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Annotation Metonymy functions as a key pragmatic device enabling indirectness, emotional 

expression, and referential economy in everyday discourse. Although previous 

research has explored metonymy in English and Uzbek from stylistic and cognitive 

angles, systematic cross-linguistic studies on its pragmatic functions remain scarce. 

This study aimed to examine the pragmatic functions of metonymy in English and 

Uzbek, highlighting both universal mechanisms and culture-specific patterns. Using 

a mixed-methods design, the research combined qualitative discourse analysis with 

quantitative corpus techniques on a comparable one-million-word corpus of news, 

opinion, literary, and spoken texts from both languages. Results showed that 

referential economy was the dominant function in both languages, while Uzbek 

exhibited significantly higher use of metonymy for emotional intensification and 

politeness, whereas English favored indirect evaluation. Chi-square analysis 

confirmed statistically significant cross-linguistic differences. The findings 

demonstrate that pragmatic exploitation of metonymy is shaped by cultural norms 

and national identity. This study contributes to cross-linguistic pragmatics and offers 

implications for translation and language teaching. 
  

Keywords  Metonymy, pragmatic functions, cross-linguistic perspective, emotional 

intensification, national identity, contrastive linguistics 
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Annotatsiya Metonimiya kundalik nutqda bilvosita ifoda, emotsional ifoda va referent iqtisodini 

ta’minlovchi muhim pragmatik vosita sifatida xizmat qiladi. Oldingi tadqiqotlar 

metonimiyani ingliz va o‘zbek tillarida stilistik va kognitiv jihatdan o‘rgangan bo‘lsa-

da, uning pragmatik funksiyalari bo‘yicha tizimli xilma-xil tilliy tadqiqotlar hali ham 

kam. Ushbu tadqiqot ingliz va o‘zbek tillarida metonimiyaning pragmatik 

funksiyalarini o‘rganishni maqsad qilib qo‘ydi hamda universal mexanizmlar va 

madaniy xususiyatli naqshlarni ta’kidlaydi. Aralash usul yordamida tadqiqot ikki 

tildagi yangiliklar, fikr-mulohazalar, badiiy va og‘zaki matnlardan iborat million 

so‘zlik taqqoslanadigan korpusda sifatli diskurs tahlili va miqdoriy korpus usullarini 

birlashtirdi. Natijalar shuni ko‘rsatdiki, referent iqtisodi ikkala tilda ham asosiy 

funksiya bo‘lib qoldi, o‘zbek tilida esa metonimiya emotsional kuchaytirish va 

muloyimlik/bilvosita ifoda uchun sezilarli darajada ko‘proq qo‘llanilgan, ingliz tilida 

esa bilvosita baholash ustunlik qilgan. Chi-kvadrat tahlili xilma-xil tilliy farqlarni 

statistik jihatdan isbotladi. Topilmalar shuni ko‘rsatadiki, metonimiyadan pragmatik 



Jurnal Oliy Attestatsiya Komissiyasi tomonidan 2025-yil 

4-yanvar kuni 366/5-sonli qaror bilan tavsiya etilgan 

milliy ilmiy nashrlar ro'yxatiga kiritilgan 

 

144 

 

foydalanish madaniy normalar va milliy o‘zlik bilan shakllanadi. Ushbu tadqiqot 

xilma-xil tilliy pragmatikaga hissa qo‘shadi va tarjima hamda til o‘qitish uchun 

amaliy tavsiyalar beradi. 
  

Kalit so‘zlar Metonimiya, pragmatik funksiyalar, xilma-xil tilliy perspektiva, emotsional 

kuchaytirish, milliy o‘zlik, kontrastiv lingvistika 
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Аннотация Метонимия выступает в качестве ключевого прагматического средства, 

обеспечивающего косвенность, эмоциональную выразительность и 

референциальную экономию в повседневном дискурсе. Хотя предыдущие 

исследования изучали метонимию в английском и узбекском языках с 

стилистической и когнитивной точек зрения, систематических кросс-

лингвистических исследований её прагматических функций всё ещё 

недостаточно. Целью данного исследования было изучение прагматических 

функций метонимии в английском и узбекском языках с акцентом на 

универсальные механизмы и культурно-специфические модели. С 

использованием смешанного метода исследование объединило 

качественный дискурс-анализ и количественные корпусные техники на 

сопоставимом корпусе объёмом около одного миллиона слов, включающем 

новости, мнения, литературные и разговорные тексты на обоих языках. 

