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Abstract 

 

The present paper focuses on the analysis of linguistic synaesthesia in the discourse of perfume 

reviews in English. The data for the analysis was collected from the videos of perfume reviews 

available on YouTube. The qualitative and quantitative corpus-based analysis employs the MPA 

(metaphorical pattern analysis) framework with a focus on the following four keywords: scent, 

perfume, fragrance and smell. The aim of the paper is to investigate which source domain of 

perception is most commonly used in linguistic metaphorical expressions when people try to 

describe the smells of perfumes. The results show that the most common source domain is 

gustatory experience, the second most frequent source domain is visual experience, and the 

third is tactile experience. The least common source domain in synaesthetic metaphors is 

auditory experience. The tendencies of sense directionality were found to partially correspond 

to the models established by the previous researchers, since some source domains that were 

found to be prevalent in the results of the current research were not expressed in other known 

models of sense directionality. 

 

 

Keywords: linguistic synaesthesia, conceptual metaphor, olfactory discourse, perfume reviews, 

metaphorical pattern analysis, corpus-based study 
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1. Introduction 

 

The notion of Conceptual Metaphor has undoubtedly become one of the most widely 

investigated and popular phenomena in the field of contemporary Cognitive Linguistic 

research. One of the most influential advancements in metaphor research was the publication 

of the seminal work entitled Metaphors We Live By by Lakoff and Johnson (1980). In their work 

the scholars have outlined the principles of the Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT), claiming 

that metaphors are not merely a characteristic of poetic language but rather an internal cognitive 

mechanism and thus, a common occurrence in everyday speech and writing (1980: 3). Thus, in 

Metaphors We Live By the authors pushed forward a fairly novel understanding of metaphors 

as compared to the classical definition proposed by Aristotle, stating that metaphors are 

restricted to the genre of poetics as one of its defining traits (Aristotle 2008: 23). The basic 

premise of a conceptual metaphor (hereafter, CM) is that it involves an understanding of one 

conceptual domain in terms of another. To use the field terminology, CMs deal with target and 

source domains. These two concepts are the central elements of a CM: the target domain is the 

‘described concept’ (Saeed 2003: 346) and the source domain is the ‘comparison concept’ 

(Ibid.). Respectively, the abbreviated forms TD and SD are widely employed in literature and 

used throughout the current paper. Adding to that, the theoretical field of the conceptual 

metaphor theory (hereafter, CMT) entails the notion of cross-domain mappings, which means 

that there exists a systematic correspondence of elements between the source and target 

domains. For instance, there is a widely used CM of LIFE IS A JOURNEY which encapsulates such 

correspondences between SD and TD as person – traveller; life’s purpose – destination; 

progress made – distance covered etc. The various mappings can be extrapolated and 

reconstructed by analysing the linguistic metaphorical expressions occurring in language. It is 

worth noting that linguistic metaphorical expressions (in short LMEs) are the objects of 

linguistic research and only from such linguistic evidence the CMs can be inferred. 

 

A slightly different, but nevertheless, a closely-related concept when it comes to conceptual 

mappings is metonymy. The main difference between the metaphor and metonymy is that in 

metonymy there are no cross-domain mappings, since the sets of correspondences are 

established within a single conceptual domain. In other words, in metonymy, the TD is partially 

understood in terms of the SD (Barcelona 2003: 4). Metonymies can take different patterns, 

such as PART FOR WHOLE, WHOLE FOR PART, PRODUCER FOR PRODUCT etc. A common example 

illustrating the latter type of metonymy occurs when people speak about cars: I drive a Honda, 
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where the name of the producer denotes the specific car that a person has in mind. Even if by 

definitions metaphor and metonymy seem to be distinct and non-intersecting concepts, 

Goossens (1990) have argued that on various basis they do intertwine forming a blend of what 

he called to be metaphtonymy (1990: 323). 

 

Returning to the subject of CMT, another concept of interest is the directionality of metaphors. 

This concept is encapsulated within the basic premise of a CM, which is the perceived tendency 

to predominately structure less concrete or less easily accessible concept in terms of another 

(which in turn is less vague) (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980: 112). Hence, an inherent characteristic 

of a CM is its unidirectionality (meaning that while it is common to speak about time in terms 

of money, an opposite instance of conceptualising money in terms of time would be rather 

unconventional). The discussed components, including the directionality aspect, of CMT apply 

to all metaphors found in spoken and written language and they are, thus, pertinent to different 

modes of media, including verbal, visual and gestural metaphors that can be investigated from 

relevant data.  

 

The aspect of directionality is also of particular interest in one of the more specialised fields 

regarding the conceptual metaphor research, namely linguistic synaesthesia. It is worthy of 

mentioning that linguistic synaesthesia as a concept of linguistic research is not to be confused 

with a seemingly rare perceptual and neurological phenomenon of synaesthesia. People (often 

referred to as synaesthetes) who possess this neurological condition allowing them to 

experience an involuntary linkage between different sensory modalities might be able to ‘hear 

colours’ or ‘taste shapes’ (Cytowic 2002: 2), which clearly describes the neurological link 

between two different perceptual modalities which is thought to be caused by an ‘overlapping 

brain functions’ (Lievers et al. 2021: 372) among distinct sensory stimuli. Hence, the concept 

of linguistic synaesthesia borrows its title from synaesthesia as a neurological phenomenon 

since it works in a somewhat similar way. The main difference is that linguistic synaesthesia 

only affects linguistic expression in a way that synaesthetic metaphors work by transferring a 

lexeme pertaining to one sensory area to another (Williams 1976: 463). For instance, such 

expressions as sharp taste or sweet melody exemplify the workings of linguistic synaesthesia 

by taking adjectives (or any other lexical items) that most commonly refer to one sensory 

modality (sharp to tactile, and sweet to gustatory experiences) and using them to describe 

another sensory mode (such as gustation and audition, respectively). Hence, it pertains to the 

structure of a typical CM, since synesthetic metaphors also operate between the concepts of 
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source and target domains: for the aforementioned example of sharp taste, the TD of taste is 

expressed by the means of SD of touch. In other words, this synaesthetic metaphor employs a 

touch → taste transfer and allows for the extrapolation of a CM such as GUSTATORY EXPERIENCE 

IS TACTILE EXPERIENCE. 

 

The questions of directionality regarding the linguistic synaesthesia have interested scholars for 

quite a while. Ullmann (1967) presented a linear hierarchy: touch → taste → smell → sound → 

colour, situated on a continuum of ‘lower senses’ (conventionally acting as source domains) on 

the left and ‘higher senses’ (preferred as target domains) on the right (cit. in Werning et al. 2006: 

2365). This hierarchical model of directionality was soon elaborated by Williams (1976), who 

suggested a non-linear model allowing for such directions as taste → sound or touch → colour 

to be mapped out (cit. in Werning et al. 2006: 2365). The reasonings about directionality of 

these types of metaphors are of interest since they reveal what tendencies are the most common 

in the selection of source and target domains. Moreover, it allows researchers to make further 

implications and understand the reasons as to why certain sensory modalities more often take 

the role of a SD rather than a TD and vice versa. 

 

Relating to the topic of cross-modal directionality in linguistic synaesthesia, one study carried 

out by Lievers (2015) was primarily focused on practically investigating this concept by looking 

at data extracted from English and Italian corpora. The main finding of this research suggested 

that as much as the research results were on a par with the previously established directional 

tendencies (in particular William’s model) of the synesthetic transfers, the conventional models 

do not place constraints on the possible directions that a synesthetic metaphor can take. In other 

words, the principles of directionality only reflect the frequency and conventionality of 

association types, rather than suggesting the universal limitations of synaesthetic directionality 

(2015: 28). Hence, this suggests that the mappings not pertaining to the universal models (e.g. 

backward transfers) are also valid and worthy of consideration. Similarly, a corpus-based study 

(analysing Italian corpus data) by Ronga et al. (2012) which was focused on identifying the 

preferred pairings of modalities in metaphorical synaesthetic transfers revealed that there are 

definitely certain preferences when it comes to the selection of SDs and TDs (2012: 136). For 

instance, the results showed that the auditory modality most frequently works as a source 

domain to describe the target domain of tactile sensory modality. Adding to the research field 

of synaesthetic metaphor directionality, a study by Jo (2019) analysed this concept in Korean. 

