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ABSTRACT 
 

It is a technical research paper which deals with three discrete ways in which metaphorical 

expressions are examined in discourse. The first way concerns the Pragglejaz method for 

investigating metaphorically used lexis, which includes the principle case of metaphor 

detection in cognitive linguistics. The second method narrates an approach in which it is 

possible to go from lexis recognized as metaphorically used to their concerned fundamental 

abstract structures, by virtue of a five-step modus operandi. And the third way concerns other 

linguistic forms of description of metaphor as a core cross-domain mapping in conceptual 

construction, e.g. simile and analogy.  
 

All three approaches have been discussed with relation to their function in experiential 

research on qualitative data.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Metaphor Identification in Discourse: 
 

It is not just a “pleasing linguistic ornament” but a process of human thought and 

reasoning. Lakoff and Johnson (1980). The discovery of metaphor has at least partly been 

considered as a way to locating circuitous sense by both Lakoff (1986, 1993) and Gibbs 

(1993, 1994). Thus, when someone says Arthur is a ‘gorilla’, and their expression does 

not apply to a ‘gorilla’ but to a human being, the word gorilla has been used ultimately to 

convey a sense that is opposite from its fundamental, straight application. This is the case 

even though the relative meaning of ‘gorilla’ that we have done with here has become so 

conventional that it has finished in an advanced learners’ dictionary like Oxford’s. This 

is a dictionary which is based on corpus research; symptomatic of that the metaphorical 

meaning may be found recurrently enough for it to need account as a conventionalized 

meaning of the word. The use is analyzed as indicating “a big man who seems stupid or 

violent”.  
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Metaphor may hence be traditional to the degree that it becomes part of the language 

rules, at least as this is expressed in cultural depositories such as dictionaries and 

grammars. Certainly, the traditional nature of linguistic metaphor has been one of the 

main foci of cognitive linguistic investigation on the apparent realities, and plentiful 

examples have been supplied which show so as to metaphor is necessary to our language 

structure and its use (e.g. Lakoff; Johnson, 1980, 1999). This is one of the stimulating 

changes in linguistic metaphor identification of the past 40 years, changing metaphor 

from its time-honored place of novel and out of the ordinary language use to the 

conservative and the standard. Conventionalization of metaphor means not that this 

cannot live eminent as of just as conservative non-metaphorical language. It is yet 

possible to make a distinction between the straight and not direct significance of a word, 

or extra words generally manifestation, inside a speech. Not a lot of peoples will deny 

that gorilla has a fundamental sense which can be directly used for one sort of referent, a 

type of monkey, as contrasting to a imitative, metaphorical sense, that can only be into a 

number of ways useful to another sort of referent (human beings). Here are some of the 

views about metaphor and metaphorically used words. 

• “Metaphor is an intrinsic feature of discourse” (Kövecses, 2002). 

• “The programming of discourse in metaphorical ways is a basic feature of native-

speaker competence.” (Danesi, 1993) 

• “Metaphorical language can be studied in contexts of use connecting the cognitive 

with the socio-cultural.” (Cameron, 1999) 

• “Metaphoric competence plays a central role into all areas of unrestrained 

competence.” (Littlemore and Low, 2006) 
 

Metaphor, like circumlocutory sense and use, also holds in support of supplementary 

living thing metaphors, like pig as well as bitch, and for every other metaphor that have 

been affirmed under such rubrics as LOVE IS A JOURNEY, HAPPY IS UP, or BUSINESS 

IS WAR. This is the reason why Lakoff, Gibbs and others have stuck to a standard of 

tortuousness (or in the direction of the associated perception of incompatibility, as in, for 

instance, Cameron, 2003; Charteris-Black, 2004; cf. Steen, 2007). Oblique may be one 

good beginning for finding metaphorical expression into tongue, however, it is not 

enough. It is both too open and too contracted. It is too open because metaphor is, as 

well, based on a prominent distinction along with dissimilarity amid the two semantic or 

abstract areas involved in the term, which then also needs to be linked by some form of 

semantic shift from the one area to the other on the base of resemblance (cf. Cameron, 

2003). 

• “Conceptual Metaphors are classified according to the cognitive functions they 

perform.” Lakoff and Johnson (1980) 

• “Metaphor should be a matter of underlying propositions, not linguistic 

expressions” 

• “The construction of inferences between clauses.” 

