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ABSTRACT 
This study takes the discussion on concept structure in metonymy presented by 
Truszczyńska (2003) as a starting point and raises further questions on its linguistic 
structure and cognitive processing. Although we agree with Truszczyńska that the 
fundamental issues for the study of conceptual metonymy are concept delimitation 
and concept structure, we argue that she overlooks some important insights into 
these issues. We focus especially on the interaction of metaphor and metonymy and 
Langacker’s (1987) cognitive grammar and its proposals for the structuring and 
processing of metonymic language. We propose a methodology for concept 
delimitation and an alternative explanation for concept structuring. These are 
applied in a small case study of metonymic expressions for ‘sorry’ and ‘forgive’ in 
English. The discussion concludes that although better concept delimitation is an 
important step for the rigorous treatment of metonymic relations, current cognitive 
approaches to metonymy still do not offer sufficient means for explaining the role of 
context dependent signification. 

Within the theoretical school commonly referred to as cognitive linguistics, 
metonymic relations are believed to be more than a literary device and indeed more 
than a linguistic structure. Instead, it is believed that perceived contiguity between 
concepts results in complex categories made up of sub-concepts. In this view, 
metonymy is the linguistic result of the cognitive ability to represent the broader 
complex concept (the whole) by referring to a sub-concept (the part). This is argued 
to explain entrenched or “conventionalised” linguistic structures, referred to as 
‘conceptual metonymy’, but it is also perhaps a cognitive process and linguistic 
structure that one employs in creative metonymy. However, this relatively simple 
statement is rife with assumptions and theoretical proposals difficult to verify. 
Recently, Truszczyńska (2003) has investigated some of these assumptions and 
proposals. For the most part, we agree with Truszczyńska’s treatment, but we raise 
questions she fails to broach and consider some methodological ramifications of the 
theoretical issues at hand.  
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Our discussion begins with a brief summary of Truszczyńska’s position and 
the theoretical place of metonymy in cognitive linguistics and then moves to treat 
the afore mentioned issues. We focus on three questions. Firstly, we consider the 
relationship between contiguity (metonymy) and similarity (metaphor). Secondly, 
the discussion treats another approach to metonymic relations within the same 
theoretical paradigm. Thirdly, we adopt a modified version of Truszczyńska’s 
conclusion and propose an analytical procedure for the study of metonymy. This is 
then applied in a short case study. 

1 Metonymy in cognitive linguistics 
1.1 Truszczyńska’s treatment of the idealised cognitive model 
Truszczyńska (2003) demonstrates that based on a theory of generalised conceptual 
categories, metonymy and what it can be understood to entail, includes an 
unreasonably diverse range of phenomena. She rightly argues that this is due to how 
a given analysis defines, and thus delimits, the generalised conceptual structures 
within which metonymies are believed to exist. We have no disputes with this 
position, but her discussion omits certain points necessary for the proper 
investigation of these conceptual structures as well as a range of related theories, 
proposed within cognitive linguistics, for the explanation of metonymic structure. 

To understand the conceptual structures that are proposed to explain 
metonymic reference, we need to accept certain theoretical assumptions. Cognitive 
linguistics takes quite a strong phenomenological stand and argues that our language 
and culture do not directly reflect the real-world, or Lebenswelt, but rather our 
conception of that world. This is axiomatic to all cognitive linguistic enquiry. 
However, in this there lies a contradiction hinted at by Truszczyńska (2003: 223) 
when she quotes Lakoff & Johnson (1980: 39) as saying “metonymic relations are 
grounded in our experience”. The complex relationship between our conceived 
world and the Lebenswelt is a worthy topic of investigation but one that would take 
us too far afield.1 For our purposes, we must simply accept the assumption made 
within cognitive linguistics: the perception of the universal Lebenswelt is the basis 
of our conception, but this is semiotic and therefore culturally varied. In analytical 
terms, we expect the conceptual system and the linguistic structures that are based 
                                                        
1 Within cognitive linguistics, Geeraerts (1985) has devoted a monograph to such questions and Kleiber 
(1990, 1994) has considered the problem in terms of conceptual referentiality. Some other more recent 
studies such as Sandra & Rice (1995) and Glynn (2004a) have also treated the issue in experimental and 
methodological terms. 
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on it to have perception based real-world characteristics but these do not dictate our 
human interpretation of that world.2  

