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Abstrac t 

Cognitiv e gramma r  provide s a n analyti c framewor k i n 
whic h th e semanti c valu e o f  linguisti c expression s i s 
characterize d relativ e t o domain s o f  presuppose d 
knowledge .  Cognitiv e metapho r  theor y hold s tha t 
metaphorica l  languag e involve s a  mappin g o f  conceptua l 
structur e fro m a  sourc e domai n t o a  targe t  domain . 
Container s ar e on e suc h pervasiv e structure .  Thi s 
investigatio n propose s a  detaile d representatio n fo r  th e 
domai n CONTAINER an d applie s i t  i n th e analysi s o f 
metaphorica l  expression s mappin g CONTAINER ont o targe t 
domain s ARGUMENT an d linguisti c expression .  Eac h sourc e 
domai n wor d i s analyze d wit h respec t  t o whic h aspect s o f 
th e CONTAINER domai n structur e i t  refers ,  an d whethe r  i t 
refer s t o a  2 D o r  3 D bounde d region .  Th e patter n o f  aspect s 
mapped sugges t  tha t  spatia l  containment ,  content ,  an d 
materia l  containe r  objec t  compris e majo r  aspect s o f  th e 3 D 
CONTAINER domain .  Th e targe t  domain s ar e demonstrate d t o 
be structure d accordin g thi s containe r  organization .  Th e 
result s demonstrat e tha t  cognitiv e semanti c analysi s ca n 
revea l  specifi c  structure s o f  commonsens e knowledg e 
whic h ar e prerequisit e fo r  languag e use . 

0 Introduction 

Languag e us e i s a  cognitiv e proces s whic h necessaril y 
involve s conceptua l  knowledg e an d reflect s th e structur e o f 
thi s knowledge .  Talm y (1983 )  provide s detaile d analysi s o f 
ho w spatia l  preposition s (e.g .  at ,  along ,  an d in )  structur e ou r 
understandin g o f  th e worl d i n term s o f  schemati c propertie s 
suc h a s dimensionality ,  sequentialit y an d physica l 
boundedness ,  demonstratin g tha t  languag e indee d structure s 
our  understandin g o f  spac e an d spatia l  relations .  Container s 
ar e anothe r  pervasivel y recurren t  structur e o f  huma n 
experience .  Thi s investigatio n explore s th e structur e o f 
container s an d th e wa y commonsens e knowledg e o f 
container s bear s o n th e metaphorica l  organizatio n o f  tw o 
domains :  argument s an d linguisti c expressions .  First ,  th e 
theor y o f  cognitiv e domain s an d th e theor y o f  metapho r  i s 
introduced ,  the n a  detaile d representatio n o f  containe r 
structur e i s proposed .  Thi s structur e i s the n employe d fo r 
th e analysi s o f  metaphor s involvin g containers ,  an d th e 
result s ar e argue d a s supfKjrtin g a  specifi c  organizatio n o f 
containe r  knowledge .  Th e analysi s o f  cognitiv e domain s i s 
relevan t  t o specifyin g th e structur e an d organizatio n o f 
conceptua l  representation s o f  commonsens e knowledge . 

0. 1 D o m a i n s 

Thi s investigatio n adopt s th e theor y o f  semanti c domain s 
fro m Langacker' s (1987 ,  1991 )  cognitiv e grammar .  A s i n 
othe r  cognitiv e linguisti c theorie s (§0. 2 below )  huma n 
knowledg e i s  hel d t o b e organize d int o domain s o f 
experienc e (e.g .  SPACE,  LIVIN G THINGS ,  L O V E ) .  Fo r 
Langacke r  (1987:162 )  domain s functio n a s a n organize d 
backgroun d agains t  whic h concept s ma y b e characterized— a 
concep t  bein g a  patter n o f  activatio n i n th e encyclopedi c 
networ k comprisin g a  person' s experientia l  knowledge . 

Characterizin g a  concep t  wit h respec t  t o a  domai n (o r  se t 
of  domains )  i s  wha t  Langacke r  call s th e 'profile-base ' 
distinction .  A  profil e i s th e activate d concep t  i n th e networ k 
and it s  bas e i s th e domai n (backgroun d knowledge ) 
presuppose d b y th e concep t  profile .  A  linguisti c meanin g i s 
a concep t  profil e whic h i s  symbolize d b y a  linguisti c 
expression .  Fo r  example ,  th e meanin g o f  th e wor d "circle " 
i s a  concep t  profil e (i.e .  circle )  whic h presuppose s th e 
domai n SPACE a s it s  base. ^  I n Fig .  1(a )  th e profil e circl e i s 
th e bol d imag e insid e a  bo x whic h represent s th e domai n 
SPACE (Langacke r  1987:184) . 

Q R C LE SPACE 

O 

Fig .  1 :  Circl e an d ar c profile s 

Langacker also distinguishes a part-whole relation among 
domains ,  suc h tha t  an y profil e ma y i n tur n functio n a s th e 
base fo r  othe r  profiles .  Fo r  example ,  ar c i s profile d relativ e 
t o CIRCL E whic h function s a s th e presuppose d domai n (Fig . 
lb) . 