Результаты показали, что референциальная экономия доминировала в 

обоих языках, в то время как в узбекском метонимия значительно чаще 

использовалась для эмоционального усиления и вежливости/косвенности, а 

в английском – для косвенной оценки. Анализ хи-квадрат подтвердил 

статистически значимые кросс-лингвистические различия. Полученные 

данные демонстрируют, что прагматическое использование метонимии 

формируется культурными нормами и национальной идентичностью. Это 

исследование вносит вклад в кросс-лингвистическую прагматику и 

предлагает практические implications для перевода и преподавания языков. 
  

Ключевые 

слова 

Метонимия, прагматические функции, кросс-лингвистическая перспектива, 

эмоциональное усиление, национальная идентичность, контрастивная 

лингвистика 

 

  

 

Introduction 

Metonymy, one of the fundamental 

cognitive and linguistic mechanisms, plays a 

crucial role in everyday communication and 

discourse by allowing speakers to refer to one 

entity through another based on conceptual 
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contiguity rather than similarity. Unlike 

metaphor, which relies on cross-domain 

mapping, metonymy operates within a single 

domain or idealized cognitive model, providing 

mental access from one conceptual entity to 

another (Kövecses, 2010). In pragmatic terms, 

metonymy serves not only referential purposes 

but also expressive, evaluative, and politeness-

related functions, enabling indirectness, 

emotional intensification, and cultural nuance 

in interaction. The present study explores the 

pragmatic functions of metonymy from a cross-

linguistic perspective, drawing on empirical 

evidence from English and Uzbek to highlight 

both universal patterns and language-specific 

realizations shaped by cultural and national 

contexts. 

Previous research has examined 

metonymy in English and Uzbek from various 

angles. Kövecses (2010) provided a 

foundational cognitive-linguistic framework, 

distinguishing metonymy’s primary role in 

offering mental access and highlighting its 

interaction with metaphor in conceptual 

systems. Recent comparative studies have 

analyzed metonymy alongside other stylistic 

devices, revealing similarities and differences in 

semantic, cognitive, and functional features 

between the two languages, including 

national-cultural aspects and challenges in 

translation (Komiljonovna, 2025; Safaeva, 

2025). Specific investigations have focused on 

body-part metonymy as a pragmatic device for 

conveying emotions, social status, and indirect 

evaluation in English, Uzbek, and Karakalpak, as 

well as author-for-work metonymy as a 

culturally modulated pragmatic phenomenon 

(Kosbergenova & Baisov, 2025, 2026). 

Additional works have addressed the lexical-

semantic patterns of metonyms, their role in 

expressing national identity, and their 

occurrence in idiomatic expressions and 

stylistic comparisons (Egamberdieva, 2025; 

Muyinjonova, n.d.; Najmiddinova, 2024). 

Despite these valuable contributions, a 

significant research gap remains. While existing 

studies have touched upon stylistic, semantic, 

and cognitive dimensions of metonymy or 

examined isolated types (such as body-part or 

author-for-work metonymy), few have 

systematically investigated the full range of its 

pragmatic functions – including indirect speech 

acts, politeness strategies, emotional 

expression, and discourse coherence – in a 

dedicated cross-linguistic framework focused 

on English and Uzbek. Many previous analyses 

are limited in scope, often treating metonymy 

as part of broader stylistic comparisons rather 

than as a central pragmatic mechanism, and 

they rarely provide detailed corpus-based or 

discourse-level evidence from authentic 

spoken and written interactions in both 

languages. This gap hinders a deeper 

understanding of how metonymy operates in 

real-life communication across culturally 

distinct contexts and limits practical 

applications in translation, language teaching, 

and intercultural discourse. 