Unsurprisingly, the results as in the previously discussed studies showed a general adherence 
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to the Ullmann and Williams’ models; however, an interesting point of cultural specificity has 

been raised to suggest that in Korean, the gustatory experience was statistically more preferred 

as a source domain than in English or Italian (2019: 472). 

 

The research area into linguistic synaesthesia is not an exception regarding the existence of 

opposing views that argue for different theoretical treatments of this phenomenon. In a fairly 

recent publication Winter (2018) has argued for the use of the term ‘crossmodality’ in the place 

of linguistic synaesthesia, since for his reasoning it proves to be a more ‘theoretically <…> 

innocuous’ term to be employed (2018: 8). The main rationale for such argumentation is based 

on a fact that a direct link between synaesthesia (as relating to a neuropsychological 

phenomenon) and language has not yet been established (Ibid.) which leads Winter to go as far 

as to claim that linguistic synaesthesia is not metaphorical. As novel and slightly radical as this 

position seems, given the extensive body of works that have been discussed earlier in this 

introduction, it does enrich the intellectual field of linguistic synaesthesia with a broader 

perspective on the intersection of sensory perception and language: it argues for a need of a 

more nuanced and complex view of perceptive language and posits linguistic crossmodality as 

rather being of evaluative nature, than just a mere mapping between the different sense 

modalities (Ibid.). 

 

However, Zhao et al. (2022) in their study remain with the treatment of linguistic synaesthesia 

as being of metaphorical nature. Such position is grounded in the ‘lexical-conceptual account’ 

(2022: 553) which presupposes that linguistic synaesthesia makes use of the mappings between 

lexical inventory of different sensory modalities, rather than working on the level of immediate 

sensory stimuli which is a characteristic of synaesthesia as a neurological condition (Ibid.). Put 

differently, synaesthetic metaphors operate on the level of ‘bodily based concepts that are 

already stored in the lexicon’ (Ibid., p. 557). Thus, this reasoning clearly places the synaesthetic 

metaphor usage as a metaphorical linguistic phenomenon. For the scope of this paper, it has 

been decided to employ the position proposed by Zhao et al., which does posit this type of 

synaesthetic metaphor as being metaphorical. In other words, the current paper maintains a 

position that linguistic synaesthesia is a special kind of a conceptual metaphor operating on the 

lexical level of language.  

 

The research in linguistic synaesthesia, thus, provides researchers with a wide variety of 

possible directions for analysis. The current paper is centred on the analysis in the domain of 
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sensory modality of smell. There is a general tendency that most languages do not possess an 

extensive vocabulary that would be limited only to describing the qualities of perceived smells 

(Pisarkova 1972, cit. in Zawisławska and Falkowska, 2020: 450). That is why an analysis of 

the metaphors regarding this sensory modality would prove of interest. 

 

Regarding the linguistic studies conducted in the domain of olfaction, Selmistraitis and Boikova 

(2020) in their study focusing on the metaphorical collocations that relate to the source domain 

of smell investigated corpus data of contemporary American English. The findings of this 

research allowed for a categorisation of several most common source domains that are sought 

when describing the sensory modality of smell. It was found that the most common source 

domains are the ones conceptualising smell are OBJECT, SUBSTANCE, PHYSICAL FORCE, and FOOD 

(2020: 21). The latter conceptual metaphor directly links up to the concept of linguistic 

synaesthesia in a way that food is directly connected to the gustatory sense perception. Hence, 

the existence of FOOD as a source domain suggests a synaesthetic metaphor of OLFACTORY 

EXPERIENCE IS GUSTATORY EXPERIENCE.  

 

Zawisławska and Falkowska (2020) have focused their research on analysing the typology of 

the metaphors that share an olfactory target domain. The object of the study was the perfumery 

discourse which, according to the authors, yields to be the most metaphorically productive 

medium (2020: 455). It is interesting to mention that their study relied upon the Synamet corpus, 

a specialised Polish corpus of synaesthetic metaphors. The main findings of their study 

suggested that olfactory perception is most usually conceptualised via the frame of auditory 

modality, less so via vision and touch. The least common source domain for olfactory 

synaesthetic metaphors were found to be the modality of gustatory experience (Zawisławska 

and Falkowska 2020: 456). Therefore, the findings of this study sheds light through what source 

domains the smell is conceptualised via linguistic synaesthesia. 

 

To my current knowledge, the field of linguistic synaesthesia with the particular focus on one 

target domain is quite under-researched. Moreover, besides the research discussed above, there 

have not been many studies conducted which would specifically focus on the linguistic 

expression of smell through a corpus-based study. Another novelty factor of the current study 

is its data source, since the previously conducted studies rarely rely on the data extracted from 

the YouTube videos focusing on the discourse of perfume reviews. Therefore, it would be of 

interest to learn about the most common source domains that are relied upon while constructing 
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synaesthetic metaphors that pertain to the olfaction as a source domain. Adding to that, the 

analysis of source domains would allow for the comparison of the results of the current study 

with the previous research done on the directionality of synaesthetic metaphors of olfaction. 

 

The primary focus of this research in the field of linguistic synaesthesia is to carry out a target 

domain oriented study by relying on the MPA (Metaphorical Pattern Analysis) framework 

proposed by Stefanowitsch (2006). To fulfil this type of objective a corpus-based study will be 

conducted which will look at 4 nouns pertaining to the target domain of smell, namely, scent(s), 

perfume(s), fragrance(s), and smell(s). These linguistic items are most likely to reveal the 

metaphorization patterns in which the synaesthetic metaphors in question can be found. 

Moreover, this framework allows one to work with a larger body of data in a quantitative 

manner. The target domain in question is the olfactory experience and the results of this study 

are expected to reveal the most commonly utilised source domains that express synaesthetic 

metaphors while describing and speaking about smells.  

 

The structure of the present research paper is as follows: the Data and Methods section will 

present the data selection criteria and the procedures of analysis, in the Results and Discussion 

section the main trends will be outlined, categorised, and illustrated by providing relevant 

examples from the study, and finally, in Conclusions the focus will be turned to draw the main 

conclusions of the present paper and address the further implications that the findings of the 

research yield in the field of synaesthetic metaphors, Cognitive Linguistics and beyond. 

 

2. Data and Methods 

 

The research regarding this study is grounded on a corpus-based analysis, thus the data consists 

of the transcripts taken from YouTube videos in the genre of perfume reviews. In such videos, 

the speakers usually present their opinions on a number of different perfumes while describing 

their scents and characteristics. Several different criteria were applied for selecting appropriate 

video material to ensure that the research deals with data of sufficient quality and very similar 

characteristics. The criteria list for the selection of the videos goes as follows: 

1. Each video features one native English speaker (who is the owner of the YouTube 

channel); 

2. Each video’s length spans from 10 to 15 minutes; 

3. Each video includes a review of at least 3 different perfumes; 
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4. Each video was released during the year 2021 and 2022. 

 

The transcriptions of the videos were taken from four different channels of YouTube creators: 

Soki London (UK), FRAG-MENTAL (UK), Anne Lauren (USA) and The Perfume Guy (USA). 

As indicated before, the creators selected for this study had to be native English speakers; 

however, the data was not limited to one variety of the English language, as the selected 

YouTubers are based in two different English-speaking countries: the United Kingdom, and the 

United States of America. This was done to expand the geographical scope of the data which in 

turn would provide a more generalised picture of the synesthetic metaphorization tendencies in 

English in the results without focusing on a single variety of English. In addition, the equal 

number of male and female speakers were selected to avoid any potential data skewing that 

could result from differences in gender. However, due to a limited scope of this study, none of 

the specific sociolinguistic factors (such as gender, class, regional varieties, bilingualism etc.) 

were taken into account as this study did not intend to examine the variation of metaphors that 

may be determined by any of the aforementioned variables. 