Crof t  (1994 )  formulate s Langacker' s definitio n o f  a 
domai n a s " a semand c structur e whic h function s a s th e bas e 
fo r  a t  leas t  on e concep t  profil e (typicall y man y profiles). "  A 

Preparatio n o f  thi s pape r  wa s supporte d b y NI H gran t  numbe r 
MH18215-0 7 

^Throughou t  thi s pape r  italic s ar e use d fo r  concep t  profile s 
and smal l  capital s fo r  domains . 
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domai n i s no t  merel y a  collectio n o f  concept s bu t  th e 
structura l  potentia l  t o suppor t  concep t  profiles .  Th e domai n 
C I R C L E support s no t  onl y th e concep t  arc ,  bu t  als o 
diameter ,  tangent ,  chord ,  an d othe r  concept s specifiabl e 
relativ e t o a  circle . 

Domain s als o hav e dimensionality .  Th e domai n 3 D 
S P A CE i s a  coordinatio n o f  th e thre e canonica l  spatia l 
dimensions :  vertical ,  horizonta l  an d depth .  Th e profile s 
spher e an d circl e ar e distinguishe d b y th e numbe r  o f 
dimension s the y presuppose . 

The interna l  structur e o f  a  domai n (i.e .  it s  organization , 
part-whol e relations ,  dimensionality )  ma y b e illuminate d b y 
investigatin g whic h aspect s o f  th e domai n ar e highlighte d b y 
differen t  wor d meanings .  Metaphorica l  meanin g wil l  b e 
use d fo r  th e belo w analysi s becaus e i t  provide s a  mean s o f 
profilin g differen t  aspect s o f  th e sam e domain .  Th e theor y 
of  metapho r  adopte d fo r  thi s investigatio n employ s 
structure s simila r  t o Langacker' s theor y o f  domains . 

0.2 Metaphor 

Lakof f  an d Johnso n (1980 )  propos e tha t  metaphorica l 
expression s ar e understoo d b y mean s o f  a  mappin g fro m on e 
domai n o f  experienc e t o another .  Structur e fro m a  sourc e 
domai n S  map s ont o a  targe t  domai n T .  Th e domai n 
mappin g i s a  metaphor ,  denote d a s T  I S S .  An y on e 
metapho r  m a y b e manifeste d b y man y metaphorica l 
expressions .  Fo r  example ,  th e expression s bu y time , 
spen d tim e an d wast e tim e ar e al l  abou t  time ,  bu t  the y iû e 
understoo d i n term s o f  commercia l  exchange .  The y ar e al l 
manifestation s o f  th e metapho r  TIM E I S M O N E Y,  whic h th e 
theor y hold s t o b e conventiona l  knowledg e structur e 
necessar y fo r  understandin g thes e ordinar y Englis h 
expressions . 

The cognitiv e theor y o f  metapho r  (Lakof f  1987 ,  Johnso n 
1987 ,  Lakof f  an d Turne r  1989 )  hold s tha t  th e structure s 
whic h ar e mappe d betwee n domains ,  calle d "image-schemas " 
ar e highl y schemati c knowledg e structure s suc h a s 
containers ,  paths ,  causa l  links ,  part-whol e relations , 
verticality ,  dimensionality ,  etc . 

For  example ,  th e containe r  image-schem a give s ris e t o 
concept s fro m man y differen t  domain s b y structurin g thos e 
domain s i n term s o f  a  container .  Man y domain s whic h ar e 
not  actuall y containers ,  ar e nonetheles s (partly )  understoo d 
i n term s o f  containers—e.g .  V ISUA L FIEL D {comin g int o 
sight) ,  E M O T I O NS (bein g i n love) ,  LIF E ( a ful l  life) ,  T IM E 
(i n te n hours) ,  LINGUISTI C EXPRESSIONS (captur e i t  i n 
words) ,  an d A R G U M E N TS (a n airtigh t  argumen t  ). 2 Th e 
pervasivenes s o f  containe r  structur e make s i t  a n interestin g 
domai n fo r  semanti c analysis .  Thi s firs t  require s a 
characterizatio n o f  th e domai n C O N T A I N E R,  whic h i s 
describe d i n th e nex t  section . 

1 Container Domain Structure 

C O N T A I N E R,  lik e S P A C E,  i s a  pervasivel y recurren t 
structur e o f  ou r  experienc e an d presumabl y fundamenta l  t o 
our  representation s o f  commonsens e knowledge .  Thi s 
sectio n propose s a  structur e fo r  th e domai n C O N T A I N E R, 

whic h i s th e knowledg e necessar y fo r  understandin g concept s 
i n thi s domain .  Domain s an d thei r  presuppose d structure s 
defin e a n experientiall y  base d ontology .  Th e CONTAINER 
domai n structur e i s a  schematizatio n o f  ou r  commonsens e 
experienc e o f  containers ,  th e majo r  aspect s o f  whic h ar e 
depicte d i n th e bol d bo x (Fi g 2) ;  thes e ar e th e materia l 
C O N T A I N ER OBJECT,  it s C O N T E NT an d th e relatio n o f 
spatia l  C O N T A I N M E N T.  Crof t  (persona l  communication ) 
suggest s tha t  thes e aspect s ma y b e understoo d a s a  figure-
groun d organization ,  wher e th e C O N T E NT i s th e figure , 
CONTAINER OBJECT i s th e ground ,  an d C O N T A I N M E NT i s 
th e figure-ground  relation . 