The conceptual organisation of this conceived world is represented by 
categories called models or domains. Following this, a metonym is a part-whole 
representation of one of these categories. Lakoff (1987) proposes the ‘idealised 
cognitive model’ to capture this hypothetical categorisation and it is upon this theory 
that Truszczyńska (2003) bases her discussion. Although we agree with 
Truszczyńska’s treatment of this theory, two remarks must be made. Firstly, 
Truszczyńska seems to equate the idealised cognitive model with the semantic 
frame; another type of category proposed by Fillmore (2003) to capture event-
structure encyclopaedic semantics. In describing conceptual structure, Truszczyńska 
(2003: 224) states: “those structures are called idealized cognitive models (ICMs) or 
frames” (italics in original).3 Although a reasonable comparison, the two theoretical 
constructs are far from identical. The idealised cognitive model is a hypothetical set 
of related concepts in the language-culture system where semantic frames are 
typically understood as “cognitive structures […] knowledge of which is 
presupposed for the concepts encoded by word” (Fillmore & Atkins 1992: 75). 
Although it may well be true that a semantic frame is an idealised cognitive model, 
it is a specific type of model, it is one that focuses on the relative salience of the 
concepts in the encyclopaedic knowledge of speakers. The best way to reveal the 
importance of the distinction is through example. The most well-know frame in the 
literature is the commercial event-frame, first proposed by Fillmore (2003: ch. 6), 
which describes the event of buying and selling. Although the frame identifies the 
participants in the idealised event, which follows a description in terms of a 
cognitive model, the study of the frame moves one step further. It specifies which 
morpho-syntactic or lexical structures represent which participant and, importantly, 
how the use of given lexemes or constructions construe the event. In other words, 
how different form-meaning pairs instantiate the frame. It is here that Fillmore and 
his colleagues depart from the cross-reference mapping of metaphors and part-whole 
references of metonyms that are evoked to explain construal and relative salience in 

                                                        
2 Consider Talmy (2000: ch. 2) and Glynn (2004c) for recent examples of the extent of variation between 
perception and conception in language and Kövecses (1995) and Lakoff & Johnson (2000: ch. 3) for 
examples of the importance of perception (visual or otherwise) in the conceptual structures 
3 At another point, Truszczyńska (2003: 226) does acknowledge a difference between frame and model in 
her summary of Koch (1999), but she does not incorporate that difference into her discussion. 
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idealised cognitive models. Although Truszczyńska is right in noting the similarity 
between these analytical constructs, it is not possible to equate them. 

The second remark concerns Truszczyńska’s description of the idealised 
cognitive model itself. This construct has not gone uncriticised in the cognitive 
linguistic literature and we may not accept the term and the construct as readily as 
she supposes.4 Indeed, Lakoff & Johnson (2000) no longer employ the term. 
Although one may agree with Truszczyńska that it is a powerful tool for describing 
the conceptual structures that speakers share, it is perhaps too powerful. For 
example, Lakoff uses this single construct, the idealised cognitive model, to describe 
the polysemous set of referents for a given lexeme, out (Lakoff 1987: case study 2), 
as well as the lexical variation, both metaphoric and metonymic, for describing the 
concept of ANGER (Lakoff: 1987: case study 1), but also to describe cultural values 
that structure discourse choices and social beliefs (Lakoff: 1992, 1996). Although 
these studies may well be valid contributions, it seems that in the desire to capture 
the human tendency and ability to categorise and generalise, Lakoff may have 
proposed a theoretical construct that encompasses linguistically and conceptually 
diverse phenomena. The true value of the idealised cognitive model lies in the fact 
that: (i.) it is a “model” which means it is made up of different elements that fit 
together and relate to each other; and (ii.) it is “idealised”, which not only means 
that it is simplified and non-universal, as pointed out by Truszczyńska (2003: 224), 
but more importantly that it is a hypothetical construct. This means that it is 
probably not held in its exactitude by any given speaker. In this light, the construct 
is not so dissimilar to Chomsky’s ‘ideal speaker’. Lakoff (p.c.) states that an 
idealised cognitive model exists only as a generalisation of conceptual structures 
shared by speakers of a given language community. This point is crucial to our 
discussion since it ties the work of Lakoff to that of Langacker and his theory of 
entrenchment. 

Entrenchment is one of the basic theories of cognitive grammar. It states that 
the more speakers are exposed to the successful communicative use of a form-
meaning pair, the more it becomes both conventionalised in the speech community 
and automated in the language processing of the individual (Langacker 1987: 59-
60). Thus, using Langacker’s terms, we can redefine the idealised cognitive model 
as a category of conceptual relations, that are ‘idealised to the extent that they are 

                                                        
4 For an example of such criticism, see Vandeloise (1990: 409-410). 
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shared by the speech community and are assumed in the ‘world-view’ of the 
individual.5  

As an aside, it is noteworthy that Truszczyńska fails to mention an alternative 
theory of conceptual relations that also offers an explanation for many metonymic 
expressions. Fauconnier (1984, 1997) proposes the theory of mental spaces that 
seeks to capture conceptual relations that are not entrenched, that is, ad hoc models 
as opposed to idealised models. Mental space theory deals with the integration of 
concepts, where the various compatible elements are blended and form their own 
novel category.6 This theory is a powerful tool for explaining many instances of 
metonymy, especially creative uses, but its role in ‘entrenched’ metonymic relations 
seems limited. Nevertheless, such an important contribution within the cognitive 
paradigm should not be overlooked. 