• “Implicit as well as Explicit Metaphors.” Gerard Steen (1999) 
 

Therefore, Arthur is a gorilla is specified a figurative examination because it involves 

distinction between the area of gorillas and human beings which may be linked by 

constructing a resemblance between the two. This is different than another structure of 

obliqueness, metonymy, wherever the two areas may be compared but where the contrast 
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is measured by synapse as an alternative of resemblance. Thus, inside The White House 

made the declaration the days gone by, there may be dissimilarity between the domain of 

architectures and people that dwell in them, causing some form of complex meaning. But 

this is not determined by metaphorical shift, but metonymic shift, via bordering 

relationship amid houses and the dwellers (for further discussion of metaphor versus 

metonymy, as well as resemblance versus contiguity, notice Barcelona, Dirven and 

Pörings (2002).  
 

The decisive factor of indirectness is also too contracted to detain all linguistic forms 

of term of metaphor. If metaphor is defined as a conservative or less conventional 

mapping across two abstract areas, as has become traditional into cognitive linguistics, it 

is painless in the direction of such cross-area mappings may also be dogged by direct 

language use. Thus, simile and a lot of similarity provide work for their language in 

direct ways, in that words are related to ideas that are straight related to proposed 

referents in the transcript world. One illustration may be provided by the following line 

from a song by Bruce Springsteen (“I’m on fire”): from time to time it’s as someone took 

a pen knife, baby, edgy and tedious, /and cut a six-inch gorge through the center of my 

soul. This is a form of a cross-area mapping which is articulated directly when it comes 

to associations between words, notions, and referents: as listeners, we do need to build a 

text world that contains a knife and a process of wounding in the soul. However, it is also 

obvious that following theoretical analysis has to be done to pull through the projected 

meaning of this cross-area mapping. Such figures do not use language ultimately but still 

express metaphorical mappings at a theoretical level of analysis. An account of these 

different forms of metaphor has been anticipated by Goatly (1997) and their cognitive 

linguistic explanation has been at the centre of consideration in theoretical incorporation 

hypothesis (Fauconnier and Turner, 2002).  
 

The recognition of metaphor in language and its use is hence weighed down with 

difficulties (Steen, 2007). In this paper I will discuss some of the problems concerned, as 

well as information on some mechanical work we carried out in different backgrounds. I 

will begin with the enlargement and application of the Pragglejaz modus operandi for 

looking metaphorically used words in natural discourse, called MIP, which serves for the 

most persistent manifestation of metaphorical expression in theoretical understanding 

through metaphorical language (Pragglejaz Group, 2007; Steen, 2002 a, 2005 a; Steen, et 

al., in press). Then we continued by means of one way in which researchers can become 

further accurate into identifying the meaning of metaphor as a theoretical cross-area 

mapping (Steen, 1999, in press; Semino et al., 2004). And finally I will regard as some of 

the issues that come up when metaphors are not articulated indirectly but directly (Steen, 

2007, in press). The latter two sections are two ways into that this article goes ahead of 

the Pragglejaz approach, which explains the title of the article. 

 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 

➢ To select an appropriate, abstract and diagnostic framework for metaphor 

identification. 

➢ To find out the application of conceptual metaphors.  

➢ To identify the functions of metaphors in a specific background of language in 

use. 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 

➢ To what extent are abstract metaphors used in language?  

➢ What is the application of Pragglejaz method for identification of conceptual 

metaphors?  

➢ Which functions do conceptual metaphors serve in a specific background of 

language in use? 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 

Research methodology for the current study is qualitative in nature. To investigate 

metaphors and metaphorical expressions a celebrated technique of detection of metaphor 

has been employed which is generally known as Pragglejaz Method. We have extended a 

bit beyond this method to further widening the horizon of the study. Pragglejaz Method 

has been elaborated in the following passages. 
 

The Pragglejaz Technique for Investigation of Metaphorical Expressions:  
 

Pragglejaz Group is an international group of metaphor researchers who united forces 

to look at whether it was possible to work out an unambiguous and exact method for 

canonical metaphor determination in discourse. Their name has been derivative from the 

first letters of their first names: 

Peter Crisp, Chinese University Hong Kong, China 

Ray Gibbs, University of California, Santa Cruz, USA 

Alan Cienki, VU University (Amsterdam) Netherlands  

Graham Low, University of York, UK 

Gerard Steen, VU University (Amsterdam) Netherlands  

Lynne Cameron, Open University (Milton Keynes), UK 

Elena Semino, Lancaster University, UK 

Joe Grady, Cultural Logic LLC (Washington DC), USA  

Alice Deignan, University of Leeds, UK 

Zoltán Kövecses, Eötvös Loránd University (Budapest), Hungary  
 

The faction has worked collectively for six years and tried to build up a tool for 

metaphor recognition in natural discourse that is both dependable as indicated by 

numerical tests and applicable in that it attempts to make overt how it makes use of 

present experiential research in cognitive linguistics, discourse analysis, 

psycholinguistics, and applied linguistics. The faction has published its modus operandi 

as Pragglejaz Group (2007; cf. Steen, 2002 a, 2005 a.  
 