Concept s profile d relativ e t o th e C O N T A I N ER OBJECT, 
suc h a s smoot h textured ,  transparent ,  an d lid ,  presuppos e th e 
aspect s surface ,  barrie r  an d materia l  closure ,  respectively . 
The aspec t  C O N T E NT characterize s concept s suc h a s empt y 
OT full .  Containe r  concept s characterize d relativ e t o 
CONTAINER OBJECT o r  C O N T E NT profil e materia l  aspect s o f 
a container ,  henc e the y presuppos e th e domai n MATTER. 
Thi s i s distinc t  fro m C O N T A I N M E NT whic h ha s th e non -
materia l  spatia l  aspect s location ,  direction ,  an d closure . 
Thes e aspect s characteriz e concept s suc h a s locatio n i n o r 
out  o f  a  container ,  th e scala r  directio n int o o r  ou t  o/ a 
container ,  an d non-materia l  closure ,  suc h a s th e propert y o f 
bein g seale d up .  Concept s characterize d relativ e t o 
C O N T A I N M E NT presuppos e th e domai n SPACE,  whic h i s a 
coordinatio n o f  thre e spatia l  dimensions . 

The aspect s desaibe d abov e ar e no t  feature s tha t  combin e 
t o for m a  container ,  bu t  ar e co-presen t  aspect s o f  a  singl e 
domain .  I t  i s no t  a  su m o f  man y parts ,  bu t  a  gestal t  havin g 
differen t  aspects .  Consequently ,  a  wor d referrin g t o som e 
containe r  aspec t  symbolize s a  concep t  profil e highlightin g 
part s (o r  all )  o f  th e C O N T A I N ER domai n structure .  Thi s 
su-uctur e i s applie d i n th e nex t  sectio n t o th e analysi s o f 
metaphor s havin g th e sourc e domai n CONTAINER. 

2 Container Metaphors 

T wo metaphor s havin g th e sourc e domai n CONTAINER ar e 
analyze d i n thi s secUon :  A  UNGUISTI C EXPRESSION I S A 
CONTAINER an d A N A R G U M E NT I S A  CONTAINER.  Th e dat a 
ar e collecte d from  th e studie s whic h propos e th e existenc e o f 
thes e metaphor s an d ar e supplemente d wit h origina l  data . 
For  eac h o f  th e linguisti c manifestation s o f  th e mappings . 
th e word s fro m th e sourc e domai n ar e analyze d wit h respec t 
t o whic h containe r  aspect s the y refe r  an d thei r 
dimensionality .  Eac h o f  th e sourc e domai n word s ha s a 
profil e specifie d relativ e t o th e domai n structur e 
CONTAINER,  whic h i s determine d wit h respec t  t o eac h o f  th e 
aspects :  location ,  direction ,  (spatial )  closure ,  content . 
barrier ,  surface ,  material ,  an d materia l  closure .  Eac h wor d 
fro m th e containe r  sourc e domai n i s als o judge d a s t o 
whethe r  i t  coul d refe r  t o a  2 D o r  3 D bounde d region . 

2.1 A LINGUISTIC EXPRESSION IS A CONTAINER 

Recal l  tha t  metapho r  involve s conventiona l  knowledge .  Th e 
domai n LINGUISTI C EXPRESSION (henceforth ,  LE )  i s a 
commonsense knowledg e o f  language . 

^Throughou t  thi s pape r  bol d denote s sourc e domai n words . 
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Fig .  2 :  CONTAINER Domai n Structur e 

The metapho r  L E I S A  CONTAINER i s par t  o f  a  large r 
metaphorica l  syste m calle d th e Condui t  Metapho r  (Redd y 
1979) ,  whic h structure s ou r  commonsens e knowledg e o f 
word s an d sentence s i n term s o f  container s (e.g .  puttin g 
idea s int o words )  an d conveyanc e (e.g .  gettin g a n ide a 
across) .  Unles s otherwis e indicated ,  th e dat a i n (1)-(15 )  ar e 
fro m Redd y (1979) .  Th e organizatio n int o group s reflect s 
th e analysi s o f  thi s investigatio n discusse d below . 

(l)lQSalm. 
(a )  Whe n yo u hav e a  goo d idea ,  tr y t o captur e i t 

immediatel y i n words . 
(b )  Th e meanin g i s righ t  ther e i n th e words . 