The importance of the theory of entrenchment for the study of conceptual 
metonymy cannot be under-estimated. Let us consider an example to explain the 
role of this notion but also why it is lacking in Truszczyńska’s discussion. 
Truszczyńska (2003: 234-235) discusses some of Gibbs’ (1993: 258) proposals to 
explain why one can say I saw a Modigliani yesterday but not Mary is tasty in 
reference to a cake that Mary has baked. Gibbs and Truszczyńska argue this is 
because although both cakes and paintings involve production, the PRODUCER for 
PRODUCT metonym is blocked because ‘Mary’s production’ is not the type of 
production that allows this metonymic reference to be felicitous. Along this 
reasoning, there are elements in the cognitive model of PRODUCER, such as 
commerciality or public accessibility, that are necessary to allow successful 
metonymic reference. However, it is not too difficult to imagine a situation where 
Mary is tasty would be perfectly acceptable. Consider, for example, an annual cake 
making competition in a small town where the judges are considering the different 
cakes. In such a situation, Mary’s rather tasty, would be a perfectly acceptable 
phrase. No matter how unlikely the event, it demonstrates the principle and forces us 

                                                        
5 Normally the theory of entrenchment is restricted to form-meaning pairs. However, the same principle 
can be extended to meaning structures without an associated form pairing. For examples of the study of 
such cultural models, see Lakoff (1996) and Geeraerts (2003).  
6 For further discussion on the interaction of the mental spaces, ‘conceptual integration’, and metonymic 
relations, see Fauconnier & Turner (1999), Turner & Fauconnier (2000), Panther & Thornburg (2003), 
and Coulson & Oakley (2003). See also Ruiz de Mendoza & Díez Velasco (2003a) who, in their analysis 
of metaphor and metonymy, adopt much of the mental space mechanism while rejecting some of its basic 
proposals. 
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to ask why this is the case. To understand what is at stake, let us go back to Gibbs 
and Truszczyńska’s examples.  

Firstly, Gibbs’ (1993: 258) own example is not a ‘Modigliani’, but a ‘Jasper 
John’. When this phrase I saw a Jasper John yesterday was put to several native 
British English speakers it was categorically rejected, not as semantically awkward, 
but as incomprehensible. The informants reject the phrase as incomprehensible for 
the simple reason that the sentence is offered without a discourse-context and the 
painter is unknown to them. If we change either one of those variables, the sentence 
becomes perfectly acceptable. On a different occasion, the same informants 
accepted a similar phrase, referring to a more well-know artist, Modigliani. 
Importantly, however, having established that we were talking about artists, that is 
the topic-of-discourse is painting and famous artists, the John Jasper example posed 
no problems, despite the fact that the artist was unknown to informants. In this case, 
the sentence referring to the unknown artist is semantically underdetermined, but the 
reference is understood because the topic-of-discourse allows one to deduce or infer 
the meaning. The interlocutor knows the conceptual metonymy, PRODUCT for 
PRODUCER, identifies the object as a proper noun and deduces that it must be a 
painter. An important ‘clue’ for the speaker is grammatical: the use of the indefinite 
article for a proper noun.  

It seems Gibbs and Truszczyńska’s example is not constrained because of 
complexity in the PRODUCER category as they claim. Rather, successful metonymic 
reference is dependent on a mix of variables such as topic-of-discourse and 
grammar. Within cognitive linguistics, there are many seeking to extrapolate the 
conceptual-linguistic structures involved here. Studies that attempts to explain the 
interaction between metonymy, grammar, implicature, situation-context, and 
idealised cognitive models include, inter alia, Panther & Thornburg (1997, 1999a, 
1999b, 2000, 2003), Ruiz de Mendoza (2000, & Pérez Hernández 2003, & Otal 
Campo 2002, & Díez Velasco 2003a, 2003b), and Glynn (2004b, 2006). Before we 
can consider this project, we need to understand exactly how we decode metonymic 
relations. Langacker (1987, 1991) has treated in some detail the cognitive processes 
involved in metonymic referencing and his apparatus not only explains the 
conceptual structure of such references, but also the difference between ‘on-line’ 
metonymy and conceptual metonymy.  

1.2 Langacker and part-whole conceptual relations 
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Where Lakoff (1987: ch. 4) posits the idealised cognitive model to capture the 
complexity of conceptual structure, Langacker (1987: ch. 4) proposes what he calls 
the domain matrix. Langacker’s theoretical construct can be viewed as a ‘matrix’ of 
concepts, called ‘domains’, similar to Lakoff’s proposal, which is a model 
composed of different ‘elements’ that are grouped in ‘clusters’. Both see metonymy 
as a reference to another element within the matrix-model and metaphor as a 
reference external to that matrix-model. However, this is where the similarity ends.  