The Pragglejaz group began on the basis of a beginning speculative conceptualization 

of the nature of the method (Steen, 2002 b). This conceptualization concerned three 

issues, together with making a choice for a fastidious speculative framework, for which 

an amalgamation was visualized of the cognitive linguistic approach to metaphor with an 

open view of discourse analysis. It also indicated a decision about the model for 

metaphor within that speculative framework, for which the Lakoff and Johnson view of 

metaphor as a cross-domain mapping was chosen. And a further conclusion had to be 

made about the element of analysis to be taken, for which the word (or more precisely, 

the lexical unit) in next of kin to notions and referents was favored (cf. Crisp, Heywood, 
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et al., 2002). Having dogged the theoretical structure for the procedural project, an 

attempt was made to plan a modus operandi for metaphor credentials. Cautious editions 

were employed on behalf of use, testing, and modification, and the final version has now 

been reported, with a self-effacing dependability test, in Pragglejaz Group (2007). The 

modus operandi is consisted of the following 6 levels:  

1. Examine the entire discourse otherwise transcription to comprehend what it is 

about. 

2. Make a decision about the limits of words. 

3. Set up the milieu sense of under observation word.  

4. Set up basic meaning of the word (nearly all concrete, human-oriented and 

specific).  

5. Make your mind up whether the basic meaning of the word is adequately 

distinct from the milieu sense. 

6. Resolve on if the milieu meaning of the utterance be able to be connected to the 

more basic sense through some form of similitude.  
 

Fundamental Steps of Pragglejaz Method 
 

 
 

After trying many reliability inspections over the preceding years, the goal of 

publishing the process led to its self-governing application by six analysts to two pieces 

of discourse of about 675 words each, one news text and one tête-à-tête from the British 

National Corpus. The dependability of the results was rational. About 85% of the words 

in the tête-à-tête and about 75% of the words in the news passage were collectively 

judged to be not metaphorical by all six analysts. Agreed upon concurrence between all 

• the whole text or transcription to 
comprehend.

Read

•about the limits of words.Make a decision 

• the under observation word. 
Set up the background 

meaning 

•of the word (most concrete, human-oriented 
and specific). 

Establish Basic Meaning

•whether the basic meaning of the word is 
adequately distinct from 

Make your mind up 

•whether the background meaning of the 
word can be connected to the more basic 
meaning by some form of resemblance. 

Settle on 
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six adjudicators about metaphorical use was got for 4% of the words in the tête-à-tête, 

and 7% of the words in the news transcript. In all, then, there was agreement about the 

analysis by six separately in service analysts for 89% and 82% of the cases. If criteria of 

success are hassle-free to contain cases where five separately in commission analysts 

agreed with each other about metaphorical or non-metaphorical use, these percentages 

rise to 93.1 and 91.1, correspondingly. When these analysts met to discuss the residual 

cases of divergence, the figures become even more constructive. An instance of an 

elongate of discourse where there was agreed upon conformity about non-metaphorical 

practice according to the criteria of the modus operandi is the following extract from the 

tête-à-tête:  
 

A: So you deny all the studies that prove that... 

B: No 

A: ... categorically? 

B: And what I’m saying is that...  

A: Do you reject those studies? 

B: What I’m saying is that why— I probably do reject those studies. 
 

Each of these words is not used metaphorically in the sense defined above. An 

example of an elongate of communication there all judges established so as to most of the 

words weren’t metaphorically used, except two were, is the following (the number of 

constructive identifications is incorporated in brackets behind the pertinent word):  
 

What i— emerges (6) is melancholy (6) is a common circumstance which is under-

diagnosis and under-treatment.  
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COMMENTARY ON RESULTS 
 

When we relate the Oxford dictionary to this extract, the verb emerge has a 

background meaning of “to become known”, but a more fundamental meaning of “to 

come out of something or out from behind something”. The last is more basic because it 

is material, as contrasting to the conceptual meaning of the previous. The two meanings 

are discrete, as is expressed by their separate number in the dictionary. And they can be 

associated by resemblance: when a thought or fact becomes famous to people, it is 

similar just before the physical manifestation of a tangible entity. Similarly, depressed in 

this context gives sense “a sense of extremely depressed”, however, its fundamental 

meaning determines “an area resting on a surface which is lower than the parts around it”.  
 