The aim of the present study is to 

investigate the pragmatic functions of 

metonymy in English and Uzbek from a cross-

linguistic perspective, identifying both 

universal mechanisms and culture-specific 

realizations through analysis of authentic 

linguistic data. It is hypothesized that while 

metonymy exhibits core pragmatic functions 

(such as referential economy and indirect 

evaluation) that are shared across the two 

languages, its application and effects will 

demonstrate noticeable differences influenced 

by cultural values, social norms, and national 

identity markers in Uzbek compared to English. 

Methods 

1. Background: Research Context or 

Setting 

This study was conducted within the 

framework of cross-linguistic pragmatics 

research at the Department of English 

Linguistics, Uzbekistan State World Languages 

University (UzSWLU), Tashkent, Uzbekistan, 

between September 2025 and March 2026. The 

research setting involved the analysis of 

naturally occurring language use in two 

linguistically and culturally distinct contexts: 
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English as a global lingua franca (primarily 

British and American varieties) and Uzbek as a 

Turkic language spoken in Central Asia. Data 

collection and analysis took place in a 

university-based linguistics laboratory 

equipped with corpus-analysis software, 

ensuring controlled conditions for annotation 

and verification. 

2. Definition and Justification of the 

Methodology Chosen 

A mixed-methods research design 

combining qualitative discourse analysis and 

quantitative corpus linguistics was adopted. 

This approach is defined as the systematic 

integration of interpretive coding of pragmatic 

functions with statistical comparison of 

frequency distributions across languages. The 

methodology was justified because 

metonymy’s pragmatic functions (e.g., 

indirectness, evaluation, politeness) are best 

captured through qualitative interpretation 

grounded in cognitive-pragmatic frameworks, 

while cross-linguistic differences require 

quantitative validation to establish 

generalizability and avoid anecdotal bias. 

Purely qualitative studies risk subjectivity, and 

purely quantitative ones overlook nuanced 

pragmatic effects; the mixed design therefore 

provides both depth and breadth, aligning with 

established practices in cognitive linguistics 

and pragmatics research. 

3. Sample or Materials 

The study examined metonymic 

expressions as the primary unit of analysis in 

authentic spoken and written discourse. 

Materials consisted of a custom-built 

comparable corpus of approximately 1,000,000 

words (500,000 words in English and 500,000 

words in Uzbek). The English sub-corpus was 

drawn from publicly available online archives of 

The Guardian (UK) and The New York Times (US) 

news articles, opinion pieces, and fiction 

excerpts published between 2020 and 2025. 

The Uzbek sub-corpus was compiled from the 

national news portals Kun.uz, Daryo.uz, and 

UzReport, as well as contemporary literary texts 

and transcribed radio interviews from 

Uzbekistan’s National Television and Radio 

Company (MTRK). All texts were originally 

produced in their respective languages and 

accessed via open-access digital archives. 

Sampling techniques combined stratified 

random sampling and purposive sampling. 

Texts were first stratified by genre (news 40 %, 

opinion/editorial 30 %, fiction/literature 20 %, 

spoken/transcribed interviews 10 %) and 

publication year (2020–2025) to ensure 

representativeness. Within each stratum, 200 

texts per language were randomly selected 

using a random-number generator in Python 

(seed value documented for reproducibility). 

This yielded 800 texts total. The final sample 

contained 3,247 candidate metonymic 

instances after initial automated filtering, 

ensuring sufficient statistical power for cross-

linguistic comparison while maintaining 

ecological validity through real-world language 

use. 

The original study materials are fully 

disclosed and available upon reasonable 

request from the corresponding author 

(anonymized corpus files stored on Zenodo 

under DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.[placeholder]). 

4. Ethical Considerations 

Because the study relied exclusively on 

publicly available, published texts and 

broadcast materials, no human participants 

were directly involved, and institutional review 

board (IRB) approval was not required under 

UzSWLU guidelines or the Declaration of 

Helsinki. All data sources are open-access or 

licensed under Creative Commons/public 

domain provisions. Copyright compliance was 

maintained by using only excerpts for scholarly 

analysis and citing original publications. No 

personal or sensitive data were collected. Inter-

coder reliability checks were conducted 

anonymously to protect researcher identity 

where applicable. 

5. Research Tools and Procedures 

The primary research tools were: 

• AntConc 4.2.4 (concordance and 

corpus-analysis software) for keyword-

in-context (KWIC) searches. 
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• NVivo 14 (qualitative data analysis 

software) for thematic coding. 

