and trimmed out distracting detail.

Present facts described on p. 12 (what is not included) in a table as well.

Instead of adding a table and even more facts, I have reduced this section so that it is easier for the reader to negotiate and this should obviate the need for a table.
Instructions needed for table 6 on p. 20
I have added the following instructions for Table 6 (now on p. 18): “The top portion of Table 6 lists these eight most frequent word class patterns. Five of these patterns have been illustrated with examples already in the text, and cross-references to those examples are cited. The remaining three word class patterns are illustrated in the lower portion of the table.”

Detailed remarks:

Abstract

pg 1, line 2: of an entire system of a language ( of an entire word-formation system of a language
In rewriting the Abstract I removed this sentence.

pg 1, line 12: rephrase “both lexical and word-formational metonymy show asymmetries but they are different”

This sentence was also removed.
1. Introduction

I would propose rewriting the introduction to make the main points stand out right from the start.

I have rewritten the introduction with this in mind.

pg 1 Examples 1a/b/c: if there is no better English equivalent for brjuchan, I would be inclined to let go of the symmetry between Russian and Czech as well, so that the reader does not start to look for (lexical) similarities between the 3 examples.
I do not understand this comment. Since none of the others (reviewer #2 nor the editors) seconded this comment, I leave it aside.

pg 2, end of page: Norwegian has not been mentioned before, and does not seem indispensable here either. 

I have added a paragraph (pp. 3-4) describing why the three languages were chosen. This paragraph also explains that the three languages give us a chance to compare both languages that are closely related and have essentially the same system (but it turns out they do not to behave identically!) and languages with rather different systems (and it also turns out that in many ways they are very similar nonetheless!). Thus Norwegian plays an important role in this comparison.
pg 3, 

line 4: a target that is a noun ( a target that is also a noun
That text has been deleted, in the interests of not over-stating the underspecification of suffixes. Indeed all the rest of that paragraph has been deleted.
line 5: This difference between ( state what difference, explicitly. It’s been a while since you mentioned English. 
This was in the text that was deleted. 

last sentence of paragraph: Furthermore, the emphasis on certain metonymy designations is to some extent language-specific ( sentence does not seem connected to the rest
This was also in the text that was deleted. 

end of page: no need to give details about directionality here

Right. I have now deleted all that as well.

2.1 Relevant previous scholarship: 

In general, I find this section too long (6/35 pages) as it takes the reader on a historical excursion, away from the main points. Also, I would advise against mentioning how often each author mentions metonymy!

I have trimmed this down and removed the mention of how many times metonymy comes up. 

pg 4: please explain each of these 3 strategies for the reader

I cannot see how this would add anything except more boring literature review, so I have not done this. Also, none of the others have requested this addition (instead they have asked for reduction of this section).

pg 5: the information in the paragraph starting with “Taken together [….]” should be in the introduction. Also, please explain what Langacker’s 1993 remark means.

I have added a reference to this remark in the Abstract, in which I also offer the following interpretation: “A foundational goal of cognitive linguistics is to explain linguistic phenomena in terms of general cognitive strategies rather than postulating an autonomous language module (Langacker 1987: 12-13). Metonymy is identified among the imaginative capacities of cognition (Langacker 1993: 30, 2009: 46-47).”

2.2. Works on word-formation

You mention metonymy as a cognitive mechanism, so it would be good to pay more attention to the angle of cognition.

Yes. With the new focus in the abstract and conclusion as well, I think it is now clear that this is a main point of the article.

pg 9, last sentence of 2.2: “the purpose of this article is …” should be stated much earlier.

This is now stated clearly in the abstract and introduction.

2. Empirical study on word-formation

Page 9, first paragraph: the three languages should be introduced earlier and the choice should be motivated

This is now done in the new paragraph on pp. 3-4.