(2) Direction 
(a )  Tr y t o pac k mor e though t  int o fewe r  words . 
(b )  Don' t  forc e you r  meaning s int o th e wron g words . 
(c )  The y p o u r  thei r  meanin g int o ou r  terminolog y 

(attested :  Nationa l  Publi c Radio ) 
(d )  It' s difficul t  t o pu t  m y idea s int o words . 
(e )  Yo u can' t  simpl y stuf f  idea s int o a  sentenc e an y ol d 

way. 
( 0 /  alway s ge t  a  lo t  ou t  o f  ever y wor d sh e says ,  (author ) 

(3)a2sUES 
(a )  Whateve r  Emil y meant ,  it' s  likel y t o b e locke d u p i n 

tha t  crypti c vers e foreve r 
(b )  H e write s sentence s i n suc h a  wa y a s t o sea l  u p th e 

meanin g i n the m 
(c )  Tha t  remar k i s completel y impenetrabl e 

(4 )  Conten t 
(a )  Hi s word s carr y littl e meaning . 
(b )  Th e introductio n ha s a  grea t  dea l  o f  though t  content . 
(c )  You r  word s see m hollow . 
(d )  Th e sentenc e i s  withou t  meaning . 

The analysis of the LE IS A CONTAINER metaphor data 
reveal s tha t  th e aspect s C O N T A I N M E NT an d C O N T E NT m ^ 
ont o LE ,  bu t  ther e i s a  lac k o f  referenc e t o th e CONTAINER 
O B J E C T.  Limitation s o f  spac e herei n preclud e a  ful l 
tabulatio n o f  th e analysi s (fo r  detail s se e Clausner ,  1993) ; 
instead ,  selecte d example s ar e analyze d below . 

None o f  th e sourc e word s whic h refe r  t o C O N T A I N M E NT o r 
CONTENT refe r  t o aspect s o f  th e CONTAINER OBJECT.  Fo r 
example ,  i n (l)(a )  captur e i n refer s t o th e stati c locatio n o f 
conten t  bu t  doe s no t  refe r  t o barrier ,  surface ,  material ,  o r 
materia l  closure .  Similarly ,  th e directio n dat a (2 )  refe r  t o 
aspect s o f  C O N T A I N M E N T;  e.g .  pac k int o i s  clearl y 
directional ,  bu t  make s n o referenc e t o aspect s o f  th e 
CONTAINER OBJECT.  Closur e i n thi s metapho r  cruciall y 
involve s C O N T A I N M E NT (e.g .  locke d up )  bu t  no t  th e 
CONTAINER OBJECT.  Th e infelicit y o f  (5) ,  demonstrate s 
tha t  sourc e concept s th e li d an d th e openin g refe r  t o materia l 
closur e a s wel l  a s t o barrier ,  surface ,  an d material . 

(5) *Sam keeps the lid/the opening on his words so 
secur e tha t  yo u neve r  kno w wha t  h e mean s 

The source domain concept impenetrable (3)(c) is a 
margina l  counter-example ,  becaus e i n additio n t o referrin g t o 
spatia l  closur e i t  i s  a  materia l  property .  However ,  th e 
referenc e i s ambiguou s betwee n materia l  an d non-materia l 
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senses ,  an d i s vagu e wit h respec t  t o an y container-lik e 
geometry .  Finally ,  th e dat a i n (4 )  al l  refe r  t o containe r 
conten t  o r  it s properties .  Althoug h th e concep t  carr y i n 
(4)(a )  refer s t o a  conveyanc e function—th e adjectiva l 
modifyin g valu e o f  littl e refer s t o a  propert y o f  conten t  an d 
not  t o th e objec t  o f  conveyance . 

For  eac h o f  th e sourc e word s i n (l)-(4) ,  th e concep t 
profile s ar e collectivel y compatibl e onl y wit h a  3 D bounde d 
region .  A  fe w concept s ar e compatibl e wit h a  2 D o r  3 D 
geometr y (e.g .  conten t  ca n b e capture d i n eithe r  a  rin g o r  a 
bowl) .  However ,  mos t  o f  th e sourc e concept s (e.g .  pou r 
into )  ar e necessaril y  profile s o f  a  3 D container . 