Again, there is a difference between the material and the theoretical, and this may be 

linked by means of the mapping UNHAPPY IS DOWN. This is thrilling to make a note of 

here that circumlocutory, background meanings do not have to be less recurrent than 

direct, basic meanings. For example, the affecting sense of melancholy is listed as its 

first, most common meaning by Oxford. Another difficulty has to do with the register 

value of a word. Thus, the tangible basic sense of melancholy is listed as being official as 

opposed to general language use. However, the occurrence of both meanings in the 

dictionary suggests that they are element of the at hand tongue system, although with 

different standards, and their joint occurrence enables their concurrence as direct and 

indirect senses, of which the last is based in resemblance and therefore metaphor. 
 

An instance of a elongate of discourse with less agreement is the following: President 

Bush the elder’s ‘new world order(2)’ led(6) to(4) the organization, for the first time, of a 

Palestinian regime, the Palestinian National Authority, on Palestinian earth, and the 

organization of ambassadorial relations between(3) Jordan and Israel. Three words are 

seen as potently metaphorical by less than five of the six adjudicators: to, between, and 

order. Two of these apprehend prepositions, which are rather complicated when it comes 

to setting up their basic meanings without further notional discussion. Furthermore, to be 

preceded by the greatly metaphorical verb led, which may have had an contact on its 

discernment as metaphorically used by some analysts. Less clear cases may be due to 

investigative error.  
 

But they may also be due to the complication of metaphor and language use. They 

have confirmed to be extremely edifying for the enhancement of the process and its 

notional shoring up. Procedural research is vital for both speculative as well as 

experiential work on metaphor, and it helps increase the dependability and soundness of 

the result. The Pragglejaz modus operandi has been adopted into two investigative 

programmes on metaphor in natural discourse at The Virtual University Amsterdam. First 

programme is called “Metaphor in discourse: Linguistic forms, abstract structures, and 

cognitive representations”. The second programme is called “Conversationalization of 
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public discourse”, has the same timing. The two registers here are conversation and news. 

Both programmes have engaged the Pragglejaz procedure as part of more surrounding 

method for metaphor identification which we will touch upon in the rest of this article. 

The Pragglejaz modus operandi has turned out to provide a useful preliminary point for 

the corpus-linguistic work which we have begun to do in our research.  
 

The procedure has shown to be generally appropriate to large samples. We are also 

achieving high levels of dependability. But our practical experience has recommended 

one or two issues which we have had to solve in different ways than those anticipated by 

the Pragglejaz Group. One concern has to do with the definition of lexical entities. The 

Pragglejaz Group has defined lexical entities rather broadly. For example, they do not 

make a peculiarity between the noun squirrel and the verb squirrel as detached lexical 

entities. This is to be able to say that the oral form of the word is a metaphorical symptom 

of a basic meaning that can be searched in the noun. This can only be done if both 

meanings relate to the same lexical entity. As a result, lexical entities are defined in this 

open way. 
 

In our appliance of the method, we have limited the concept of lexical entity to the 

related grammatical category. We do not take care of word forms as lexical entities, but 

only think as entities those grammatical categories and subcategories which can be used 

to articulate the same kind of referent in discourse, that is, grammatical (parts of 

speech)word classes (verbs to point to actions or process, nouns to express units, and so 

on so forth). This indicates that we cannot spot the verb squirrel as metaphorically used, 

because there is no more basic meaning for that lexical entity with which the relative 

verbal meaning may be contrasted and compared. The same holds for the 

conventionalized adjectival use of the noun ‘key’, as in a key variable: this, too, cannot 

be sorted as metaphorical in our method. It is important to comprehend what we are 

doing here. We are not rejecting that there is a metaphorical association between the two 

dissimilar manifestations of squirrel or key.  
 

What we are rejecting is that these are metaphorical associations in use. To us, they 

are metaphorical associations in the language organization, which may be expressed by 

morphological analysis. Such morphological associations may even have belongings on 

language dispensation. Nonetheless, they are not by virtue of metaphor in use, which we 

(and the Pragglejaz Group) have defined as related to the direct or indirect appearance of 

a referent by a word. Since the basic sense of the adjective key is just “important”, if its 

account in advanced language learners’ dictionaries like Oxford’s is a dependable source, 

its referential appliance to an feature of a variable is direct, not indirect, for there is no 

more basic sense for key as an adjective than “important”.  
 