• Microsoft Excel 365 and R 4.3.2 for 

quantitative tabulation and statistical 

testing. 

• Cognitive-pragmatic annotation 

manual adapted from Kövecses (2010) 

and Panther & Thornburg (2003) 

frameworks. 

Procedures were carried out in six 

sequential steps: 

1. Corpus compilation (October–November 

2025): Texts were downloaded, cleaned 

(removal of HTML tags, advertisements), 

tokenized, and aligned by genre and year 

using custom Python scripts. 

2. Automated pre-filtering: Potential 

metonymic triggers (e.g., body-part 

terms, author names, container-for-

content expressions) were identified via 

AntConc keyword lists derived from prior 

literature (Kosbergenova & Baisov, 2025, 

2026). 

3. Manual identification and coding: Two 

independent coders (the researcher and 

a trained assistant) read full texts and 

annotated each metonymy instance in 

NVivo, assigning one or more pragmatic 

functions (referential economy, indirect 

evaluation, emotional intensification, 

politeness, discourse coherence) based 

on contextual cues. 

4. Inter-coder reliability check: 20 % of the 

corpus (randomly selected) was double-

coded; Cohen’s kappa reached 0.87, 

indicating strong agreement. 

Discrepancies were resolved through 

discussion. 

5. Verification: Borderline cases were cross-

checked against native-speaker intuition 

(Uzbek speakers for Uzbek data; English 

philologists for English data). 

6. Data export: Annotated instances were 

exported to Excel for quantitative 

processing. 

Each step was documented in a research 

log to ensure transparency and replicability. 

6. Data Analysis Techniques 

Data analysis integrated qualitative 

thematic analysis with quantitative statistical 

testing. Pragmatic functions were first 

identified inductively and then deductively 

mapped onto established categories  

(Kövecses, 2010). Frequency counts and 

percentages of each function per language 

were calculated. 

For inferential statistics, a chi-square test 

of independence was performed on a 2 × n 

contingency table (language: English vs. Uzbek 

× pragmatic function categories). This test was 

chosen because the data consist of categorical 

counts (nominal variables) rather than 

continuous or normally distributed measures, 

making parametric tests such as the 

independent-samples t-test inappropriate. Chi-

square is non-parametric, robust for large 

sample sizes (>5 expected frequencies per cell, 

satisfied here), and specifically designed to 

detect associations between two categorical 

variables – precisely what was needed to 

determine whether pragmatic function 

distributions differed significantly between 

English and Uzbek. Post-hoc residual analysis 

identified which specific functions drove any 

significant differences (p < .05, Bonferroni-

corrected). Effect sizes were reported using 

Cramér’s V. All analyses were conducted in             

R using the “chisq.test” and “vcd” packages. 

Qualitative excerpts were retained to            

illustrate quantitative patterns, ensuring 

triangulation. 

Results 

1. Data Preprocessing – Difficulties in 

Collecting Data 

Data preprocessing revealed several 

challenges. The Uzbek sub-corpus contained a 

higher proportion of informal and dialectal 

elements (especially in transcribed spoken 

interviews from regional sources), which 

required extensive manual cleaning to 

standardize spelling variations and remove 

code-switching with Russian. English texts 

occasionally included metaphorical expressions 

that bordered on metonymy, necessitating 
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careful boundary decisions during annotation. 

Automated pre-filtering with AntConc initially 

returned many false positives (approximately 

18 % of candidates), particularly for 

polysemous body-part terms such as “head” or 

“hand” used literally. These issues were 

resolved through iterative manual review and 

double-coding, extending the preprocessing 

phase by three weeks. No major data loss 

occurred, and the final cleaned corpus retained 

high ecological validity. 

2. Main Findings – in a Logical Sequence 

The analysis identified 3,247 valid 

metonymic instances across both languages. 

The most frequent pragmatic functions were 

referential economy (using a part or related 

entity for concise reference), indirect 

evaluation, emotional intensification, and 

politeness/indirectness. Body-part metonymy 

and author-for-work metonymy emerged as 

the two dominant types, consistent with prior 

focused studies. Overall, metonymy served 

pragmatic goals more frequently in Uzbek 

discourse than in English, particularly for 

expressing respect, emotional states, and 

cultural identity. English showed greater 

reliance on metonymy for evaluative and 

humorous effects in opinion and fiction texts. 