3.1 

pg 15 line 5: how did you establish that the first meaning is much more common?
The relevant revised text is now on p. 13. The claim that the first meaning is much more common has been removed and replaced by a statement that it is the first or only meaning listed in dictionaries.

pg 16 shorten lines 1-10 on Peirsman & Geeraerts

This text (which now appears on p. 14) has been shortened to read: “As mentioned above, this classification is based on Peirsman and Geeraerts 2006.”

3.2

pg 18 line 5 dos ( does
I deleted this entire sentence since it did not really add anything to the text anyway. 

last line above table: explain what ties in the data are

I have added footnote 16 (p. 16): “Ties were registered when two or more metonymy patterns were signaled by the same number of suffixes.”

3.3.

I find this section generally unclear; pleas restructure
I have made some changes here too (see responses to Editor’s comments and to Reviewer #2). The new text is on pp. 17-18.

pg 19 line 2: explain what vehicle and target are

This explanation now appears at the beginning of the Introduction (top of p. 2).

pg 19 line 6: explain the parameters in some detail

I have reworded this as follows (p. 17): “The division of adjectives into qualitative vs. relational was justified on the grounds that they behave differently (for example, relational adjectives are less likely to form comparatives and abstract nouns) and these differences correlate with a distinction in meaning since qualitative adjectives refer to inherent qualities whereas relational adjectives relate the noun they modify to another referent (often this item describes the physical source of the noun’s referent).”
3.4

pg 21 line 4 under figure 1: refer the reader back to table 2
I don’t understand this comment. This data is not available in Table 2, so I did not add this cross-reference.
pg 24 last 2 sentences should appear much earlier in the paper

This text has been removed from 3.4. The information it contains is found in the definition at the beginning of the Introduction (p. 2). Cf. also lines 14-17 on p. 3 and lines 11-21 on p. 16.
4.1

pg 25 one but last line: Perisman ( Peirsman
Corrected.
pg 26 you suddenly use my: please streamline use of I/we/my/our throughout the paper
I have reread the article now many times. Whenever I am presenting the author, I use first person, but when I engage the reader, I use we. I think it reads ok now.

pg 28 in the middle

a. what are clines of prototypicality?

b. why are comparisons restricted to the strength of contact cline?

c. line 10 and 9 from bottom: ungrammatical sentence starting with “where this, the most prototypical …”
a.: I have reworded the text where I introduce this (now on p. 25) as follows: “The main purpose of Peirsman and Geeraerts’ (2006) article is to propose a radial category structure for metonymy based on clines ranging from most to least prototypical.”

b.: Nearly all the word-formation data is on this cline. I have reworded this as follows: “The first cline serves as the major axis of the category and is most relevant for this study.”
pg 28, 31 etc: towards the end of the paper only the names of the metonymies are used. It would be helpful for the reader if the author would refer back to the table to contains examples of these metonymies.

I initially tried to do this, but couldn’t find any way that would not make the whole thing very cluttered and distracting, so I have not implemented this change.

5. Conclusion

pg 34 

lines 1-2: excellent! This should be stated in the abstract.

Thanks. The new abstract states this.
last 6 lines, starting with “Highly inflected languages …”, should be moved towards the beginning of the paper

I have integrated this information into the justification for choosing the three languages on the bottom of page 3. 

pg 35 

10th last line: is considerably ( it is considerably

Corrected (p. 31).
Reviewer #2’s Comments:

“The author’s approach aims at identifying more general semantic or conceptual patterns that appear to motivate the affixal meanings or functions; the promise of the approach is to lead toward articulating a less fragmented picture of word-formation strategies in a given language, with the ambition to lay the groundwork for cross-linguistic comparisons.”