The analysi s o f  th e L E I S A  CONTAINER dat a demonstrate s 
tha t  thi s metapho r  map s C O N T A I N M E NT an d CONTENT,  bu t 
not  th e C O N T A I N ER OBJECT structur e o f  a  3 D containe r 
domain .  Th e targe t  domai n structur e o f  thi s metapho r 
profile s th e proces s o f  encodin g thought s int o word s a s 
locatio n o r  direction ,  th e accessibilit y  o f  thos e meaning s i n 
term s o f  closure ,  an d th e meanin g o f  th e word s a s content s 
i n a  container .  Th e containe r  itsel f  i s alway s expresse d i n 
term s o f  th e targe t  domai n L E (e.g .  "words" ,  "expressions") . 
However ,  ther e ar e plausibl e targe t  structure s fo r  th e aspect s 
of  C O N T A I N ER OBJECT,  bu t  the y d o no t  map .  A  barrie r 
coul d b e th e boundar y betwee n words .  A  surfac e coul d ma p 
ont o th e shape  o f  words .  Materia l  migh t  b e th e quantit y o f 
expression .  A n d materia l  closur e coul d m a p ont o th e 
accessibilit y  o f  a  meaning .  Therefore ,  th e consuain t  o n th e 
mappin g o f  C O N T A I N ER OBJECT i s no t  du e t o incompatibl e 
targe t  structure .  Perhaps ,  th e target s ar e insufficientl y 
conventiona l  (i.e .  mos t  peopl e d o no t  tal k abou t  linguisti c 
expressions) ,  bu t  thi s i s no t  a  sufficien t  explanatio n .  There 
i s n o obviou s impedimen t  t o mapping s suc h a s hi s word s 
ar e reall y short ,  thos e ar e oddl y shape d words ,  o r  you r 
word s brok e up ,  bu t  th e targe t  domai n o f  thes e containe r 
objec t  expression s ar e O R T H O G R A P H Y,  T I M E ,  o r 
C O M M U N I C A T I O N,  an d no t  LINGUISTI C EXPRESSION.  Th e 
significanc e o f  th e patter n o f  mappin g fo r  L E I S A 
C O N T A I N ER wil l  b e discusse d i n compariso n wit h differen t 
mapping s o f  C O N T A I N E R.  Th e nex t  containe r  metapho r 
investigate d doe s profil e it s targe t  structur e i n term s o f  th e 
CONTAINER OBJECT,  bu t  no t  al l  aspect s o f  th e CONTAINER 
domain . 

2.2 AN ARGUMENT IS A CONTAINER 

The met^ho r  A N A R G U M E NT I S A  CONTAINER structure s 
our  understandin g o f  argumentaUo n i n term s o f  th e 
C O N T A I N ER domain .  Th e metapho r  dat a (6)-(10 )  ar e 
groupe d accordin g t o whic h aspect s o f  C O N T A I N ER the y 
refer ,  accordin g t o th e result s o f  th e belo w analysis. ^ 

(6) Barrier. Surface. Material, and Material Closure 
antegrit y o f  th e materia l  container ) 

(a )  you r  argumen t  won' t  hol d wate r  (L&J ) 
(b )  tha t  argumen t  ha s hole s i n i t  (L&J ) 
(c )  that' s a n airtigh t  argumen t  sur e t o convinc e her . 
(( 0 /  wa s abl e t o poke/punc h hole s i n hi s argumen t 
(e )  thei r  argumen t  fel l  apar t 

•'Th e dat a ar e th e author's ,  unles s indicate d b y "(L&J) "  fo r 
Lakof f  an d Johnso n (1980) . 

( 0 al l  w e manage d t o d o wa s pu t  a  den t  i n thei r 
argument :  w e reall y wante d t o smas h i t 

(7) Barrier and Material properties (L&J) 
(a )  thi s i s a  remarkabl y transparen t  argumen t 
(b )  sinc e you r  argumen t  isn' t  ver y clear ,  I  can' t  se e wha t 

you'r e gettin g at . 
(c )  you r  argumen t  ha s n o conten t  a t  all— I  ca n se e righ t 

throug h i t 

(8) Material Closure 
(a )  /  thin k it' s  tim e t o pu t  a  li d o n thi s argumen t 
(b )  w e smashe d hi s argumen t  wid e ope n an d reveale d 

tha t  i t  wa s empt y 
(c )  Look ,  tha t  argumen t  i s closed ;  I' m no t  goin g t o tal k 

abou t  i t  agai n 

(9)MaU£C 
(a )  yo u don' t  hav e m u c h o f  a n argument ,  bu t  hi s 

objection s 
hav e eve n les s substanc e (L&J ) 

(b )  there' s somethin g w e a k / * e m p t y abou t  he r 
argument ,  it' s  lackin g i n substance . 

(lO)CQnieiii 
(a )  tha t  argumen t  i s fille d wit h /ful l  o f  inaccuracie s 
(b )  I' m tire d o f  you r  empt y argument s (L&J ) 
(c )  you r  argumen t  doesn' t  hav e muc h conten t  (L&J ) 
(d )  you r  argumen t  i s vacuou s (L&J ) 

The expressions in (6) refer to the integrity of the 
C O N T A I N ER OBJECT.  Thes e concept s (e.g .  ha s holes ) 
clearl y refe r  t o aspect s o f  th e CONTAINER OBJECT an d no t  t o 
any o f  th e aspect s o f  C O N T E NT o r  C O N T A I N M E N T.  Th e 
concept s hol d wate r  (6)(a )  an d airtigh t  (c )  refe r  t o materia l 
conten t  bu t  no t  t o locatio n o r  direction .  Th e closur e the y 
specif y necessitate s a  materia l  barrie r  an d surface ,  henc e the y 
refe r  t o materia l  closure . 