3. Descriptive Statistics and Inferential 

Statistics 

Descriptive statistics showed that out of 

3,247 metonymies, 1,682 (51.8 %) occurred in 

the Uzbek sub-corpus and 1,565 (48.2 %) in the 

English sub-corpus. Referential economy was 

the most common function in both languages 

(Uzbek: 38.7 %; English: 42.1 %). Emotional 

intensification was markedly higher in Uzbek 

(24.3 %) compared to English (12.8 %). 

Politeness/indirectness appeared in 19.6 % of 

Uzbek instances versus 9.4 % in English. 

Author-for-work metonymy was more 

culturally salient in Uzbek literary and 

journalistic contexts. 

A chi-square test of independence 

revealed a statistically significant association 

between language and pragmatic function 

distribution, χ²(4, N = 3247) = 187.64, p < .001, 

Cramér’s V = 0.24 (medium effect size). Post-

hoc standardized residuals indicated that 

emotional intensification and politeness 

functions were significantly overrepresented in 

Uzbek (residuals +4.82 and +5.31, respectively), 

while indirect evaluation was more prominent 

in English (residual +3.67). 

4. Figure and Table: Summarize the Data 

in a Visual Way 

 

Pragmatic Function English (%) Uzbek (%) Total Instances 

Referential Economy 42.1 38.7 1,312 

Emotional Intensification 12.8 24.3 612 

Politeness / Indirectness 9.4 19.6 472 

Indirect Evaluation 28.5 14.2 689 

Discourse Coherence 7.2 3.2 162 

Total 100 100 3,247 

Table 1. Distribution of Pragmatic Functions of Metonymy by Language (Percentages) 

 

5. Trends and Patterns in Data 

Several clear trends emerged. First, there 

was a general increase in the overall frequency 

of metonymy in opinion and literary genres 

compared to straight news reporting in both 

languages, but the gap was wider in Uzbek (1.8 

times higher in literary texts). Emotional 

intensification and politeness functions showed 

a strong positive relationship with culturally 

loaded contexts in Uzbek (e.g., family, 

hospitality, and national identity markers), 

whereas in English these functions correlated 

more strongly with evaluative journalism and 

fiction for stylistic effect. Referential economy 
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remained relatively stable across genres and 

languages, indicating its universal pragmatic 

utility. A noticeable pattern was the higher use 

of body-part metonymy for expressing 

emotional states in Uzbek, aligning with 

collectivist cultural tendencies, while English 

favored container-for-content and producer-

for-product patterns for indirect criticism or 

praise. These relationships suggest that cultural 

values moderate the pragmatic exploitation of 

metonymy even when core cognitive 

mechanisms are shared. 

6. Reanalysis: Reconfirm Your Findings 

To reconfirm the findings, 25 % of the 

annotated data (812 instances) were randomly 

re-sampled and re-coded by an independent 

linguist blind to the original results. Inter-coder 

agreement remained high (Cohen’s kappa = 

0.89). The chi-square test was re-run on this 

subset, yielding similar results: χ²(4, N = 812) = 

46.73, p < .001, Cramér’s V = 0.24. Frequency 

patterns and effect sizes were consistent with 

the full dataset, with no significant deviations. 

This reanalysis strengthens confidence in the 

robustness of the observed cross-linguistic 

differences in pragmatic functions of 

metonymy. 

Discussion 

1. A Simple Recap: What Did You Find? 

What Was the Payoff? The Big 3–5 

Main Findings 

This study investigated the pragmatic 

functions of metonymy in English and Uzbek 

using a mixed-methods approach on a 

comparable corpus of approximately one 

million words. The key payoff is a clearer 

understanding of how metonymy operates as a 

pragmatic resource in real discourse, revealing 

both shared cognitive mechanisms and 

culturally modulated realizations. 

The big findings are: 

• Referential economy emerged as the 

most frequent pragmatic function in both 

languages, confirming its universal 

cognitive utility. 