One of the most important contributions of Langacker’s is his theory of 
entrenchment. Although we have already encountered this theory, we have not 
considered another integral idea, that of sanctioning (Langacker 1987: 65-73, ch. 
11). The principle is simple and is based on the idea that although few ‘things’ and 
‘events’ in the Lebenswelt are identical, we manage to categorise quite effortlessly 
and this categorisation is not strict, allowing a degree of tolerance in membership. 
Perhaps we could explain this in terms of fuzzy set membership and prototype 
effects, but this is unnecessary for our purposes. We can explain the proposal with a 
simple example. All triangles are categorised as triangles despite the fact they differ 
in shape and size. If a given figure has three connecting sides, all humans will 
naturally categorise this with other figures of three connecting sides. This is an 
example of full-sanctioning, that is, the figures meet all the necessary requirements 
to be categorised as triangles. Partial sanctioning, on the other hand, is our ability to 
accept something “as a triangle”, even if two of the sides do not quite connect. 
Extended to linguistic structures, this principle explains why when a child or a 
foreign speaker says ringed rather than rang, all native speakers immediately 
understand regardless of context. This tolerance in form-meaning pair production-
comprehension is partial sanctioning. The application of this principle to pragmatic 
implicature and metonymy is evident. If a waiter says to a cashier: the spare ribs 
wants her bill rather than the person who ordered spare ribs wants their bill, the 
cashier tolerates the incomplete reference using precisely this cognitive ability. Here 
we see Langacker’s study of cognitive processing explaining Gricean pragmatics 
and non-conventionalised implicature. 
 However, metonymy is more than incomplete references and implicature. In 
the situation above, the waiter has chosen a salient aspect of the concept in the part-
whole reference. The concept is a cognitive model, but it is an ad hoc, rather than 
entrenched, model. Nevertheless, despite the novelty of a concept, for example ‘a 
woman wearing brown socks and who was quite friendly but seemed hurried and 
ordered spare ribs’, the partial reference is immediately understood. This is because 
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a conceptually salient element of the category is chosen in the reference. This is 
what Langacker (1987: 271-274; 1990: ch. 7; 2000: 62-67, ch. 2, ch. 11) calls the 
‘active zone’. In other words, a part of the concept that is prominent, which, by 
extension, can ‘stand for’ the concept in a metonymic relation. If the waiter had said, 
the brown socks wants her bill, unless the socks were particularly remarkable, the 
cashier would not have understood the reference. 

This brings us to the theory of ‘reference-point constructions’ (Langacker 
2000: ch. 6). Reference-points are simply things relative to which we conceptualise 
other things. Thus, reference-point constructions are instances where we hold a 
given concept-percept relative to another concept-percept. The most obvious use of 
this notion is in possessive constructions and it is precisely this phenomenon upon 
which Langacker concentrates in his study. However, as Langacker (1993: 33-37) 
stresses, the same conceptual relation is active in a metonymic reference. If we 
consider metonymy a reference-point phenomenon, when we say I picked Lakoff & 
Johnson up for just €1.50, we are using the names of the authors of the well-known 
book as a point of reference for the whole concept; here the book, the authors, the 
theory it propounds, and so forth. Seen in these terms, a conceptual metonym is an 
entrenched reference-point construction where the active zone, for example the 
‘artist’ or ‘cook’ in the metonym PRODUCER for PRODUCT, is contextually salient. 
The application of this entrenched reference-point construction in novel situations is 
an instantiation of schematic relations between different concepts in the domain 
matrix. Importantly, the active-zone is situation-context dependent and if the 
element chosen in the utterance is not sufficiently salient, that is, it is not part of the 
active zone of the domain, then the metonymy fails. This explains the infelicity of 
the Mary is tasty example. By re-construing the situation-context and describing a 
small-town cake competition, ‘Mary’ becomes an active-zone in the domain, 
rendering the utterance felicitous. Conceptual metonymies, of the kind described by 
Lakoff, are simply entrenched instances of these reference-point constructions. In 
other words, they are conventionalised and automated examples of these conceptual 
relations. The conceptual metonym PRODUCER for PRODUCT works for any PRODUCT 
and any PRODUCER as long as the active-zone is chosen for the reference in the given 
utterance. 

1.3 Goossens and the contiguity-similarity distinction 

We need to make a final aside. Truszczyńska (2003: 221f) adopts the accepted 
stance within cognitive linguistics that metaphor and metonymy are necessarily 
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distinct linguistic structures and distinct cognitive processes. However, within 
cognitive linguistics, there have been many who see this proposal, basic to Lakoff’s 
(1987) project, as too simple to capture the complexity found in real language use.7 
Goossens (1990, 1994, 1995) was the first to demonstrate that although at a 
conceptual level, contiguity (metonymy) and similarity (metaphor) may well be 
different cognitive processes, in language use, the distinction is not at all clear. 
Since Goossens’ work, Radden (2000), Cuyckens (2002: 263-264), Geeraerts 
(2003b: 461-464), and Glynn (2004b) amongst others, have argued along the same 
lines.8 

To understand the problem, let us look at some examples. In English, the verb 
particle construction run off with means ‘to steal’. For example 

(1)  a. I mean he didn't actually win LAST time and we just all sat on our asses 
and picked our noses while he ran off with the presidency and a kilo of 
white powder. <l2.allakhazam.com/ 
forum.html?forum=28&mid=1083413209967003254> 9 
b. But these documents didn't have any warm persuasive rhetoric. It was the 
Declaration that ran off with the prize of public recognition. 
<nuance.dhs.org/lbo-talk/0206/0975.html> 

From these examples, it is clear that this expression is metaphoric since these 
patients are not things that one may run off with literally. In light of this, consider 
the constructed examples below. 