Therefore, as a matter of lexical use, key is not metaphorically used if the lexical 

entity is limited to the pertinent grammatical category. Another problem in our appliance 

of the Pragglejaz approach has to do with the chronological dimension of language and 

its role in seminal what counts as the basic sense of a word. In their definition of basic 

senses, the Pragglejaz Group has scheduled tangible human-oriented practice in one pant 

with traditionally older meanings. Although this is a recurrent combination, not all 

traditionally older senses are also the more tangible ones. Thus, a word like reinforce 
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shows a number of traditionally attested meanings (Oxford English Dictionary), of which 

two are most appropriate here (Steen, Biernacka, et al., in press):  
 

i) To make a building, arrangement, or entity stronger, and  

ii) To make a group of military, police etc. stronger by adding up more people or 

apparatus. 
 

It turns out that it is the concluding, not the former, which is traditionally older, by 

almost one hundred years. The two criteria of tangible physical sense versus traditionally 

older meaning may therefore, capitulate different results for the researcher who needs to 

resolve on about what counts as the basic meaning of a word. In our work we have 

therefore emphasized a synchronic method which privileges tangible, human-practice 

related senses, without rejecting that the role of the history of language requirements to 

be confirmed at a later point. There are other problems that also need to be commented 

on. For example, the classification of the accurate contextual sense of a word may be 

somewhat awkward in conversations, which often become rather indistinct.  
 

By disparity, in science texts, the accurate contextual sense of a word is sometimes 

extremely technological and particular, which raises other questions. These and other 

problems are brought to the forefront by the unswerving and accurate application of the 

Pragglejaz approach to large samples of statistics. We are hoping to expose many more of 

these particulars about metaphorically used words in the prospect, which may be 

facilitated by doing the corpus work which we have undertaken at the University of 

Lahore.  

 

FURTHERMORE THAN PRAGGLEJAZ 
 

1) The Five Step Approach  

The cognitive linguistic method to metaphor surmises that metaphors in language use 

like the ones we have considered above are lexis of underlying cross-area mappings 

which are part of the abstract construction of language and discourse. The query that 

arises for the researcher of discourse, consequently, is how we can get from the linguistic 

lexis of metaphor in discourse as for example exposed by the Pragglejaz technique to the 

supposed underlying abstract structures. I have recommended that getting from the 

linguistic form of metaphor to its abstract structure is an essential methodological 

dilemma and have anticipated a five-step structure for addressing the problems 

implicated (Steen, 1999, in press; cf. Semino, et al., 2004). Investigating metaphor in 

discourse is not merely a matter of identification of metaphorically used expressions but 

also of identification of their related abstract structures. Our effort at an overt modus 

operandi for the abstract analysis of metaphor contains the following five steps:  

1. Find out the metaphorical focus 

2. Find out the metaphorical proposition  

3. Find out the metaphorical comparison 

4. Find out the metaphorical analogy 

5. Find out the metaphorical mapping  
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Five step- Abstract Analysis of Metaphor 

In this section we can only exemplify the basic mechanisms and suppositions that are 

at work for principle metaphor finding. For more multifaceted issues, see Steen. When 

Tennyson writes Now sleeps the crimson petal, it is apparent that the word sleeps has 

been used metaphorically (cf. Steen, 2002 a). The Pragglejaz approach would say that it 

is not used in its essential meaning, which pertains to sentient entities, but displays 

another sense in this perspective, designating some stroke or condition of the crimson 

petal which cannot be asleep. The indirect background meaning is assessed by setting up 

some kind of difference as well as resemblance relation with the basic sense. One 

contender for facilitating that assessment is a cross-area mapping between the domains or 

places of plants and living beings.  
 

Thus, the researcher would have to find some sort of stroke or condition for the 

crimson petal that correlates with the situation where living beings asleep. One option 

would be to say that the crimson petal is stationary. Each of these remarks serves to point 

to diverse aspects of the investigative process of deriving a fundamental conceptual 

understanding from the linguistic range of the metaphor. These aspects are now presented 

in more orderly and formal fashion with reference to the five-step frame. Table-1 shows 

two columns, with the five steps displayed on the left, and their application to the lexical 

materials on the right. 

 

  

Metaphorical 
Focus

Metaphorical 
Proposition 

Metaphorical 
Comparison

Metaphorical 
Analogy

Metaphorical 
Mapping 
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Table 1 

Analysis of “Now sleeps the crimson petal” 

Text Now sleeps the crimson petal 

1. Identification of 

metaphor-related words 
“Sleeps” 

2. Identification of 

propositions 

P1 (SLEEPs PETALt ) 

P2 (MOD P1 NOWt ) 

P3 (MOD PETALt CRIMSONt ) 

3 Identification of open 

comparison 

SIM {∃F ∃a 

[F (CRIMSON PETAL)]t 

[SLEEP (a)]s} 

4. Identification of 

analogical SIM structure 

SIM 

BE {[ -INACTIVE (CRIMSON PETAL)]t 

[SLEEP (HUMAN)]s} 

5. Identification of cross-

domain mapping 

SLEEP > BE-INACTIVE 

HUMAN > CRIMSON PETAL 

inferences: 