 

The study analysed a total of 100 video transcriptions (25 individual videos from each creator), 

with an average length of around 2,400 words per one transcription. These transcriptions were 

compiled into a Perfume Review Corpus, with 239,405 tokens in total. The transcriptions were 

extracted from YouTube via the ‘Transcript’ feature (this feature provides an auto-generated 

text of the whole video). The transcripts were transferred into the Microsoft Word format for 

editing and fixing the grammatical and punctuation inaccuracies of automatically generated 

captions. After the proof-reading the transcripts were converted into .txt file format making 

them compatible with the chosen corpus analysis software AntConc. 

 

The principal framework that this study is based on is the MPA (Metaphorical Pattern Analysis) 

coined by Stefanowitsch. This approach is centred around the linguistic item called 

metaphorical pattern which, as the author explains, is a multi-word expression pertaining to a 

given SD into which some lexical items from a specific TD have been inserted (Stefanowitsch 

2006:66). The MPA as a framework for this particular study has been chosen for several main 

reasons. Firstly, Stefanowitsch’s MPA method caters for corpus-based studies, since it allows 

to work with a larger body of data (as opposed to, for example, MIPVU which usually focuses 

on a rigorous examination of smaller quantities of linguistic data) in a quantitative manner. 

Secondly, MPA is specifically tailored to a target domain-oriented analysis because it locates 
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the keywords pertaining to the target domain in question. In turn, those TD keywords allow for 

identification of metaphorical expressions. The TD keywords directly relating to the olfactory 

experience chosen for this study were nouns fragrance, scent, perfume, and smell and their 

plural forms. The lexeme of the word smell (since the words may be used either as a noun or a 

verb) was sorted to leave out only the words that are nouns. Another possible noun aroma was 

not included in the keyword list since it was found to be very infrequent in the extracted data. 

 

Hence, the appropriately prepared corpus data was uploaded into the AntConc software. The 

analysis of the keywords was carried out by using the key word in context (KWIC) feature and 

then the concordance lines were read manually to find the instances of linguistic synaesthesia. 

The total amount of concordance lines containing relevant keywords extracted via the KWIC 

function was 4,552. Linguistic synaesthesia was counted as present if by analysing the linguistic 

elements surrounding the keyword (e.g., adjectives modifying the TD noun, or adjectives 

performing a function of a predicate to a verb etc.) they were found to be pertaining to another 

sensory modality. After the analysis of all keywords with their different lexemes the results 

were assigned to different categories, which allowed to make calculations revealing the 

tendencies regarding which SD is most commonly used in synaesthetic metaphors with TD of 

olfaction. In cases where it was difficult to decide if it is a synaesthetic metaphor, or the 

categorisation of an instance of linguistic synaesthesia to a specific SD was unclear, the steps 

of MIP (metaphor identification procedure) were employed. The procedure applied was as 

follows: for the lexical unit in question the contextual and basic senses were established and 

contrasted (Pragglejaz Group 2007: 3). Hence, the MIP procedure revealed if the ambiguous 

case is or is not metaphorical and to which SD the basic sense of the word links. For the 

identification of basic meanings of words, two online dictionaries were consulted: Longman 

Dictionary of Contemporary English Online and Macmillan Dictionary Online. The choice to 

have the two dictionaries as primary sources of information was made after consulting Steen et 

al. (2010) book on metaphor identification strategies, in which authors continuously suggest 

using these particular dictionaries for checking the basic meanings of the words in question. 

 

 

3. Results and Discussion 

 

The current section of the paper is subdivided into four main sections according to the four 

preselected keywords (their singular and plural forms): scent(s), perfume(s), fragrance(s), and 

smell(s). Each of the four sections discussing a keyword has four subsections accounting for 
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the four different source domains. These sections contain a quantitative overview of the findings 

together with an interpretive and evaluative commentary focused on discussing examples 

expressing the prevalent synaesthetic metaphors. The discussions aim to provide argumentation 

for specific choices in categorization of synaesthetic metaphors into four sensory domains 

(gustation, audition, vision, and tactility). The fifth section addresses the merged cases of 

linguistic synaesthesia which cannot be categorised into one single SD. The sixth section is 

dedicated for discussing the cases of metonymy and its links to synaesthetic metaphor, while 

the last section turns to discuss the results of this study in the light of previously established 

models of sense directionality in synaesthetic metaphors. 

 

 3.1. Keyword 1: scent(s) 

 

Both forms (singular and plural) of the word scent have returned 575 hits in total (504 hits for 

scent, and 71 hits for scents) in the AntConc KWIC search. After the qualitative analysis of all 

the concordance lines, 206 of them were found to contain cases of linguistic synaesthesia. The 

most prevalent SD was found to be  a gustatory experience with 115 separate instances. The 

second most common SD was visual experience yielding 112 cases. In the third place was 

auditory SD yielding 16 cases of linguistic synaesthesia, while the least common SD regarding 

the keyword scent was found to be tactile experience which amounted to 15 cases. Overall, the 

keyword scent(s) yielded 258 cases of linguistic synaesthesia. 

 

An important thing to note is that the reason why the overall number of categorised synaesthetic 

metaphors identified regarding this keyword exceeds the initial number (206) of identified 

synaesthetic instances in the concordance lines, is a frequent tendency of speakers to describe 

the smells with a cluster of several different adjectives, such as in the following example: 

 

(1) It’s quite a beautiful, warm, fruity scent (AL15) 

 

Following this case, the same noun is described by referring to three separate sensory source 

domains: beautiful to the visual experience, warm to the tactile experience, and fruity to the 

gustatory experience. In these cases, such clusters of adjectives are counted as yielding three 

separate cases of synaesthetic metaphor. Yet, another reason to explain the increased number is 

the presence of a category of merged cases in which the same linguistic item signalling 

linguistic synaesthesia pertains to several SDs, hence, making it impossible to categorise it as 
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belonging to one specific SD. The category of merged cases will be explained in greater detail 

later. 

 

3.1.1. Gustatory SD 

 

As has been mentioned above, the most common source domain for the scent(s) keyword 

proved to be gustatory experience (115 instances). Linguistically synaesthetic expressions 

pertaining to this source domain fall under to main categories: 

 

a. Expressed by the use of adjectives which are conventionally used to describe taste; 

b. Denoted by the source of conjoined perception of smell and taste (metonymy). 

 

The first category can be illustrated by looking at these examples: 

 

(2) If you’re looking for a fresher scent that lasts (F5) 

(3) It balances out the whole scent profile so it isn’t overly sweet or overly gourmand 

(AL16) 

(4) The blend of notes in this scent is just perfection, it’s fresh, crisp, clean (AL15) 

(5) This is a truly enjoyable yummy scent (AL11) 

(6) It’s a fresh, spicy scent with an iced lemon accord (F11) 

 

In this category (72 cases), the adjectives in bold that appear in both predicative and attributive 

positions signal the cross-domain mapping of gustatory SD onto the olfactory TD. The 

basic/primary meanings for the adjectives such as sweet, yummy, and spicy are all connected to 

the domain of taste perception. Both Macmillan and Longman Online dictionaries define these 

adjectives as primarily used to describe the qualities of food. Thus, the usage of food-related 

vocabulary clearly reveals a tendency to conceptualise olfactory sensations as gustatory ones. 

Thus, the underlying conceptual metaphor regarding this category of linguistic synaesthesia is 

OLFACTORY EXPERIENCE IS GUSTATORY EXPERIENCE or SMELL PERCEPTION IS TASTE PERCEPTION.  