(2) a. My grandmother ran off with my slippers (last weekend).  
 metaphor  
b. My daughter ran off with my slippers (for a laugh).  
 metonym / metaphor 

 c. That silly puppy ran off with my slippers again (and hid them). metonym 

                                                        
7 Lakoff (1987: 114) clearly sates that “metaphoric models are mappings from a propositional or image 
schematic model in one domain to a corresponding structure in another domain” where a metonymic 
model is a “relation that may hold between two elements A and B, such that one element of the ICM, B, 
may stand for another element A” (Lakoff 1987: 78). 
8 Ruiz de Mendoza (2000) is an example of a different approach within cognitive linguistics at 
understanding their relationship. 
9 All found examples are taken from the World Wide Web or the Google Usenet archives. They are all 
checked for validity with a range of British English speakers. 
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In example (2a), the act of ‘running off with’ is most likely to be purely metaphoric 
since (stereo)typically 'grandmothers' do not run with things. However, in (2b) 
where the actor of the event is someone more likely to ‘run off with’ the patient 
literally, then the act of running and taking could stand for the act of stealing. 
However, if the daughter did not actually run, but got in her car and drove off, then 
the phrase is metaphoric. In (3c), the actor almost certainly runs in the act of stealing 
and indeed the context suggests a literal reading of the act. A literal reading of run 
off with still entails theft and so the running and taking stands for the act of theft, 
giving us a metonymic structure. Such occurrences are not borderline cases 
restricted to construed examples. Indeed, such examples prove to be quite common 
when one starts to inspect the metaphoric structure in found-language sources. 
Consider some examples that have appeared in the recent literature treating the 
subject. 

(3) a. I'm sure the Romans had the Hittites all fired up about the Hebrews while 
they toted off the riches of both nations. <3B5151EF.2105@gernsback.net> 
(from Glynn 2004b: 225) 

 b. ∂a halgan bec ∂a ∂urh godes muß o∂∂e ßurh godes gast gedihte wæron. 
<Ælfric Hom II 34 259.127> (from Goossens 1995: 188) [note to editor: ∂ 
= Old English voiced ‘th’, and ß = Old English voiceless ‘th’] 

 the holy books which through God’s mouth or through God’s spirit 
composed were. 

 c. “Oh dear,” she giggled “I’d quite forgotten.” (from Goossens 1990: 328) 

In example (3a), the image of the Romans toting off the wealth of Asia Minor and 
the Middle East is metaphoric. Nevertheless, it is also metonymic, since at the time 
wealth did not consist of shares in oil companies and could not be sent via electronic 
transaction, Roman soldiers, at some stage, must have literally ported gold and 
jewels and other valuables back to Italy. The same overlap exists in example (3b). 
Here the author leaves the metaphoric-metonymic relation ambiguous. The mouth of 
‘God’ can be seen as literally dictating the Bible, in which case it is a metonym 
where God’s mouth stands for God. However, we can read God’s mouth as a 
metaphor for his word, that is, the content of the Bible. Finally, example (3c) is one 
of the first examples that made this metaphoric-metonymic overlap well-known. It is 
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very difficult, for this phrase, to determine whether we are witnessing metaphor or 
metonymy. Is she speaking as a giggle or is she speaking with the metaphoric 
quality of giggling? The confusion results from the fact that the element ‘sound’ is 
part of the target domain for speaking resulting in the ambiguous interpretation. It is 
not clear whether the two elements are from one domain-matrix or from two 
separate domain-matrixes. Instances of this type abound and close inspection of 
many examples, otherwise considered metaphoric or metonymic, reveal an overlap 
in the referential structure. The issue of metaphoric-metonymic interaction in 
linguistic expression, if not in their cognitive processing, seems to be unresolved. 

This issue, which Truszczyńska overlooks, further supports her general point. 
Why is it difficult to decide whether an expression is a metonym or a metaphor? 
Precisely because it is not always clear whether the two referents / concepts belong 
to the same domain or come from separate domains. This is, in Truszczyńska’s 
words, a problem of domain “boundaries”. Whether we call the category a domain 
matrix or an idealised cognitive model does not alter the question, even if 
Langacker’s theory of entrenchment can offer us a better understanding of the 
relationship between ‘live metonymy’ and ‘conceptual metonymy’. In both Lakoff’s 
and Langacker’s analytical framework, we need a rigorous way of determining what 
models - matrixes are being activated for a given utterance. We are, of course, not 
the first to comment upon this most basic of issues. Indeed, a good deal of research 
has already broached this question in the study of metaphor. From different 
analytical perspectives, Clausner & Croft (1997), Grady (1997), and Glynn (2002) 
have already attempted to deal with this concern by proposing different analyses of 
domain structure. Similarly, Croft (1993) has considered these issues in the context 
of metonymic analysis in some detail. Croft raises what, we will see, is a crucial 
point in this discussion: the role of topic-of-discourse and situation-context in the 
study of metonymy. It is this point that will be shown to necessitate Langacker’s 
apparatus of sanctioning and entrenchment, while not detracting from Lakoff’s 
fundamental proposal of the cognitive model. 