GOAL OF SLEEP > GOAL OF BE-INACTIVE: 

REST TIME OF SLEEP > TIME OF BE-

INACTIVE: NIGHT 
 

P = Proposition, 
 

MOD = Modifier (to modify an object from its original condition, typically for the 

purpose of individualizing and/or enhancing the performance of the object.) 
 

t = text,  
 

 The first step concerns the recognition of the metaphorically used words in the text, 

and we have exposed how this can be done in the preceding section. Even though the 

entire first expression is the linguistic statement of a cross-area mapping, or a metaphor, 

there is only one word that is metaphorically expressed, and that is ‘sleep’. In customary 

expressions, it is the center (Black, 1962) or vehicle (Richards, 1936) of the metaphor. 

When step-1 indicates metaphorically used words, it finds terms which state the focus, 

‘vehicle’, or ‘source domain’ of the metaphor. It does so by identifying those words 

which are someway circuitous or incompatible in background (e.g., Cameron, 2003; 

Charteris Black, 2004). Such words, like sleep, consequently form a latent threat to the 

lucidity of the text (Steen, 2002 b). Nevertheless, when it looks possible to incorporate 

them into the in general discourse by some form of evaluation or resemblance which 

resolves the inappropriateness, the words are someway metaphorical, or connected to 

metaphor.  
 

 Step 1 is therefore clearly based on the design that metaphor is a form of indirect 

sense that is based on association or resemblance.  
 

Step -2 includes the transformation of the linguistic lexis of the text into abstract 

structures in the form of a succession of propositions. It makes open the supposition that 

metaphor is an affair of thought, not language. This category of abstract structure for 

discourse is usually pointed to as a text base, which has a sequential as well as orderly 
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quality (e.g. Kintsch, 1998). In order to point out its abstract instead of linguistic 

category, small capitals are used for its technical depiction. 
 

There are a number of formats for this construction, and discourse psychologists are 

somewhat practical about the customs in which text bases may be modeled to suit the 

purposes of research. In our case, we have added subscripts to the concepts related to the 

words to the effect that it is clear which concepts belong to the source domain versus the 

target domain. This preserves the linguistic analysis in step 1, which made a distinction 

between source domain and target domain language. The third step transforms the single 

proposal with concepts from two distinct areas derived in step 2 into an open comparison 

between two incomplete propositions which each relate to another abstract domain. This 

can be done because we take for granted that there is some form of cross-area mapping 

between the two abstract domains framing the two sets of concepts distinguished in steps 

1 and 2.  
 

Step 3 makes this clear and states that, for some activity ‘F’ in the target domain and 

some entity ‘A’ in the source area, there is some resemblance between the activity of the 

crimson (pink) petal on the one hand and the sleeping of some unit on the other hand. 

Furthermore, classifying these two areas as target and source, correspondingly, suggests 

that the resemblance has to be expected from the sleeping of the unit towards the action 

of the petal. These suppositions lie at the foundation of most metaphor analyses in the 

prose. A number of issues are implied by step 3. One involves the prescribed and abstract 

separation of the two areas or places already involved in step 2. Another concern the 

clarification of the idea that was there from step 1, that we are certainly working on the 

supposition that there is some sort of resemblance or association between the two sets of 

notions: therefore the count of the operative SIM. In totality, step 3 also postulates that 

we will need analogous essentials on both sides of the equation, to the consequence that 

there is some activity or situation needed for the petal in the target area, and some driving 

force for the activity of sleeping in the source area; therefore the addition of the open 

function and squabble variables. These are natural embellishments if we want to line up 

the two domains in order to restructure the relation between them. They are, likewise, 

nominal assumptions, in that no new abstract elements are added to the association except 

the ones that are indirect by the original scheme.  
 

Step 4 turns the overt comparison anticipated by step 3 into an overt comparison 

which has the formal constitution of an analogy (but in fact does not constantly need 

analogical explanation). The overt values indicated by ‘F’ and ‘A’ in step 3 have now 

been interpreted by the researcher. Step 4 thus makes clear that researchers sometimes 

have to add new abstract stuff to the mapping between the two areas in order to make the 

mapping absolute. This is often the decisive step of the investigation. For this particular 

instance, the 4th step also appears to be the least guarded of all steps. Thus, on the side of 

the source area, there is one option to fill in the rationally most surrounding contender for 

the instrument of sleeping, which would be “animal”; and there is another choice to fill in 

the clearest contender from the outlook of human knowledge, which is “human”. Since 

the rest of the poem also pertains personification and not animatronics, the instance 

analysis has chosen for the latter. Though, this is just for expository functions. If the 

analysis focuses to capture the sense of the text as it might perform function for a reader, 

then the first line might have to be illustrated in the most open style possible, because 
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viewers do not know so far what the remaining the poem will do, and then the idea of 

“animal” might be preferable. 
 