 

The second category (43 cases) houses the synaesthetic cases when the smell of a perfume is 

described by directly referring to its source. This category can be illustrated by the following 

examples: 
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(7)  Another great great coconut scent is from Lancôme (S21) 

(8) It’s a nectarine peachy scent (S20) 

(9) You’re going to get a realistic marshmallow scent if you like Killian Princess (AL17) 

(10) This one is a pomegranate scent (S20) 

(11) This smells like a very true authentic tangerine scent (AL19) 

 

All of the examples above illustrate a metonymic relationship: in each noun + noun pair (e.g. 

coconut scent (8), the nouns in bold denote or refer to the sources of the smell which are edible 

objects. Thus, this allows to extrapolate a metonymic relationship of WHOLE FOR PART, more 

precisely SOURCE FOR SMELL metonymy, where the smell of a perfume is partially understood 

in terms of its source. 

 

Given the fact that the perception of smell and taste is physiologically interlinked, it is not 

entirely clear as to when and if the speaker by evoking a source of the smell is referring 

explicitly to its smell or taste only. For the case of this paper, it is considered that by referring 

to the source of the smell, people refer to a conjoined sensation of smell and taste (in other 

words, a taste-smell continuum). As pointed out by Goossens (1990), that within the interplay 

of metaphor and metonymy, the SD and the TD are combined into one ‘complex scene’ (1990: 

336), which then allows us to conceptualise the instances of metonymic linguistic synaesthesia 

given above as being described within the single conceptual domain. 

 

The abundance of gustatory synaesthetic metaphors can be explained by referring back to a 

previously expressed idea of the co-dependence of smell and taste perception, which has been 

proved by continuous studies in neurological research as well. Therefore, speakers naturally 

tend to borrow the vocabulary from the domain of taste and apply it to the less linguistically 

rich and somewhat more abstract or elusive domain of smell. This explains the usage that falls 

under both of the aforementioned categories. 

3.1.2. Visual SD 

 

The second most common SD in regards to the scent(s) keyword was found to be visual 

experience (112 instances). The SD of visual sensory domain can be illustrated by the use of 

these expressions: 

 

(12) It is a beautiful scent (F3) 
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(13) By far like the most dark badass scent of them all (AL3) 

(14) It’s a very timeless pretty scent (S22) 

(15) If you like your really deep very deep scents (S11) 

(16) This would make a stunning signature scent (AL15) 

 

As can be told by the adjectives that collocate with the keyword, in their basic definitions they 

all signal a visual quality. The adjectives from the SD of visual experience were noted to fall in 

several different categories. The words such as beautiful, pretty, stunning in their basic sense 

refer to the evaluative comments of a visual experience; the words such as dark or bright refer 

to the lack or the intensity of light; the words deep and depth refer to the perceived dimensions. 

Hence, the conceptual metaphor that can be extrapolated from these synaesthetic metaphors is 

SMELLING IS SEEING or more generally OLFACTORY EXPERIENCE IS VISUAL EXPERIENCE. 

 

3.1.3. Auditory SD 

 

The SD of auditory experience was found in 16 cases of linguistic synaesthesia: 

 

(17) The scent itself is a quieter scent (AL20) 

(18) This one is more fresh and has more of a citrusy tone to the scent (AL15) 

(19) This is a gorgeous pick for someone who enjoys a woody scent but nothing too loud, 

nothing overwhelming (AL20) 

(20) The blend of notes in this scent is just perfection (AL15) 

 

Regarding this keyword, the SD of auditory experience seems to be a far less common choice 

for forming linguistic metaphors. A possible reason for this could be provided while looking 

back at the models of the directionality of senses: since hearing is a ‘higher’ sensory modality, 

it is rather uncommon for it to lend its vocabulary to a ‘lower’ sense as olfaction. Although, 

there are several notable instances of linguistic synaesthesia with TD of sound in perfume 

descriptions. The conceptualisation of the smell as music in the world of perfumery have 

become rather conventional: the scents are said to have different notes which correspond to the 

ingredients that make up the smell of a perfume. In such cases, the underlying conceptual 

metaphor is SMELL IS MUSIC, or in broader terms OLFACTORY EXPERIENCE IS AUDITORY 

EXPERIENCE. The SD of hearing is also evoked when perfumes are described as being quiet or 
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loud, and having different tones and undertones, since the basic meanings of these lexical items 

refer to the auditory experiences. 

 

3.1.4. Tactility SD 

 

The SD of auditory experience was found in 15 cases of linguistic synaesthesia: 

 

(21) There’s like a refreshing coldness to the scent (AL15) 

(22) This really does have that sharp signature verbena scent (S7) 

(23) It’s quite a warm fruity scent (S20) 

(24) It’s a beautiful soft clean scent (S19) 

 

The basic meanings for the adjectives in this category mainly deal with the perception of 

temperatures and textures. All of these sensations pertain to the broader category of tactile 

experiences referring to which the different scents are described. Thus, the underlying 

conceptual metaphor is OLFACTORY EXPERIENCE IS TACTILE EXPERIENCE. 

 3.2. Keyword 2: perfume(s) 

 

Both of the forms for the word perfume have in total returned 615 hits (363 for the singular and 

252 hits for the plural form accordingly). The qualitative analysis (close-reading and 

surrounding linguistic context analysis) has revealed that 129 instances were linguistically 

synaesthetic. The most common sensory SD was gustatory experience which amounted to 81 

cases of linguistic synaesthesia. The second most prevalent SD was visual experience with 41 

cases and in the third place was found to be the SD of auditory experience (14 cases). The least 

common SD was found to be the tactile experience (11 cases). 

 

3.2.1. Gustatory SD 

 

The results regarding this SD with the keyword perfume proved to have the same tendencies as 

with the previously discussed keyword scent: the gustatory SD yielded two different types of 

synaesthetic metaphors: 

 

a. Expressed by using typical food description adjectives; 
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b. Denoted by evoking the source of the smell (metonymy). 

 

The latter category (metonymic type) was more prevalent – 51 instances, while the instances of 

the former category (typical food descriptors) amounted to 30 cases of linguistic synaesthesia.  

 

The category of metonymic expressions can be illustrated with these examples: 

 

(25) I assumed this would be a cherry perfume (AL15) 

(26) Now this is actually a coconut perfume (S14) 

(27) It’s completely unique to any other chocolate perfumes (AL16) 

(29) If you love pear perfumes, I guarantee you’ll take this on (S18) 

(30) So it’s a black currant perfume (S4) 

 

As in with the previously discussed keyword, the examples above showcase a metonymic 

relationship where the nouns in bold denote the source of the smell. Thus, this suggests a 

metonymic relationship of WHOLE FOR PART, or more precisely SOURCE FOR SMELL. 

 

The other category of general/typical food description adjectives yielded such examples: 

 

(31) This is like a sweet iris perfume (AL21) 

(32) It’s quite a sweet feminine perfume (S14) 

(33) It just evokes everything that I love in a fresh perfume (F6) 

(34) This is quite a rare find to have a fruity perfume that lasts (S12) 

 

The most commonly used synaesthetic adjectives in this category were sweet and fruity. As for 

the adjective sweet, its strong link to the sensory modality of taste has been discussed in regards 

to the previous keyword. Some doubts may arise regarding the decision to categorise the 

adjective fruity (example 31) as of pertaining to the expressions in category a above; however, 

this decision has been made and such treatment is applied since fruity in the dictionaries is 

defined as follows: ‘tasting or smelling like fruit’ (Macmillan Dictionary). Hence, due to the 

versatility of this adjective (i.e. it being applicable for both taste and smell descriptions) in this 

study it is counted as being a synaesthetic metaphor, or in other words, the fruity taste is being 

mapped onto the perception of smell. 
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3.2.2. Visual SD 

 

The SD of visual sensory modality resulted in 41 linguistically synaesthetic cases. Here are 

several examples for illustration: 

 

(35) This is a timeless, elegant perfume (AL1) 

(36) Anyone that likes your green perfumes like Chanel 19 (S5) 

(37) I would describe Juventus as a perfume of delightful contrasts (F1) 

(38) It’s a really beautiful perfume (S7) 

 

These and other adjectives, such as pretty, stunning, alluring, sexy, classy, gorgeous and others 

in their dictionary definitions show a strong indication of relating to the appearance of the 

objects being described. Thus, when these words are used in describing a scent, they signal a 

presence of a visual SD being used to speak about the TD of smell which pertains to a 

conceptual metaphor of OLFACTORY PERCEPTION IS VISUAL PERCEPTION.  