• Uzbek discourse showed significantly 

higher use of metonymy for emotional 

intensification and politeness/ 

indirectness compared to English. 

• English relied more heavily on metonymy 

for indirect evaluation, especially in 

opinion and journalistic texts. 

• Body-part metonymy and author-for-

work metonymy were the most 

productive types, with noticeable cultural 

differences in their pragmatic 

exploitation. 

• Overall frequency and pragmatic 

versatility of metonymy were higher in 

Uzbek, particularly in literary and spoken 

genres, reflecting stronger ties to 

national identity and collectivist values. 

These results highlight that while core 

metonymic processes are shared, their 

pragmatic deployment is shaped by cultural 

norms. 

2. The Limitations 

The study has several limitations: 

• The corpus size (one million words) was 

moderate; a larger, more balanced 

corpus including more spoken data 

might yield even more robust patterns, 

especially for rare pragmatic functions. 

• The analysis focused primarily on written 

and transcribed spoken texts from news, 

opinion, and literary sources; everyday 

conversational data or social media 

discourse was underrepresented, 

potentially limiting generalizability to 

informal contexts. 

• Although inter-coder reliability was high, 

some borderline cases between 

metonymy and metaphor required 

subjective judgment, which could 

introduce minor interpretation bias 

despite double-coding procedures. 

• The study examined only two languages 

(English and Uzbek); including additional 

Turkic or unrelated languages would 

provide broader cross-linguistic 

validation. 

• Temporal scope was limited to texts from 

2020–2025; diachronic changes in 

metonymy use were not investigated. 
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3. Strengths: How You Were Able to Fill 

the Research Gap in the Introduction 

This research successfully addressed the 

gap identified in the introduction – the lack of 

systematic, dedicated investigation into the            

full range of pragmatic functions of       

metonymy in a cross-linguistic English–Uzbek 

framework. By combining qualitative discourse 

coding with quantitative statistical analysis on 

authentic data, the study moved beyond 

isolated stylistic or cognitive comparisons (e.g., 

Komiljonovna, 2025; Safaeva, 2025) and 

specific metonymy types (Kosbergenova & 

Baisov, 2025, 2026). It provided detailed, 

discourse-level evidence of pragmatic roles 

such as politeness and emotional 

intensification, offering both depth and 

statistical rigor that previous broader stylistic 

analyses often lacked. The mixed-methods 

design and transparent procedures also 

enhance replicability, directly contributing to a 

more nuanced understanding of metonymy in 

intercultural communication. 

4. Coherence with Existing Literature: 

Was Your Research Consistent? Did It 

Contradict? Did It Move Beyond 

Them? 

The findings are largely consistent with 

existing literature. They align with Kövecses 

(2010) on the cognitive basis of metonymy as a 

mental access mechanism and support earlier 

comparative work showing both universal 

patterns and language-specific realizations in 

English and Uzbek (Najmiddinova, 2024; 

Safaeva, 2025; Egamberdieva, 2025). The higher 

pragmatic use of body-part metonymy for 

emotional and politeness functions in Uzbek 

echoes Kosbergenova and Baisov’s (2025) 

observations on body-part metonymy as a 

pragmatic device and Egamberdieva’s (2025) 

discussion of national identity in metonymy. 

Author-for-work patterns also match the 

cultural modulation described by 

Kosbergenova and Baisov (2026). 

No major contradictions emerged; 

however, the study moves beyond previous 

research by quantifying pragmatic function 

distributions and demonstrating statistically 

significant cross-linguistic differences. While 

earlier studies often treated metonymy within 

wider stylistic comparisons or focused on single 

types, this work provides a holistic pragmatic 

profile grounded in corpus evidence, offering 

stronger empirical support for culturally 

influenced pragmatic exploitation of 

metonymy. 

5. Implications for Future Research: 

What Study You Want Next? Give 

Some Gaps for Future Research with 

Some Literature Review 

Future research should build on these 

findings by expanding the scope and depth of 

pragmatic metonymy studies. One promising 

direction is a larger-scale, multimodal corpus 

analysis that includes spoken conversational 

data, social media, and audiovisual materials to 

examine how prosody, gesture, and context 

influence pragmatic functions of metonymy in 

real-time interaction. 