Step 5 can also add auxiliary relationship which has remained in the backdrop of the 

analogy awaiting now. Implied elements of the sleeping scheme may be anticipated onto 

implied elements of the crimson petal scheme, such as the object or function of sleeping 

(rest) which may be anticipated form source to target to deduce that the petal is 

exhausted. Or the archetypal time of sleeping, night, may be anticipated from source to 

target to deduce something about the time of the real stroke of the poem. These are 

instances of inferences which add nominal assumptions about the cross-area mapping 

and, if they are received, augment the information that may be derivative from it for the 

sense of the text. 

 

ANALYSIS OF SONNET XVIII (FARTHER THAN PRAGGLEJAZ) 
 

Other Types of Metaphor 

Despite indirect use of word, there are other phenomena in discourse of metaphor 

defined as a mapping across two abstract domains, such as simile, analogy, allegory, and 

so on so forth. We have noted that simile manifests a discrete linguistic form of metaphor 

in abstract structure: it is a direct language use but expresses direct lexical expressions 

that a cross-domain mapping influences the sense of the language. Identifying metaphor 

in discourse does not halt at the edge of identification of metaphorically used words, 

morphemes, phrases, or constructions: if metaphor is distinct as an abstract cross-domain 

mapping and language usage is approached as stranded events of discourse, then there is 

still more metaphor to be identified.  
 

Focus the following world-renowned sonnet XVIII by Shakespeare as a case in point:  

Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day? 

Thou art more lovely and more temperate:  

Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May, 

And summer’s lease hath all too short a date;  

Sometime too hot the eye of heaven shines,  

And often is his gold complexion dimmed;  

And every fair from fair sometime declines, 

By chance or nature’s changing course untrimmed:  

But thy eternal summer shall not fade,  

Nor lose possession of that fair thou ow’st,  

Nor shall death brag thou wand rest in his shade,  

When in eternal lines to time thou grow’st.  

So long as men can breathe or eyes can see, 

So long lives this, and this gives life to thee.  
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The initial line composes a cross-domain mapping by stimulating and diverging two 

diverse mental spaces, but does not employ metaphorical language for this purpose. The 

words set in motion the ideas of ‘I’, ‘THEE’, ‘COMPARE’, and ‘SUMMER’S DAY’, 

and each of these intellections has a direct role in entitling their particular referents in the 

world of the transcript. The referents in the remaining poem fit in to two discrete abstract 

domains or areas of discourse. One domain or area associates to the autochthon of the 

sonnet, and the other to ‘summer’s days’. The important point, nonetheless, is that both 

are unswervingly uttered as text topics in their own way. The reader is overtly invited to 

establish and compare the components of the one topic to the essentials of the other. This 

is a cross-domain mapping in procedure which does not display indirect sense as 

proposed by Lakoff (1986, 1993) and Gibbs (1993, 1994): it is not the language that is 

being used circuitously, but there is one topic which is used to talk about another topic in 

a circumlocutory way.  
 

Consequently, lines 2 to throughout line 8 used language that, as a canon, may also be 

measured directly unrestrained of their theme: line 2 uses words that unswervingly 

communicate the ‘personal characteristics’ of the addressee, while lines 3 to 8 directly 

communicate the traits of a ‘summer’s day’. The lines do not include metaphorical 

language in the sense of being meaningful ultimately, as is the foundation of the 

cognitive linguistic definition of ‘metaphorical language’. As a substitute, they work as 

non-metaphorical lexis. They are unswerving instructions for establishing abstract 

structures in the domain of ‘the beloved’ and the domain of ‘a summer’s day’, 

correspondingly, and these abstract structures need cross-domain mapping by some form 

of proportional inference in order to realize textual lucidity. If the researcher and the 

reader do not fulfill these cross-domain mappings, propositions like “more lovely and 

more temperate” turn imperfect while “rough winds do shake the darling buds of May” 

lose their stance. It may, therefore, be fulfilled by the researcher that such metaphorical 

mappings are part of the proposed abstract structure of the transcript. It should be noted, 

however, that the first seven lines also demonstrate lexis that do swerve from the locally 

foremost semantic field. Consider let out and date in line 4 and observe in line 5: these 

are in some way carrying great weight when it comes to incorporating them into the 

limited discourse topic of ‘a summer’s day’, which is prevails in these lines. To hex this 

out for judgment, the word integrates the impression ‘EYE’ which does not delegate a 

referent “eye” in the text world, for the text cosmos does not agree with ‘eyes’ but with 