 

Of course, it would be possible to argue that some of the adjectives that are commonly borrowed 

from the sensory domain of vision can also be thought to be pertaining to an underlying 

conceptual metaphor of OLFACTORY EXPERIENCE IS HUMAN BEING. If such reasoning was 

applied, the adjectives such as beautiful, sexy or gorgeous would be seen as a mapping of a 

person’s appearance onto a perception of smell. However, looking from a broader perspective, 

these two different views are just two different sides of the same coin since they both take visual 

experience SD as a starting point. 

 

3.2.3. Auditory SD 

 

The SD of auditory experience amounted to 14 cases of synaesthetic metaphors, including these 

examples: 

 

(39) Different notes are popping more or less in each perfume (AL6) 

(40) I’m very particular about citrus notes in perfumes (S4) 

 

The same tendencies of using the word notes are present as in with the already discussed cases 

of borrowing the vocabulary from the perception of auditory stimulus. 
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3.2.4. Tactility SD 

 

The SD of the experiences regarding touch was found to be the case for 11 instances of linguistic 

synaesthesia. The examples are as follows: 

 

(41) My sister recently asked me for warm, cozy, sweet perfume recommendations (AL15) 

(42) It’s definitely quite and edgy perfume (S21) 

(43) This perfume has this smooth caramel sweetness (AL25) 

 

Since the adjective warm directly refers to the thermoception (also known as the ability to 

perceive temperature) which in most animals is done via the thermoreceptors found in skin, 

here it is ascribed as a word signalling a metaphorical mapping of tactile experience onto 

olfactory experience. In the same example we find the adjective cozy, which in some cases 

could be thought of also referring to the tactile sense; however, the concept of cosiness is not 

limited to the tactile experience as the dictionaries define it in broader terms, referring to it as 

describing a situation, a place or a general feeling of comfort (Longman Dictionary; Macmillan 

Dictionary). In other words then, the word cozy presents yet another merged case, where one 

adjective encapsulates a more complex combination of perceptions than just one clear SD. 

Adding to that, this could be viewed as a metonymy such as denoting a WHOLE FOR PART 

relationship. In this case, the description of a smell as being cozy would mean that the speaker 

refers to an overall complex experience of cosiness to speak about one part of it which is a 

smell.  

 

Following the other two examples (42) and (43), both of the adjectives in bold refer to the 

characteristics of an object and its surface. Therefore, the cases are linguistically synaesthetic 

in a way that the perfume is described by referring to the textures as if the smell was a tactile 

experience. 

 

 3.3. Keyword 3: fragrance(s) 

 

The keyword fragrance has accounted for the highest number of concordance lines, totalling 

3205 hits. After a qualitative analysis, 561 of them were identified as being linguistically 

synaesthetic. The most common SD was again found to be the gustatory perception (357 cases 
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in total). The second most frequently realised SD was vision (164 cases), the third – touch (65 

cases), and in the fourth place was auditory experience SD (58 cases). 

 

3.3.1. Gustatory SD 

 

Following the tendency that has been observed with the previously discussed keywords, the SD 

of taste is the most common with the keyword fragrance as well. Out of 357 cases, 252 instances 

were found to belong to the category of usual food descriptors and the remaining 105 cases 

were pertaining to the metonymic SOURCE FOR SMELL relationship. 

 

These are the examples for the most common cases of typical food descriptors category: 

 

(44) So you often find with fresher fragrances that they fizzle out quite quickly (F5) 

(45) So this is a very spicy fragrance (TPG22) 

(46) Very addictive sweet smelling fragrance (F5) 

(47) It’s a really really great gourmand fragrance (TPG19) 

(48) If you’re not into really boozy fragrances like do not be afraid of this (AL25) 

 

The examples illustrate the vocabulary borrowed from speaking about food/drinks and their 

qualities. Other adjectives that were quite common were yummy, fruity, delicious, salty, saline, 

crisp and some other similar ones.  

 

The other metonymic category within the SD of taste, which yielded 91 cases can be illustrated 

by the following examples: 

 

(49) Now this is a mandarin fragrance (S20) 

(50) And I am on the hunt for 10 out of 10 citrus fragrances (AL7) 

(51) I’ve tried nutty fragrances before (AL11) 

 

Instances in this category have presented a wide variety of examples, which is not surprising 

given the fact that in perfumery there are so many different ingredients derived from various 

different sources which are used to create a multitude of different scents. Among other common 

words signalling this metonymic relationship were vanilla, chocolate, ginger, grape, almond, 

apple and others.  
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3.3.2. Visual SD 

 

The second most common SD was visual experience (164 cases). This category includes such 

examples as: 

 

(46) I think this is a stunning fragrance (F19) 

(47) It’s a very very beautiful fragrance, really beautiful (TPG10) 

(48) Because the leather is just creating more depth in the fragrance (F20) 

(49) It is a primarily lighter, brighter fresher fragrance (F5) 

(50) Again, super unisex but this is definitely a green fragrance (S9) 

 

The linguistic inventory regarding this SD refer to various aspects of experiences in visual 

domain, including colours and their qualities (green, blue, dark, light, bright); words to describe 

a visually appealing object or a person (stunning, beautiful, attention-grabbing, lovely); 

qualities of perceived dimensions (deep, robust, thin, hefty). Therefore, the overarching aspect 

uniting all these expressions is that the smell of a fragrance is described as a phenomenon that 

can primarily be experienced visually. 

 

3.3.3. Tactility SD 

 

The SD of tactility presented 65 cases of linguistic synaesthesia. Among these cases were 

examples presented below: 

 

(51) It’s still a very smooth fragrance (F14) 

(52) It’s a very warm cocooning fragrance (AL16) 

(53) The texture of that really reminds me of the texture of this fragrance (TPG5) 

 

The words used in synaesthetic metaphors pertaining to the SD of tactile experience are seen to 

most often refer to either the temperature aspect (warm) or the qualities that various surfaces 

can have (soft, smooth, dry, etc.).  
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3.3.4. Auditory SD 

 

Regarding the fragrance keyword, there were 58 cases of linguistic synaesthesia with the SD 

of sound. Examples are as follows: 

 

(54) Do they just add one note to the fragrance to kind of like make it a little more 

interesting? (TPG2) 

(55) I generally am into these kind of darker resonance ambery spicy warmer fragrances 

(TPG23) 

 

As in with the previous keywords, the most common way in which an olfactory experience is 

conceptualised as an auditory experience is by referring to the notes of a scent. Other examples 

include such vocabulary items as resonance and tones, which also refer to the auditory medium. 

 

 3.4. Keyword 4: smell(s) 

 

The search for keyword smell and its plural form in KWIC functionality returned 985 hits. The 

decision was made to only take into account the noun smell and to not investigate the 

concordance lines including the verb forms of the lexeme. Nouns amounted to 157 cases, out 

of which 28 were found to be linguistically synaesthetic. 