2. The delimitation of conceptual domains 
2.1 Verschueren and domain definition. 
As both Truszczyńska’s survey of the wide and varied phenomena that can be 
understood as metonymy and our description of the overlap of metaphor and 
metonymy, a clear definition of the cognitive model - domain matrix is crucial to 
understanding metonymic relations. We can suppose that a method for defining, and 
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thus delimiting, a conceptual domain is one way of improving the analytical power 
of the model. This method should allow us to delimit the category as well as identify 
important internal structure.  

Verschueren (1985), working with semantic frames, proposes an intensional 
non-referential method of definition. His approach uses functionally determined 
conditions to ‘define’ intensionally the culturally determined concept. These 
conditions are similar to Lakoff’s ‘aspects’ in, for example, his “definition” of the 
cognitive model of SEE (Lakoff 1987: 128) but also the ‘elements’ used in his 
construction grammar case study (Lakoff: 462-585). Verschueren’s principle is 
simple and essentially differs from Lakoff's in the methodological importance it 
ascribes to the need to define and thus delimit conceptual domains. Verschueren’s 
contribution is important because it addresses a basic theoretical weakness: any 
concept-based study (as opposed to form-based study) must intensionally define its 
object of study.10 Underlining the importance and difficulty of accurately defining 
and thus delimiting domains, is the first step towards being able to rigorously study 
their conceptual structures, such as metaphor and metonymy. Verschueren (1985: 
65ff) bases his functional definitions on small sets of ‘acts and conditions’. He 
focuses on expressions to describe event-structure and is employing speech act 
theory, which explains his rather specific use of the term ‘acts’. We can expand his 
principle and, instead of ‘acts’, propose pragmatic schemata that represent different 
‘clusters’, in Lakoff’s (1987: 74ff) terms, or different ‘domains’, of a ‘domain-
matrix,’ in Langacker’s (1987: 147) terms. We can then define these schemata with 
functional-semantic conditions. It must be stressed that these conditions are 
necessary but not sufficient, and the internal structuring of the domain should 
possess a relative representativity, or prototype structure. With an overt 
methodology and analytical apparatus for establishing the limits and internal 
clustering of the domain, it should be easier to determine what conceptual category 
is being referred to by a given utterance. 

2.2. SORRY-FORGIVE. A short case study. 
In order to test the usefulness of this proposed means for defining and thus 
delimiting the idealised cognitive model / domain-matrix, let us consider the 
common concept ‘forgiving-apologising’. In the schemata below, ‘Sb’ stands for 

                                                        
10 For discussion on the problems involved in the intensional definition of concepts, see Lewandowska-
Tomaszczyk (1999) and Geeraerts & al. (1994: chs. 3 & 4). 
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‘somebody’, ‘St’ for ‘something’, and ‘C’ stands for ‘condition’, id est, an element 
in the idealised make-up of the domain or schema. For our current purposes, it is not 
necessary to investigate the relative conceptual structure of the different schemata. 
We identify one schema as basic because it is the most general. This does not entail 
that it is the paragon, prototype, or stereotype, or that it holds any other special 
status in the category. For our purposes, we can see the basic schema as simply a 
basis for the more complex schemata. Moreover, it should be noted that the 
procedure used to develop these definitions is still in a developmental stage. It is 
outlined in some detail in Glynn (2005). Mancebo Francisco (2005) also applies the 
same definitional method to the concept of SORRY. Her results differ considerably 
from ours. Nevertheless, the current definition should suffice for our purposes. 

Schemata for FORGIVE.  
BASIC FORGIVE  
C1. Sb1 believes that Sb2 has done wrong. 
C2.  Sb1 holds Sb2 in bad stead because of C1. 
C3. Sb1 decides that this Sb2 should no longer be held in bad stead (despite C1). 

This basic set of conditions would capture most if not all FORGIVE events. However, 
the cognitive model-domain matrix is more complicated than this. Consider the 
cluster-domain definition below. 

GUILTLESS FORGIVE  
C1.  Sb1 believes Sb2 has done wrong. 
C2.  Sb1 holds Sb2 in bad stead because of C1. 
C3. Sb1 decides that C1 is not true. 
C4.  Sb1 no longer holds Sb2 in bad stead. 

This schema is typical of being “proven innocent” where Sb1 changes opinion on the 
validity of C1. It is closely related to another model of FORGIVE where the bad 
action is not serious, often because it is a technicality or is deemed ‘not serious’ by 
the person judging the action. 

LIGHT FORGIVE 
C1.  Sb1 believes that Sb2 has done wrong. 
C2.  Sb1 believes this wrong is not worthy of bad stead. 
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C3. Sb1 decides that Sb2 should not be held in bad stead (despite C1). 

Pragmatic Schema for SORRY 
BASIC SORRY  
C1. Sb1 believes he or she has done St that badly effects Sb2. 
C2.  Sb1 expresses regret over C1. 

Often, perhaps even more typically (but less basic), SORRY constitutes the following 
conditions. 