‘summer’s days’. As a substitute, ‘eye’ is in some way meaningful; its semantic function 

for the entire text has to be determined by some structure of ‘analogizing’ in which the 

sun in the sky is compared to (or, more by and large, associated to) the ‘eye’ in the face 

of a being. If this does not come about, the part of the text consisting ‘eye’ becomes 

jumbled. Words like ‘eye’ and ‘lease’ and ‘date’, consequently, can be measured as ‘local 

linguistic metaphors’ in the perspective of a more ‘global topic’, ‘summer’s day’, which 

in turn acts as the non-metaphorical phrase of the ‘source domain’ that the poem stages 

for abstract mapping against the ‘target domain’. The occurrence and contact between 

these different types of metaphor in discourse is not limited to poetry, even though the 

particulars of Shakespeare’s text may be quite excellent. In general, though, cross-domain 

mappings by means of non metaphorical verbal communication are distinctive of other 

forms of discourse as well, such as ‘education’ and ‘science’ (e.g. Gentner, 1982; 

Gentner and Jeziorski, 1993; Mayer, 1993). To give just one picture, regard as the 
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subsequent scientific manuscript from the early nineteenth century, discussed by Gentner 

and Jeziorski (1993: 454): 

1. According to recognized canons now, we can compare with adequate exactness 

the ‘motive power’ of warmth to that of a cascade. Each has the most that we 

cannot go ahead of, whatsoever may be, on the one side, the mechanism which is 

fulfilled by the water, and whatsoever, on the other side, the essence acted upon 

by the warmth.  

2. The ‘motive power’ of a cascade depends on its stature and on the magnitude of 

the fluid; the ‘motive power’ of warmth relies also on the measure of caloric used, 

and on what may be named, on what in fact we will call, the elevation of its fall, 

that is, the distinction of temperature of the entities between the higher and lower 

reservoirs.  
 

Reflect on Croft and Cruse’s (2004: 213) instances of what they call simile-within 

metaphor:  

a. “Bizarre, angry thoughts flew through my mind like a thousand starlings.” 

b. “She was standing there, her eyes fastened to me like steel rivets.” 

c. “Grief tumbled out of her like a waterfall.”  

d. “This is really twisting my brain like a dishrag.” 
 

There might therefore be three traditions of including the metaphors in the data: 

1. only the verbs (metaphor as indirect language use).” 

2. both the verbs and the adverbial adjuncts, but as combination of two distinct 

linguistic categories (metaphor as indirect as well as direct linguistic expressions 

of conceptual cross domain mappings; Croft and Cruse’s category of simile-within 

metaphor).”  

3. the concepts relating to both the verbs and the adjuncts as belonging to one 

conceptual structure (metaphor as cross domain mapping)” 

 

CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 

Metaphor IDENTIFICATION in discourse may be followed in a variety of ways. In 

this article we have mapped three. The archetypal approach to metaphor detection in 

cognitive linguistics has stressed on metaphorically used words. We have recommended 

that the Pragglejaz method may present a high-quality instrument for cognitive linguists 

who desire to make their consequences open for free comparison, and that its function in 

large extent corpus work has exposed a number of issues that need to be resolved. 

Another characteristic focus in cognitive linguistics with metaphor in discourse is the 

next of kin between metaphorically used words on the one hand and cross-area mappings 

in abstract structure on the other. Here we have suggested that the five-step technique 

may offer a gifted framework for mechanical study and appliance. A third approach in 

which metaphor may be identified in discourse has to do with less archetypal lexis of 

metaphor, by analogies and other figures of speech. In cognitive linguistics this domain 

has on top of all been considered by Fauconnier and Turner, but their work has only 

begun to disclose some of the pertinent aspects of the phenomena. Supplementary 

hypothetical and procedural work is needed here to make development that is unswerving 

with the other types of metaphor identification discussed above. In all, then, identifying 

metaphor in discourse is a thrilling and speedily changing field of enquiry. My 
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consideration to the methodological issues that are essentials of this field has only one 

inspiration: to get better the quality of our experimental research. For the query is: when 

we say that we have identified a lot about metaphor in language, are we all talking about 

the same thing? If we do, we ought to be able to reveal this in simple dependability tests 

where researchers come up with the same results after they have been given the same 

instruction. In my practice, this is an exceedingly hard but valuable discovery. 
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