 

3.4.1. Gustatory SD 

 

Taste SD was again the most common (18 cases). Among them, there were examples of both 

categories: 

 

(56) I’m not down with this fake weird sweet smell (AL10) (food descriptor adjective) 

(57) I enjoyed the grapefruit smell (F5) (metonymy, SOURCE FOR SMELL) 

 

3.4.2. Visual SD 

 

Visual SD was found to be used in reference to olfactory perception in 9 instances. Among 

them, there were cases similar to the ones described previously, e.g.:  
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(58) They’re not wondering you know where that beautiful smell is coming from (F7) 

(59) You are getting that fresh green woodsy smell from the juniper trees (AL20) 

 

3.4.3. Tactility SD 

 

Tactile SD was found in 1 case. Here is the example: 

 

(60) You get a chocolatey patchouli smell, very smooth, very sensual (F9) 

 

3.4.4. Auditory SD 

 

There was 1 case of linguistic synaesthesia with the SD of auditory experience showcasing a 

conventional SMELL IS MUSIC conceptual metaphor that has been previously discussed: 

 

(61) In this smell I don’t find a lot of notes (TPG5) 

 

3.5. Merged cases 

 

All keywords were found to have cases of linguistic synaesthesia which proved to be hard to 

categorise into a single SD group. These instances could possibly be argued to pertain to several 

different source domains simultaneously. For example: 

 

(62) It’s a very powdery, dusty ginger fragrance (F3) 

(63) It’s a great caramel perfume, really warm, slightly powdery (S12) 

(64) They’re both quite balmy fragrances (S8) 

(65) But overall this is jut a very airy fragrance (AL5) 

(66) If you don’t like heavy bed scents (TPG12) 

 

Categorising these adjectives to one particular source domain proves to be problematic since 

dictionary definitions give ambiguous results as well. For example, the adjective creamy could 

be thought to pertain to the gustatory quality of describing something that resembles the taste 

of cream, or visually resembling a smooth and thickly flowing texture of a certain substance. 
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For the sake of current analysis, these merged cases present an absence of clear boundaries and 

traceability issues of certain synaesthetic expressions. 

 

Having covered a domain-by-domain overview of individual keywords, here are the overall 

quantitative results: out of 4,552 concordance lines containing selected keywords that were 

extracted from The Perfume Review Corpus, 1,078 cases of linguistic synaesthesia were 

identified (all identified cases of synaesthetic metaphors are presented in the appendices; see 

appendices 2 – 5). The most common SD was found to be a gustatory experience (571 cases). 

The second most common SD was visual sensory modality (326 cases), while tactile SD had 

92 cases of linguistic synaesthesia and the auditory SD category had 89 cases. 

 

Below are the results presented in a tabular format (the frequencies are presented in raw 

numbers): 

 

Table 1. Numerical representation of the results according to the keywords and SDs 

Keyword 

SD 

scent(s) perfume(s) fragrance(s) smell(s) Total (by 

SD) 

Gustatory 115 81 357 18 571 

Visual 112 41 164 9 326 

Tactile 15 11 65 1 92 

Auditory 16 14 58 1 89 

 In total: 1,078 cases of linguistic synaesthesia 

 

Note: the merged cases are not included in the overall quantitative results, since the focus of 

this paper is placed primarily on the identifiable SDs. 

 

3.6. Other cases of metonymy 

 

The analysis of keywords in terms of linguistic synaesthesia, have revealed another tendency 

to metonymies in describing perfumes. Even though the initial research questions of the current 

paper did not take into account the concept of metonymy, as mentioned previously, it proved to 

be a rather conventional way to describe various smells. Apart from the previously discussed 
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category of metonymic relationships in the gustatory SD, other metonymies mainly relied upon 

referring to seasons, specific occasions, or times of the day in describing perfumes: 

(67) I’m gonna be giving you some amazing winter perfume recommendations (AL16) 

(68) This has pretty much everything you’d want from a summer fragrance (F16) 

(69) A super affordable party scent from Britney Spears (S3) 

(70) Ellie Saab is definitely a perfect wedding perfume (S16) 

(71) This is a casual daytime scent (F13) 

 

These examples showcase the metonymic relationship of WHOLE FOR PART, since it takes the 

noun denoting a broader category, be it a setting (spring, winter, daytime), or a certain 

experience (wedding, party) and uses it to describe the smell, in order to identify for which 

context the perfume is suitable. For example, describing a perfume as a party scent establishes 

a conceptual mapping in the single conceptual domain of attending a party, in which the overall 

concept of a party stands for the whole, and the scent described stands for the part, which is 

conceptualised as sharing certain qualities that makes it a scent suitable for this occasion. 

Additionally, in commercial perfumery the importance is placed on making the perfumes evoke 

certain emotions, memories or experiences, hence this gives basis for the consumers to 

conceptualise scents in terms of their intended settings or their presentation in advertisements. 

3.7. Comparing the models of sense directionality 

 

The tendencies regarding the frequencies of the most common SD in linguistically synaesthetic 

metaphors were consistent regarding each keyword as well, which allows to conceptualise 

certain patterns of how and why people choose to speak about smells in certain terms. 

 

The findings of the current study partially support the early models of senses directionality 

proposed by Ullmann and Williams (Figure 1): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 1. Models of Sense Directionality: Ullmann’s model (1967) on the left and Williams 

(1976) on the right (adapted from Werning et al. (2006: 2366) 
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Both of the models show a direct arrow that goes from the ‘taste’ bubble into the ‘smell’ bubble, 

meaning that the perception of smell is conceptually grounded in the perception of taste. This  

point has also been confirmed by the results of the current study, since the gustatory sensory 

modality is indeed the most common when it comes to talking about smells in linguistically 

synaesthetic terms. However, these models are rather limited in their ability to account for the 

variety of the conceptualisations revealed in the research. Ullmann and Williams models do not 

suggest anything in regards to the connection of smell and colour together with dimension 

(vision) but it is clear from the synaesthetic metaphors discovered that visual perception does 

indeed quite often lend its vocabulary to the description of fragrances. Specifically, a 

considerable amount of synaesthetic metaphors with the SD of visual experience relied upon 

borrowing from the vocabulary of expressing one’s opinion/evaluation of visual objects. This 

category was not included in the models of Ullmann and Williams (since it does not fit into 

colour or dimension categories). Adding to that, the fact that SD of visual experience was found 

to be very productive (placing as the second most common SD), disproves the idea proposed 

by Ullmann, where he stated that vision as a ‘higher sense’ does not tend to appear as a SD to 

describe other concepts. Moreover, the two models do not show the connections between 

hearing and tactility; however, both of these conceptual domains were found to be acting as the 

SDs for describing the TD of olfaction. 

 

A model from a more recent study that more accurately relates to the results of this study was 

presented by Zhao et al. (2019) in a paper focused on investigating the directionality of cross-

sensory domain mappings in Mandarin (Figure 2).  

 

 

The sensory domain of smell, according to this model, receives three incoming arrows (from 

touch, taste, and vision) from which one is a unidirectional transfer and the remaining two are 

Fig. 2. Transfer directionality of Mandarin synaesthesia (adapted from Zhao et al. (2019: 9) 
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what authors called ‘biased-directional transfers’ (Zhao et al. 2019: 13). Such type of transfer 

means that it can be bidirectional, however there is a clear tendency to prefer one direction over 

the other which reflects in the frequency of synaesthetic metaphors employed. It is important 

to note that all previously referenced studies take into account a broader range of sensory 

modalities, while this current study is focused only on the domain of olfaction. Adding to that, 

the TD of olfaction is only explored in a unidirectional manner. Thus, it is impossible to 

reconstruct a holistic model of the directionality regarding the linguistic synaesthesia in the 

English language; however, it is still possible to compare the results. 

The data from the current study fits the Zhao et al. model in a way that three most common 

source domains are represented by the arrows of directionality. The absence of a link between 

the hearing and smell also can be taken as backing the tendency of auditory SD being a very 

unconventional choice when describing olfactory experiences or signalling an under-researched 

area of synaesthetic metaphors. 

Similarly, as in the model presented by Zhao et al., Charmun’s (2022) model of synaesthesia 

directionality in Korean (Figure 3) represents the same amount of transfer cases regarding the 

domain of smell. The only difference between the two models is the indicated arrow between 

smell and hearing in Charmun’s model, which also relates to the findings of the current study. 