I n (7 )  th e barrie r  propertie s refe r  t o barrie r  an d materia l  bu t 
not  othe r  aspects ,  excep t  possibl y content ,  dependin g o n 
whethe r  i t  to o possesse s th e materia l  propert y o f 
u-ansparency .  Materia l  closur e (8 )  involve s closur e an d 
some materia l  aspec t  o f  th e barrie r  o r  surface .  I n (8)(b) , 
smash wid e ope n cruciall y involve s a  verba l  semanti c 
referenc e t o materia l  deformation .  I n (8)(c) ,  close d i s 
ambiguou s betwee n materia l  an d non-materia l  closure ;  cf . 
(3)(c) .  Th e expression s i n (9 )  refe r  t o th e materia l  substanc e 
of  th e containe r  objec t  an d no t  tha t  o f  th e content .  Thi s i s 
demonsu-ate d b y th e felicit y o f  wea k argumen t  i n (9Xb )  an d 
th e infelicit y o f  empt y argumen t  wit h respec t  t o th e materia l 
of  th e containe r  itself .  O n th e othe r  hand ,  th e concep t 
vacuou s i n (9)(c )  refer s t o th e stat e o f  bein g devoi d o f 
matter ,  a  profil e o f  eithe r  C O N T E NT o r  CONTAINER OBJECT. 
Finally ,  th e expression s i n (10 )  refe r  t o conten t  bu t  no t 
othe r  aspect s o f  th e domain . 

The geometr y o f  th e expression s o f  th e A R G U M E NT I S A 
C O N T A I N ER metapho r  ar e consisten t  wit h a  3 D container , 
but  no t  tha t  o f  a  2 D container .  Fo r  example ,  onl y a  3 D 
geometr y ca n hol d wate r  o r  b e airtight .  Som e sourc e 
domai n concept s (e.g .  empt y an d content )  ma y presuppos e 
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eithe r  2 D o r  3 D containers ,  bu t  onl y a  3 D geometr y i s 
consisten t  wit h al l  o f  th e metapho r  data . 

Consideratio n o f  ever y aspec t  o f  th e CONTAINER domai n 
structur e fo r  ever y sourc e domai n concep t  i n th e abov e dati i 
demonstrate s tha t  th e ARGUMENTIS A  CONTAINER mcuiplio r 
maps C O N T E NT an d C O N T A I N ER OBJECT,  bu t  no t 
C O N T A I N M E N T.  Defens e o f  thi s clai m require s 
consideratio n o f  (11)-(14 )  whic h Lakof f  an d Johnso n (1980 ) 
propos e ar e manifestation s o f  thi s containe r  metapho r  bu t 
whic h ar e argue d belo w t o b e non-containe r  metaphors . 

(ll)Badial [an argument is a 3d radial soud] 
(a )  thos e point s ar e centra l  t o th e argument—th e res t  i s 

periphera l 
(b )  /  stil l  haven' t  gotte n t o th e cor e o f  hi s argumen t 

(12) Leveled [an argument is a 3d leveled object] 
(a )  w e hav e no w covere d al l  th e topic s a t  th e appropriat e 

level s 
(b )  w e hav e com e t o a  poin t  wher e w e mus t  explor e 

th e issue s a t  a  deepe r  level . 

Two different non-container geometries are manifested in 
(11 )  an d (12) ,  a  3 D radia l  soli d an d a  3 D layere d object , 
respectively .  Th e radia l  soli d ha s a  central-periphera l 
structur e whic h support s profile s o f  path s throug h th e soli d 
and throug h a  centra l  core ,  bu t  thi s i s distinctl y no t  directio n 
int o a  container ,  o r  it s conten t  (e.g .  th e cor e o f  a  plane t  i s 
not  it s  contents) .  Th e othe r  construa l  o f  thi s concentri c 
geometr y i s tha t  o f  a  levele d soli d (lik e layer s o f  a n onion) . 
A coverin g o f  thi s geometr y involve s a  traversa l  o f  it s 
levels .  A s claime d b y Lakof f  an d Johnson ,  expression s suc h 
as (11 )  an d (12 )  ar e coheren t  wit h th e metapho r  A N 
a r g u m e n t  i s a  JOURNEY'* ,  bu t  a s demonstrate d below ,  th e 
path s i n thes e expression s ar e no t  profile s o f  a  container . 

(13) Location [part is immersed in the whole] 
(a )  /  didn' t  se e tha t  poin t  i n you r  argumen t  (L&J ) 
(b )  yo u won' t  find  tha t  ide a i n hi s argumen t  (L&J ) 

(14)DilS£liQQ [FORCE OF argumentation IS MOTION] 
(a )  tha t  conclusio n fall s  ou t  o f  m y argumen t  (L&J ) 