Thank you for doing a better job of articulating the main points than I had done myself! I have tried to reflect this in the revised Abstract, Introduction, Conclusion and elsewhere too.
Use of the term metonymy: Make it clear from beginning that metonymy here is used to “identify a specific type of conceptual or semantic relation between (the meaning of) a word and (the meaning of) its stem/root”. Also make it clear that “the object of study are the semantic relationships between affixes, stems, and the words they form, and why such an enterprise makes sense”

This has been achieved in the new Abstract and Introduction.
Some of the designations from Peirsman & Geeraerts are problematic (cf. AE’s comments)
See footnote 12 on p. 14.
Precise definition of vehicle and target needed, specifying how they relate to morphological correlates in word-formation.
See definition at beginning of Introduction, p. 2.
There is a problem with saying that the English compound sugar-bowl identifies both the vehicle and the target while the Russian derivational equivalent overtly identifies only the vehicle. The discussion of affixation vis-à-vis compounding is too sweeping and inaccurate. Compounding should be left out altogether.

Concerning the sugar-bowl discussion, I have removed that entire text that used to run from the bottom of p. 2 to the top half of p. 3. It is gone. Reviewer #2 correctly identifies compounding as a bigger issue that is better left aside. I have now removed ALL reference to compounding, except to state that Norwegian is more invested in compounding that Russian or Czech (top of p. 4 and p. 12), the fact that previous works on metonymy in word-formation have focused primarily on conversion and compounding (not affixes, top of p. 6 and p. 8), and the statement that I have excluded compounding from this study (p. 11).

The title of the paper should be adjusted. The main claim is too strong.

I agree and have made these changes.

Minor points:

p. 11: the discussion of hypocoristics is a bit too simplistic
I have removed this text from the body of the article, and reduced it to a shortened version in a footnote (footnote 9 on pp. 10-11). 

p. 12, l. 3: The use of the term paradigm is problematic.

I have changed this to “word class”. See responses to Editor above.

p. 15: How is salience measured?

I have removed reference to salience and just said that I chose the first meaning listed in dictionaries and added further types to cover all possibilities. See my response to Reviewer #1 above.

pp. 29 & 31: Could the asymmetries go the other way around? If not, why not?

I frankly don’t know. More research would need to be done. I have added this sentence to the conclusion (p. 31): “However, more research is needed on the directionality of the observed asymmetries.”

p. 19: Sound is not a part of speech. Change to interjection.

Thanks for catching this! I have corrected this and made all the necessary adjustments to the databases.

p. 24: It doesn’t make sense to say that most of the variation is in adjectives because of the distinction between qualitative and relational adjectives.

Correct of course. I have deleted all of the relevant text, all of the rest of that paragraph, which now ends simply with “Suffixes are thus highly specific as to the word class of the target though less specific as to its metonymic relation to the source.” on p. 22. 

pp. 26-7: Different languages are being compared here: major European languages (P&G’s study) for lexical metonymy vs. Russian, Czech and Norwegian for word-formational metonymy. Are the lexical metonymies also found in the three languages of this study? 

Good point. But a) I don’t hide this fact and b) Answering the question would involve repeating Peirsman & Geeraerts’ entire study in Russian, Czech, and Norwegian, which would be a huge undertaking. Anecdotally I can say that all the lexical metonymyies they cite sound familiar in the three languages, but I haven’t done the study…

p. 28: Contact and adjacency are confusing terms.

This is a criticism of Peirsman & Geeraerts’ study, not of mine.

p. 34: shifts in conversion are closer to lexical metonymy than word-formation metonymy. 

I had said as much in the original, but perhaps it was not clear. I hope it is clearer in the revised version. See the paragraph beginning “Lexical metonymy…” on p. 30.

Missing or downplayed potential generalizations

1. Underspecification needs more focus as well as “the fact that the suffixes only carry sub-lexical, hence more abstract, meaning, and the fact that they show so much underspecification.”

Thank you! I have paraphrased this statement in the following sentences which are in the Introduction (p. 3): “The point is that a word-formational affix can be highly non-specific in terms of identifying the relevant metonymy. Affixes are sub-lexical and abstract, and in terms of metonymy they often underspecify the relationship involved.”

2. The hints at a constructional nature of the phenomenon are very much on the money. This deserves to be elaborated a little bit. The metonymic analysis enriches the traditional, formally oriented morphological analysis.