APOLOGISE SORRY 
C1. Sb1 believes he or she has done something that effects badly Sb2. 
C2.  Sb1 seeks FORGIVENESS for C1. 
C3. Sb1 expresses regret about C1 to obtain C2 

Now that we have a definition of the cognitive model in question, let us 
examine four found examples of natural discourse that express SORRY-FORGIVE. The 
examples below are metonymic and thus they represent a simple test for our 
proposed methodology. 

(4) a.  I guess what i am trying to say is that I am not upset at all. Actually I look 
back and it is funny.. Nothing is wrong and please dont worry about it. 
<8imukr$ivv$1@ins21.netins.net> 

 b.  I offered and then got upset when i had to put shit in my trunk.. At this 
point I consider this a non issue. Hell I had a great time with everyone. So i 
say fuck it. <8imukr$ivv$1@ins21.netins.net> 

 c.  Please don’t worry about it, Bill. I was ultra sensitive when all this started 
and I reacted badly. As far as I am concerned, you have never been 
anything other than nice to me. 
<1998051513460200.JAA16519@ladder03.news.aol.com> 

 d.  Alan PRIVATELY whispers to Zaphod: hey babe, its okay......we are 
friends, okay...no problem...please dont worry about it.....Your okay, Im 
okay.....smile........ 
<Xns95266AC8EC1Bspamspamsnuhspam3@207.14.113.17> 

Although example (4a) offers us a lexical clue as to the meaning of the utterance in 
please don’t worry about it, the model FORGIVE is expressed metonymically several 
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times. The phrases I’m not upset at all and I look back and it’s funny, are referring to 
parts, or conditions, of the schema that we identified above. The it in the expressions 
is the St in the schemata for FORGIVE and by referring to St as funny, the speaker is 
fulfilling C2 of the LIGHT FORGIVE schema. This expression is metonymic and it 
employs the conceptual metonymy PART for WHOLE. Although the speaker does not 
actually say “what you did is not serious so therefore I forgive you”, this is 
expressed. The same is true of I’m not upset. Here the speaker says that he or she is 
no longer upset with the person entailing that Sb2 is no longer in ‘bad-stead’. This is 
captured by C3, demonstrating once again a part-whole reference to the schema of 
LIGHT FORGIVE. It must be stressed that both of these sentences could be paraphrased 
with “I forgive you”. However, the speaker chooses to profile certain elements of 
the model through metonymic reference. This profiling, or highlighting, of a certain 
active-zone is precisely the conceptual-grammatical role of reference-point 
constructions and is an example of why this construct is invaluable for the study of 
metonymy. In our investigation, these active-zones are captured by the schema 
conditions, that is, the principal elements of a cognitive model. 

There is, however, more complexity than this. Panther & Thornburg (1997, 
1998, 1999a, 2003), Radden (2000), Peña Cervel (2003), and Ruiz de Mendoza & 
Pérez Hernández (2003) argue that implicature, topic-of-discourse, and situation-
context have an important and complex relationship with metonymic structure, 
something our examples confirm. The proposed pragmatic conditions are a means 
for describing the entrenched structure involved in metonymy, allowing a more 
rigorous description of its interaction with the variables of on-line semantics. 
Moreover, with the defining schema, we also have a means of distinguishing a 
single domain structure (metonymy) from multiple domain structures (metaphor).  

The following example (4b) is a little more complicated due to the pragmatic 
implicature involved. The proposition I offered and then got upset when I had to put 
shit in my trunk implies that the speaker had ‘held Sb2 in bad stead’, but later 
decided that this was erroneous. This would suggest that the GUILTLESS FORGIVE 
schema is being employed. However, reading further, we get the distinct impression 
that the speaker is not entirely convinced of what s/he is proposing. Indeed, using 
our schemata, we have an explanation for this. The two utterances At this point I 
consider this a non issue and So I say fuck it, do not fit any of the conditions for the 
GUILTLESS FORGIVE schema, they do, however, fit perfectly the C3 of LIGHT 
FORGIVE or BASIC FORGIVE, that is ‘Sb1 decides that this Sb2 should not be held in 
bad stead (despite C1)’. If this is the case, then they are used metonymically to stand 
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for BASIC or LIGHT FORGIVE. From this, we can deduce that the speaker is not wholly 
decided on the guilt or guiltlessness of Sb2, but also that the speaker no longer holds 
Sb2 in bad stead. Despite the fact that this information becomes visible when one 
considers the metonymic structure of the cognitive model being employed, it is 
important to note that such information is gleaned through the consideration of 
pragmatic implicature, not the metonym per se. 