(15) Closure 
*He r  idea s ge t  seale d u p i n th e argumen t  makin g 

the m incomprehensibl e 

Not every use of "in" or "out" refers to CONTAINMENT. 
Althoug h (13 )  an d (14 )  refe r  t o locatio n an d direction , 
respectively ,  the y ar e attributabl e t o metaphor s othe r  tha n 
AN A R G U M E N T IS A  CONTAINER.  Tli e verba l  semantic s o f 
see an d fin d sugges t  tha t  (13 )  involve s an d A N A R G U M E NT 
I S A  JOURNEY metaphor ;  furthermore ,  th e locationalit y 
expresse d b y i n i s tha t  o f  bein g a t  on e par t  alon g th e whol e 
argumentativ e journey .  I n (14 )  volitiona l  forc e i s necessar y 
t o motivat e th e falling .  Th e directionalit y i s conclusiv e 
pragmati c forc e bein g understoo d i n term s o f  th e motio n o f 

'̂ JOURNEY an d CONTAINER ar e tw o o f  severa l  sourc e domain s 
tha t  ma p ont o ARGUMENT. 

one par t  o f  th e argumen t  (th e conclusion )  awa y fro m th e 
whol e discourse .  Th e aspect s locatio n an d directio n ma p 
ont o A R G U M E N T,  bu t  thes e ar e attributabl e t o othe r 
metaphor s i n tha t  th e targe t  structure s o f  part-whol e 
relation s an d pragmati c forc e ar e no t  C O N T A I N M E N T. 
Finally ,  spatia l  closur e doe s no t  m a p (15) ,  althoug h i t 
plausibl y map s ont o th e accessibilit y  o f  a n argument' s 
meaning .  Therefore ,  w e ca n conclud e tha t  n o aspec t  o f 
CONTAINMENT map s ont o th e domai n A R G U M E N T. 

2.3 Discussion of tlie CONTAINER metaphors 

The metaphor s analyze d abov e ar e summarize d i n Tabl e 1 . 
Ther e ar e tw o distinc t  metaphors ,  whic h ma p differen t 
aspect s o f  CONTAINER domai n structure .  Thos e aspect s 
whic h ma p ar e denote d wit h "X "  an d thos e whic h d o no t  b y 
"*" .  C O N T A I N M E NT an d CONTENT,  bu t  no t  CONTAINER 
OBJECT,  ma p ont o LE .  An d th e aspect s C O N T E NT an d 
CONTAINER OBJECT,  bu t  no t  C O N T A I N M E N T,  ma p ont o 
ARGUMENT. 

Althoug h bot h containe r  metaphor s ma p CONTENT,  thei r 
respectiv e metaphorica l  target s ar e distinct .  L E metaphor s 
map containe r  conten t  ont o th e meanin g o f  word s an d 
sentences ,  wherea s A R G U M E NT metaphor s map s conten t 
ont o th e pragmati c convincingnes s o f  th e collectio n o f 
sentence s whic h compris e th e argument .  Pragmati c forc e 
typicall y require s a  large ,  ofte n complex ,  sequenc e o f 
discours e units ,  becaus e a n individua l  wor d typicall y doe s 
not  posses s suc h force .  Presumably ,  thi s als o account s fo r 
why on e ca n utte r  a  clea r  argumen t  o r  clea r  sentence ,  bu t  no t 
a clea r  word .  Thus ,  clea r  sentenc e refers  t o pragmati c clarit y 
and no t  t o th e linguisti c expressio n pe r  se ;  hence ,  i t  i s  no t 
an L E metaphor . 

The mappin g o f  CONTAINER ont o L E i s distinc t  fro m th e 
mappin g o f  C O N T A I N ER ont o A R G U M E N T.  Tha t  is ,  th e 
A R G U M E NT metaphor s ar e no t  abou t  linguisti c expression s 
and th e L E metaphor s ar e no t  abou t  arguments .  Althoug h 
argument s d o consis t  o f  linguisti c discourse ,  th e distinctio n 
betwee n th e tw o lie s i n th e differenc e betwee n purposefu l 
activit y an d havin g meaning—argumentatio n involve s both , 
but  word s an d sentence s involv e onl y th e latter. ^  Bu t  thi s 
does no t  explai n wh y th e tw o metaphor s m a p differen t 
aspect s o f  CONTAINER structure . 

We hav e see n abov e tha t  th e unmappe d containe r  aspect s 
ar e no t  constraine d b y incompatibl e targe t  structure .  Ther e 
i s nothin g inheren t  abou t  L E tha t  preclude s th e mappin g o f 
CONTAINER OBJECT.  Similarly ,  C O N T A I N M E NT doe s no t 
map ont o th e A R G U M E NT aspect s part-whol e relation , 
pragmati c forc e an d accessibility ,  bu t  thi s i s no t  a  necessar y 
consequenc e o f  th e non-containe r  metaphors .  A  ful l 
u-eatmen l  o f  metapho r  mappin g constraint s (Turne r  1990 )  i s 
beyon d th e scop e o f  thi s paper ;  nonetheless ,  th e unmappe d 
aspect s o f  th e abov e containe r  metaphor s remain s 
unexplained . 