Fig. 3. Transfer directionality of Korean synaesthesia (adapted from Charmun (2022: 7) 
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Shifting back to more recent studies in the English language, a model of directionality was also 

constructed by Lievers (2015) (Figure 4).  

 

In this model, it is also noted that for the TD of smell, there are three main SDs, namely, touch, 

sight, and taste. These tendencies also reflect and directly relate to the results of current studies, 

although the absence of the link from hearing to smell contrasts with the findings of this paper. 

 

  

Fig. 4. Transfer directionality of English synaesthesia (adapted from 

Lievers (2015: 72) 
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4. Conclusions 

 

The aim of this study was to investigate synaesthetic metaphors with TD of olfactory 

experience. The MPA framework allowed to locate metaphorical patterns and the overview of 

quantitative results revealed that the most commonly used SD was gustatory experience. The 

second came the SD of visual experience. The SD of tactility ranked in the third place, while in 

the fourth place came the SD of auditory experience. The prevalence of gustatory SD can be 

explained by referring back to the idea of the interconnectedness of these two senses. Thus, the 

borrowing of linguistic inventory from the SD of gustatory experience seems to reflect the 

nature of human cognition which has been confirmed in numerous previous studies in 

neuroscience and cognitive linguistics. Adding to that, in the genre of perfume reviews, 

referring to the sources of smells acts as a direct and easily understandable way of identifying 

the qualities of different smells. The use of this strategy allows viewers of reviews to easily 

follow and be aware of the smells being described since most of the sources referred to are very 

familiar. It can be interpreted that the reason why the visual SD is rather conventional with the 

TD of olfaction (especially the common descriptors such as beautiful, stunning, attractive etc.) 

is because in perfume review discourse people try to highlight the best qualities of the perfumes, 

since many Youtubers work with sponsorship and sales in the perfume industry. Hence, the 

visual SD acts as an accessible way of highlighting and promoting the best qualities of perfumes 

in question. In regards to the SDs of hearing and tactility (which proved to be far less frequent 

than gustatory or visual experiences), it is possible to conclude that these were less conventional 

ways to describe smells; however, within the case of hearing a universally accepted synaesthetic 

metaphor of conceptualising a smell in terms of a piece of music (composed of different notes 

and having undertones) proved to be quite common. This tendency is perceived in a wider 

discourse of perfumery as well. 

 

On the whole, the research showed that linguistic synaesthesia is a frequently used strategy in 

the discourse of perfume reviews (out of 4,552 analysed concordance lines, 1,078 cases of 

linguistic synaesthesia were identified). The results were also compared to the models of the 

directionality of senses and the comparison revealed that the findings aligned more with the 

models from more recent studies (Zhao et al., Charmun and Lievers), rather than with the early 

models proposed by Ullmann and Williams. This finding makes it possible to conclude that the 

linear models by Ullman and Williams are rather outdated when compared to the modern 

linguistic data and research. Earlier models relied upon basic tendencies of sense directionality 

and the mappings provided were incomplete. The reason why the early models were found to 
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be lacking in accuracy, might be the fact that they relied on small amounts of data for their 

analysis. The shift to the corpus-based approaches in modern linguistics, allows researchers to 

work with larger amounts of data, which in turn helps to investigate and construct a more 

holistic view of how sense directionalities work in the domain of linguistic synaesthesia. 

 

Taking a broader perspective, the investigation and findings regarding the linguistic 

synaesthesia in the olfactory domain could provide useful insights to the marketing sphere: 

people in the perfume industry could employ the findings in writing marketing discourse by 

using the most common, effective or attention-grabbing scent descriptors. Additionally, 

together with advertisements, the findings of this and similar studies could enrich the practices 

of not only creative writing but also of journalism discourse, making the language more vibrant 

and lively. 

 

Nevertheless, since this was not a wide scope study, it entails some limitations and weaknesses. 

One of them is the size of the corpus. By definition, the corpus specifically compiled for this 

research was of a specialised corpora type, or in other words a corpus that is designed to address 

very specific research questions (Crawford and Csomay, 2016: 79). Thus, drawing conclusions 

and generalisations about the linguistic tendencies in a larger context of language should be 

done with caution (Ibid.). 

 

In terms of further research on the topic of linguistic synaesthesia, it would be of interest to see 

more similar studies exploring other target domains, which could paint a more holistic picture 

of the linguistic synaesthesia tendencies in English. Adding to that, academic investigations of 

similar research questions (both in English and other languages) would provide valuable 

information for the field of contrastive linguistics research, since the comparison of findings 

would reveal the differences and similarities between the different languages. It would also be 

of interest to run experimental type of research regarding the synaesthesia in language. Such 

studies would allow to create a controlled environment and the authentic data could be collected 

from the participants in the experiments, expecting that such research would provide more 

clarity on how and why we speak about smells the way we do or why and how the different 

senses are employed in the construction of language. 
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5. Summary in Lithuanian 

 

Galima teigti, jog metaforų tyrimai šiuolaikinėje kalbotyroje išpopuliarėjo po G. Lakoff 

ir M. Johnson pristatytos konceptualiosios metaforos teorijos (angl. CMT), kurioje teigiama, 

kad metaforos yra labai dažnas reiškinys kasdienėje kalboje, o ne tik poezijai būdinga meninė 

raiškos priemonė. Pagrindiniai konceptualiosios metaforos elementai yra tikslo (labiau 

abstraktus konceptas apie kurį kalbama) ir šaltinio (labiau konkretus konceptas, kuriuo 

remiantis kalbama apie abstraktesnį konceptą) sritys. Šio darbo tema kiek specifiškesnė ir 

nukreipta į vieną konceptualiosios metaforos porūšį – kalbinę sinesteziją. Kalbinė sinestezija 

pastebima kalboje, kai viena jutiminė sfera yra perteikiama „pasiskolinant“ kalbinę medžiagą 

iš kitos jutiminės sferos, kaip pavyzdžiui žodžių junginys saldus kvapas, iš kurio aiškiai matyti, 

kad dažniausiai maistui apibūdinti vartojamas būdvardis saldus yra vartojamas apibūdinti 

kvapą. 

 Šio darbo pagrindinis tikslas yra nustatyti, kuri jutiminė šaltinio sritis yra dažniausiai 

pasitaikanti žmonėms bandant apibūdinti kvepalų aromatus. Šiam darbui pasirinkta A. 

Stefanowitsch sukurta metaforinių junginių analizės (angl. metaphorical pattern analysis) 

metodika, leidžianti pasirinkus tam tikrus tikslo srities raktinius žodžius identifikuoti su jais 

susijusias metaforas.  

 Duomenys šiam darbui buvo surinkti iš YouTube talpinamų kvepalų apžvalgų, kuriose 

turinio kūrėjai apžvelgia, vertina ir kalba apie kvepalų aromatus. Iš šių tekstų buvo sudarytas 

kvepalų apžvalgų tekstynas. Programinės įrangos AntConc pagalba buvo analizuojamos 

konkordanso eilutės su šiais keturiais raktiniais žodžiais: scent, perfume, fragrance ir smell. 

Kiekvienas nustatytas lingvistinės sinestezijos atvejis buvo priskiriamas vienai iš keturių 

šaltinio sričių (atitinkančių keturis žmogaus jutimus). 

 Tyrimo rezultatai atskleidė, kad dažniausiai sinestetinės metaforos, kurių tikslo sritis yra 

uoslės jutimas, šaltinio sritimi yra pasirenkamas skonio jutimas. Antroje vietoje pagal dažnumą 

buvo regos juslė, trečioje – lytėjimas. Rečiausiai vartojama šaltinio sritis buvo klausos juslė. 

Rezultatai buvo lyginami su kalbinės sinestezijos kryptingumo modeliais ir padaryta išvada, 

kad šio darbo rezultatai labiau atspindi naujesnių tyrimų duomenis, negu seniau mokslininkų 

pateiktus juslių kryptingumus. 
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6. Appendices 

 

Appendix 1 The link list of YouTube videos used to compile the Perfume Review Corpus. 