Thank you again! I have put the following sentence in the new Abstract: “I argue that in many cases, the semantic relationships between stems, affixes, and the words they form can be analyzed in terms of metonymy, and that this analysis yields a better, more insightful classification than traditional descriptions of word-formation.” I have focused on the relationships between the source word, affix and derived word in the definition at the beginning of the Introduction. I have added the following paragraph to the beginning of the Conclusion: “This article demonstrates that many types of word-formation can be classified according to the metonymic relationships involved. Such a classification is more insightful than traditional taxonomies of suffixes and word classes since it explains a linguistic phenomenon in terms of a general cognitive mechanism. A metonymic interpretation of word-formation focuses on the semantic relationships between the source word, the derived word as the target, and the affix as the context for the metonymy. Together, the base word and the affix behave like a grammatical construction in that the relationship is non-compositional, since the meaning of the whole cannot necessarily be computed from its parts. Furthermore, the affix often underspecifies the nature of the metonymy.”

Comments on presentation:

The paper would benefit from better organization and from some cutting down in length; the text is often repetitive.

I have reread the text many times, each time cutting out as much as possible. I think that it is no longer repetitive. Despite all the things I have been asked to add, the overall text is now more than 4 pages shorter.
p. 5, l. 16: to a single > to a single affix (?)

Corrected (top of p. 6)
p. 10, last paragraph: shouldn’t the R vxodit’ be glossed as ‘to.enter’, and the infinitive explicitly marked as a desinence, just like it’s done for the Norwegian example? Similarly ‘to.bake’ for the Czech infinitive.

I have added [verb] to the glosses to take care of this. (This solution is parallel to [adj.] added in response to another suggestion by Editor.)
p. 14, the long paragraph after Table 2: this is very hard to follow. It’d be much more reader-friendly to first deal with the lumping strategy, including its examples, and then followed by the splitting strategy, again with its own examples. For the lumping strategy, it’d also be helpful to first list the types of relevant alternations (i.e., length, stress, palatalization) and then exemplify each. For a non-Slavic linguist, this section is almost impenetrable.

Also, what is meant by “suffixes and their extended versions”? Does this refer to the affixes’ meanings’?
I have trimmed this down a bit, reorganized it as suggested and clarified the issue about extended versions of suffixes. The revised paragraph appears on p. 13.
p. 20, Table 6: how do the two parts of Table 6 relate to each other? It should be described in the text.

I have added instructions for reading this table (see responses to Reviewer #1).

p. 24, last sentence: isn’t this true only for the underspecified suffixes? If there’s one-to-one mapping, the semantic contribution of the suffix would presumably be predictable, no?

This sentence has been removed. (See responses to Reviewer #1)

p. 32, Figure 5: the colors in the pie chart are gone in the BW print and so a different way of differentiating the categories must be used.
This chart has been removed and replaced by a table (see responses to Editor).
p. 33, Table 12: just out of curiosity – ins’t the Cz –arna one of those underspecified suffixes? Not all of the examples will involve the PRODUCT FOR LOCATION schema, or at least not in a simple and predictable way: ‘dairy’ is a place where milk is produced all right, but lekarna ‘pharmacy’ is a place where lek ‘medicine’ is sold, kavarna ‘coffee house’ is a place where kava ‘coffee’ is drunk, jizdarna ‘riding stable’ is a place where jizda ‘riding’ takes place, etc… The vehicle isn’t always a product in a normal sense, and even when it is, it seems that different things are done to it, depending on the vehicle.

To satisfy your curiosity, yes, -arna is underspecified, but it always refers to a location. Here are the entries from my database:

	action
	location
	árn-a
	verb
	noun
	čekat wait
	čekárna waiting room

	agent
	location
	árn-a
	noun
	noun
	pekař baker
	pekárna bakery

	located
	location
	árn-a
	noun
	noun
	králík rabbit
	králíkárna place for keeping rabbits

	product
	location
	árn-a
	noun
	noun
	mléko milk
	mlékárna dairy