The crucia l  aspect s o f  CONTAINER whic h d o no t  ma p ar e 
demonstrate d wit h respec t  t o semanticall y infelicitou s 
example s o r  the y ar e attribute d t o non-containe r  met^hors . 
Thi s resul t  i s unlikel y t o b e a n aberran t  consequenc e o f  th e 
particula r  example s analyzed .  Thi s i s becaus e th e dat a fro m 

' I  than k Willia m Crof t  fo r  suggestin g thi s distinction . 
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Tabl e 1 :  Summar y o f  UNGlilsn c EXPRISSIO N an d ARGUMENT mapping s 

Sourc e Structure s 

CONTAINER 

CXDNTAINMENT 

locatio n 
directio n 
closur e 
CDNTFNT 

conten t 
propert y o f  conten t 
CONTAINER OBJECT 

bairie r 
surfac e 
materia l 
materia l  closur e 

T a r g e t  St ruc ture s | 

L INGUISTI C E X P R E S S I ON 

X 

coded/uncode d 
coding/decodin g 
accessibilit y  o f  meanin g 

X 

meaning ,  ideas ,  thought s 
propert y o f  th e meanin g 

*  (plausibl e targets ) 
wor d boundar y 
shap e o f  th e word s 
quantit y  o f  expressio n 
accessibilit y  o f  meanin g 

A R G U M E NT 

*  (othe r  metaphors ) 

part-whol e 
pragmati c forc e 
accessibilit y  o f  meanin g 

X 

convincingnes s 
degre e o f  convincingnes s 

X 

clarity ,  convincingnes s 
convincingnes s 
quantit y o f  expressio n 
accessibilit y  o f  forc e 

Reddy (1979 )  an d Lakof f  an d Johnso n (1980 )  substantiall y 
cove r  thei r  respective  domains ,  an d additiona l  origina l  dat a 
expressl y explore s th e propose d C O N T A I N ER domai n 
structur e (Fi g 2) . 

The analysi s demonstrate s tha t  th e targe t  domain s 
A R G U M E NT an d LINGUISTI C EXPRESSION ar e (partly ) 
organize d accordin g t o differen t  aspect s o f  a  3 D CONTAINER 
domai n structur e wit h respec t  t o th e patter n o f  mapping s 
summarize d i n Tabl e 1 .  Th e differen t  metaphor s m a p 
dissociate d (bu t  no t  mutuall y exclusive )  aspect s o f 
C O N T A I N E R,  suggestin g tha t  th e domai n C O N T A I N ER ha s 
interna l  organizatio n suc h tha t  C O N T A I N ER OBJECT, 
C O N T E NT an d C O N T A I N M E NT ar e differen t  part s o f  a  whol e 
3 D CONTAINER structure . 

3 Conclusion 

Thi s pape r  bega n wit h a n introductio n t o th e cognitiv e 
theor y o f  domain s an d th e cognitiv e theor y o f  metaphor . 
The n a  detaile d representatio n o f  th e domai n structur e 
C O N T A I N ER wa s propose d a s th e bas e i n whic h differen t 
containe r  concept s ma y b e profiled .  Thi s structur e wa s 
employe d fo r  th e analysi s o f  tw o metaphors :  L E I S A 
CONTAINER an d A R G U M E NT I S A  CONTAINER. 

The applicatio n o f  domai n theor y t o th e containe r 
metaphor s yield s a  detaile d accoun t  o f  thei r  domai n relations, 
specificall y whic h aspect s o f  C O N T A I N E R structur e ar e 
utilize d b y th e tw o metaphor s an d whic h targe t  structure s th e 
mapping s profile .  Th e analysi s sugges t  tha t  CONTAINER i s 
an organize d whol e havin g th e structura l  parts :  CONTAINER 
OBJECT,  C O N T E NT an d C O N T A I N M E N T.  Thi s is ,  languag e 
structure s container s accordin g t o thes e aspects . 

Thi s investigatio n demonstrate s tha t  a  detaile d cognitiv e 
semanti c analysi s ca n yiel d a  detaile d representatio n o f  a 
specifi c  conceptua l  structure .  Cognitiv e semanti c analysi s 
als o ̂ plie s t o othe r  domains .  Clausne r  (1993 )  investigate s 
th e sourc e domain s T E M P E R A T U RE an d TASTE ,  arguin g fo r 
thei r  specifi c  structure . 

Th e applicatio n o f  Langacker' s theor y o f  semanti c 
domain s t o Lakof f  an d Johnson' s vie w o f  metapho r  extend s 
thi s theor y suc h tha t  th e structur e o f  singl e domain s ma y b e 
detailed .  Suc h knowledg e representations  ma y b e considere d 

cognitiv e ontologie s o f  th e conceptua l  structur e prerequisit e 
fo r  languag e use .  I f  th e tenet s o f  cognitiv e semantic s ar e 
correct ,  an d th e domain s implicate d i n metapho r  ar e thos e 
necessar y fo r  huma n languag e processing ,  the n th e degre e t o 
whic h thes e domain s ca n b e specifie d i s th e degre e t o whic h 
cognitiv e scienc e wil l  benefi t  fro m detaile d knowledg e 
representations. 
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