The next example, (4c), is interesting because it entails an inherent 
contradiction. Sb1 is telling Sb2 not to worry about St, and then states that s/he (Sb1) 
is to blame. This, it seems, is an interpersonal device. By turning the blame back 
onto him or herself, Sb1 could be employing condition C3 of the LIGHT FORGIVE 
schema, but the following phrase, As far as I am concerned, you have never been 
anything other than nice to me suggests that it is the GUILTLESS FORGIVE that is 
being instantiated by this utterance. If this were the case, the speaker accepting the 
blame is a way of expressing C3 of GUILTLESS FORGIVE. Although we can see this as 
a part-whole representation for the schema, two points must be made. Firstly, it is 
only through pragmatic implicature that we may deduce that when Sb1 says s/he is to 
blame, this entails that Sb2 is not to blame. Our apparatus has no means for 
capturing this degree of discourse complexity. Secondly, although this means that 
the phrase is metonymic, GUILTLESS FORGIVE C3 standing for FORGIVE, without the 
contextual information this would be an unsuccessful metonymic reference, similar 
to Mary’s tasty that we considered above. This is due to two reasons. Firstly, the 
contradiction set up by the opening phrases; don’t worry about it (entailing Sb2 did 
St wrong) and then ‘self blame’ (entailing Sb2 did nothing wrong), means that the 
active-zone for the reference-point construction, or metonym, is not clear, or 
‘sufficiently’ active. Secondly, the reference is further complicated by it being 
couched in pragmatic implicature, which cognitive model theory has no means for 
capturing. 

It is such limitations with our proposed model that come to the fore in the last 
example (4d). Here, it seems there is a humorous reference to a scene in a well-
known novel Restaurant at the End of the Universe by D. Adams. This does not 
detract from the content, which is both metonymic and implied. In the example, Sb1 
expresses SORRY to Sb2. Sb1 is Zaphod, who is a particularly egoistic character (in 
fact he is president of the universe in the above mentioned novel) and instead of 
apologising, he ‘tells’ his interlocutor to forgive him. In our description thus far, we 
have avoided the complex frame semantic relationship between SORRY and 
FORGIVE. The relationship between the two frames is similar to Fillmore’s (2003: ch. 
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6) study on the commercial event-frame, BUY-SELL. Here, the event-frames 
compliment each other, profiling and backgrounding different participants, or in our 
apparatus, the different ‘conditions’. In this exchange, the speaker metonymically 
refers to the domain of FORGIVE to imply an apology. In the terms of our apparatus, 
in doing this, he switches the roles of Sb1 and Sb2. In simple terms, he tells Sb2 what 
to say, metonymically, to demonstrate that he is forgiven. Certain discourse markers, 
such as the tag okay, clearly connote a request which support this proposal. There is 
no need to go through each of the metonymic references in this example. What is 
most interesting is how this frame reversal is captured by the schemata but also, 
once again, how the complexities of discourse and implication interact with 
metonymic structure. 

To conclude, it must be noted that only certain conditions were used in the 
metonymic references for FORGIVE. From this, one could argue that some sort of 
active-zone constraint on the reference-point is at play. It makes sense that the 
condition of ‘somebody doing something wrong’ cannot be used to stand for 
FORGIVENESS. Langacker’s theory of active-zones and reference-points captures this. 
This final point is crucial to understanding the internal structure of cognitive models. 
Not any element in the model can stand for the model. Research in metonymy often 
underlines this point, but by more rigorously defining the cognitive model with a set 
of functionally determined conditions, we can more easily identify which elements, 
in our terms conditions, can operate as the active-zone of a cognitive model. 

3. Summary. The limits of cognitive model theory and cognitive grammar. 
This study has demonstrated that metonymy, as a conceptual and linguistic 
phenomenon, interacts closely with metaphor and implicature. This, in turn, reveals 
a weakness in cognitive semantics. Despite the large quantity of work that has 
identified entrenched conceptual metonyms, first described by Lakoff (1987), as 
well as how the cognitive process behind such linguistic structure operates, 
proposed in detail by Langacker (1987), the role of “on-line” semantics, of 
implicature, and topic-of-discourse in the metonymy remains ill-understood. 
Following Truszczyńska (2003), we have demonstrated that the fundamental issue is 
an analytical one. Cognitive linguistics currently offers no means for the 
identification and delimitation of the cognitive model or domain-matrix. In an 
attempt to respond to this shortcoming, we have proposed a method for domain 
definition that not only allows clearer delimitation but also allows the internal 
structure of the domain to be represented in the definition. The ability of this 
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methodology to capture and accurately explain examples of real-discourse 
metonymy was demonstrated, but the methodology was not applied to entrenched 
metaphoric relations such as ABILITY TO ACT for ACTION (Panther & Thornburg 
1999a: 347ff), PLACE for ACTIVITY (Radden 2000: 101), and so forth. 

Perhaps the most important conclusion that can be drawn from this short 
discussion is that both cognitive model theory, be that for the study of similarity or 
contiguity, and cognitive grammar in its description of active-zones, partial 
sanctioning, and reference-point constructions, lack a rigorous apparatus for 
integrating ‘on-line’ language structures and discourse strategies into its analysis. It 
is one thing to pick out examples and generalise about metonymic relations in 
language (although this is an important endeavour), it is another to confront found 
data and simply and accurately explain language use with those generalisations. 
Essentially, cognitive linguistics does not yet offer an adequate explanation for the 
interaction between situation-context, topic-of-discourse, or implicature and 
entrenched conceptual structures. However, if we are to apply our theories to real-
language use, we need a more properly defined analytical apparatus. It is hoped by 
developing a means for defining and delimiting the (idealised) cognitive model or 
(entrenched) domain-matrix, we may more confidently move towards applying our 
theories to found data. 
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