 

Note: in the Perfume Review Corpus .txt file names are accordingly composed of a combination 

of letters (TPG/SL/F/AL) denoting the name of a YouTuber and a video number in the list (1-

25). The same marking is employed in the in-text examples and concordance lines sheets below. 

 
No. The Perfume Guy (TPG) Soki (SL) 

1. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ySq8Rmd02Tg  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-nRDB4mSzuY  

2. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kwuXiAHniJU&t=607s  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5hpbkWZw6UY  

3. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=80nz77R2zlA  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yS4yzhExFys  

4. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eGVxnCDev-8  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=enk4D0IOeGc  

5. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ODPm2nPj_bs  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8gHJs8Lerps  

6. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FdDz1t75OlY  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kl5ulV0Kr5w  

7. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8nV51AiJN3I  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iWSlQIPTzDY  

8. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NrIJr9A9Zh0  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p1iIXdW8vwE  

9. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qhIESauhHm8  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=l7PptLshO6s  

10. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u4DR5R2PLDM  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g-UQyoZ7NTY  

11. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4APl8Wp98fo  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pL99HQsk5sU&t=332s  

12. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aarNno3kEc4  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PuAJ4cSqpmY  

13. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GsW-VJ9Dy9s  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Do_30WJ2SGA  

14. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ymAKCUL9UD0  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=32wqyHykr5Y  

15. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Yr7EzTQLzE  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4-QEHj6JIeg  

16.  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jxn25MExIqg  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uu7JZ9r4j3A  

17. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5F6KnwN3Fg4  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OZuUTPDlEOs  

18. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xvqU1218RkE  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JT47KfZuW84  

19. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qx-RR0ssJdc  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7MGEp7x8Aw  

20. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yqh9Y4lCEUw  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4B6OkEaWYX8  

21. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TqDi2VqYEBI  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=87Jv7y-uQAQ  

22. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GGR65xExsoI  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SgpHiw80OjY  

23. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eY5ml84tCgs  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZPc-VRVZLZ8  

24. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4ZlhDNh4eIk  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oK6aTEFLksc  

25 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BSLGznw_Tz4  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fpitSyDZ484  

 
 

No. Fragmental (F) Anne Lauren (AL) 

1. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JaTIASwStQ0&t=112s  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i5dUfxi2bL4  

2. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YOM3L7I8JLc  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jfJXfGQgSIE&t=4s  

3. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0gI8SA9psAU  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jGZaPNNeWIo  

4. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aRWWY-7fDgQ  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yM2us9AbWCg  

5. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aySICHtz0Mg  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4iB7t7l8PMA  

6. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L503_6GZUzk  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-1fJME-c1Jo  

7. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7sppkYuN-ns  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dvLCM3_5AoQ  

8. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uYWnnrcnhdk  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YRHUG9zVIf8  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ySq8Rmd02Tg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-nRDB4mSzuY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kwuXiAHniJU&t=607s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5hpbkWZw6UY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=80nz77R2zlA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yS4yzhExFys
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eGVxnCDev-8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=enk4D0IOeGc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ODPm2nPj_bs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8gHJs8Lerps
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FdDz1t75OlY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kl5ulV0Kr5w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8nV51AiJN3I
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iWSlQIPTzDY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NrIJr9A9Zh0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p1iIXdW8vwE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qhIESauhHm8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=l7PptLshO6s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u4DR5R2PLDM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g-UQyoZ7NTY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4APl8Wp98fo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pL99HQsk5sU&t=332s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aarNno3kEc4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PuAJ4cSqpmY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GsW-VJ9Dy9s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Do_30WJ2SGA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ymAKCUL9UD0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=32wqyHykr5Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-Yr7EzTQLzE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4-QEHj6JIeg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jxn25MExIqg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uu7JZ9r4j3A
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5F6KnwN3Fg4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OZuUTPDlEOs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xvqU1218RkE
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JT47KfZuW84
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qx-RR0ssJdc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v7MGEp7x8Aw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yqh9Y4lCEUw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4B6OkEaWYX8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TqDi2VqYEBI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=87Jv7y-uQAQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GGR65xExsoI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SgpHiw80OjY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eY5ml84tCgs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZPc-VRVZLZ8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4ZlhDNh4eIk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oK6aTEFLksc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BSLGznw_Tz4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fpitSyDZ484
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JaTIASwStQ0&t=112s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i5dUfxi2bL4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YOM3L7I8JLc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jfJXfGQgSIE&t=4s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0gI8SA9psAU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jGZaPNNeWIo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aRWWY-7fDgQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yM2us9AbWCg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aySICHtz0Mg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4iB7t7l8PMA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L503_6GZUzk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-1fJME-c1Jo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7sppkYuN-ns
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dvLCM3_5AoQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uYWnnrcnhdk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YRHUG9zVIf8
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9. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=goNj_X-Ju8o  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6r-k6ATHhqc  

10. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FG3UHaiiqGo  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NJFE2UMM59Y  

11. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qaTSWk40ePA  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ihlC9KjB104  

12. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KogrKWRI8wM  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wUrUIb1lwj0  

13. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mRv9pzKnitI  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0eTJS5yMZYo  

14. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bLO7xW3U0wI  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8P8HJ2zBlC4  

15. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=opLelVUiEkw  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5O8uV5xJ58Q  

16.  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zvd0Xv-wlAs  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xLWXITpVUv0  

17. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wisbtupt6nc  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2g_wDQ1YD-M  

18. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ypPFSscYtl8  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_Z_Khh0X-H8 

19. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=60eAi8QVoMc  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kalZ96a4AHk 

20. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dMNOn1Qmbpk  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1qpO2JbREqY 

21. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MWJ9EnNyMkM  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZuQpce65RPc 

22. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BD3_1nXTP28  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=57bzQXfmWCg 

23. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2iXqkHRkxg  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q6XJrMFfbhQ 

24. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PIeRm-w5AZw  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pWlRjB1S4Lk 

25 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WI04kT9rPlU  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nSUM0M3JbKU 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=goNj_X-Ju8o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6r-k6ATHhqc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FG3UHaiiqGo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NJFE2UMM59Y
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qaTSWk40ePA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ihlC9KjB104
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KogrKWRI8wM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wUrUIb1lwj0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mRv9pzKnitI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0eTJS5yMZYo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bLO7xW3U0wI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8P8HJ2zBlC4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=opLelVUiEkw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5O8uV5xJ58Q
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zvd0Xv-wlAs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xLWXITpVUv0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wisbtupt6nc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2g_wDQ1YD-M
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ypPFSscYtl8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_Z_Khh0X-H8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=60eAi8QVoMc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kalZ96a4AHk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dMNOn1Qmbpk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1qpO2JbREqY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MWJ9EnNyMkM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZuQpce65RPc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BD3_1nXTP28
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=57bzQXfmWCg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z2iXqkHRkxg
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q6XJrMFfbhQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PIeRm-w5AZw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pWlRjB1S4Lk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WI04kT9rPlU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nSUM0M3JbKU
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Appendix 2 Cases of linguistic synaesthesia for the keyword scent(s) 
Notes: 

 1. LME's (linguistic metaphorical expressions) which signal the presence of linguistic synaesthesia are marked in bold. 

2. Identified SDs are of 5* types: TASTE (generic food descriptors), TASTE 1 (SOURCE FOR SMELL metonymy), VISION, TOUCH, SOUND. 

*Additionally, there is a category for MERGED cases (when the same LME might pertain to several types of sensory modalities). 
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Appendix 3 Cases of linguistic synaesthesia for the keyword perfume(s) 
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Appendix 4 Cases of linguistic synaesthesia for the keyword fragrance(s). 
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Appendix 5 Cases of linguistic synaesthesia for the keyword smell(s). 
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