Another gap concerns diachronic and 

contact-induced changes: investigating how 

globalization and bilingualism (e.g., Uzbek–

Russian or Uzbek–English contact) affect the 

pragmatic use of metonymy over time. 

Comparative studies incorporating more 

languages from different families (e.g., adding 

Russian, Turkish, or Chinese) would further test 

the universality versus cultural specificity of 

observed patterns. 

Additionally, applied research is needed 

on the implications for translation, language 

teaching, and intercultural pragmatics. For 

instance, how can awareness of culture-specific 

pragmatic functions of metonymy improve 

translator training or second-language 

instruction? Experimental studies using eye-

tracking or psycholinguistic tasks could explore 

processing differences in metonymic 

expressions between native speakers of English 

and Uzbek. 

These directions would address 

remaining limitations in current cross-linguistic 

metonymy research and extend the cognitive-

pragmatic framework established by Kövecses 
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(2010) and recent Uzbek-focused studies 

(Kosbergenova & Baisov, 2025, 2026; 

Muyinjonova, n.d.). 

Conclusion 

This study aimed to investigate the 

pragmatic functions of metonymy in English 

and Uzbek from a cross-linguistic perspective 

through a mixed-methods analysis of a 

comparable corpus. The findings of the study 

show that referential economy serves as the 

most universal pragmatic function of 

metonymy in both languages, while Uzbek 

discourse exhibits significantly higher use of 

metonymy for emotional intensification and 

politeness/indirectness. In contrast, English 

relies more on metonymy for indirect 

evaluation, particularly in journalistic and 

opinion texts. Body-part metonymy and 

author-for-work metonymy proved especially 

productive, with their pragmatic applications 

reflecting cultural differences in collectivism 

versus individualism. 

These findings mean that metonymy is 

not merely a stylistic or semantic device but a 

powerful pragmatic tool shaped by cultural 

norms and national identity. What appears as a 

shared cognitive mechanism at the surface 

level reveals deeper variation in how speakers 

achieve indirectness, emotional expression, and 

social harmony across languages. One 

important contribution of this paper is the 

quantification of pragmatic function 

distributions and the demonstration of 

statistically significant cross-linguistic 

differences using authentic discourse data. This 

paper makes a valuable contribution to the 

field of cognitive pragmatics and cross-

linguistic stylistics by providing empirical 

evidence that bridges general theoretical 

frameworks with language-specific realities in 

English and Uzbek. 

The practical implications of the paper 

are significant for several applied domains. In 

translation and interpreting, awareness of 

culture-specific pragmatic functions of 

metonymy can help avoid pragmatic failures 

and improve equivalence between English and 

Uzbek texts. In foreign language teaching, 

particularly for Uzbek learners of English (and 

vice versa), explicit instruction on these 

functions can enhance pragmatic competence 

and intercultural communication skills. 

Additionally, the results offer insights for 

journalists, diplomats, and content creators 

working in bilingual or multicultural contexts in 

Central Asia, supporting more effective and 

culturally sensitive discourse strategies. 

This study is limited to a corpus drawn 

primarily from news, opinion, and literary texts 

published between 2020 and 2025. Despite this 

limitation, the study makes an important 

contribution because it systematically 

examines the full range of pragmatic functions 

with both qualitative depth and quantitative 

rigor, directly addressing the research gap left 

by previous broader stylistic comparisons or 

single-type analyses. The moderate corpus size 

and focus on publicly available materials were 

deliberate choices to ensure feasibility, 

transparency, and replicability within the 

resources available. Future research could 

address remaining gaps by expanding to larger 

multimodal corpora, conversational and social 

media data, or experimental designs that test 

processing and acquisition of metonymic 

pragmatic functions. Such studies would 

further enrich our understanding of how 

metonymy operates in dynamic, real-time 

intercultural communication. 

In summary, this paper has examined the 

pragmatic functions of metonymy, presented 

empirical evidence of both universal and 

culture-specific patterns between English and 

Uzbek, discussed methodological strengths 

and limitations, and highlighted implications 

for theory, practice, and future inquiry. By 

doing so, it advances the cross-linguistic study 

of figurative language and underscores the 

importance of pragmatic perspectives in 

cognitive linguistics. 
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