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ENG Abstract: This article demonstrates that the English Light Verb Construction (henceforth LVC) with GIVE 
is motivated by generic-level metaphors and metonymies. Following Brugman (2001) and Cetnarowska 
(2012, 2014), LVCs are defined based on criteria that are notably less restrictive than those outlined by Dixon 
(2005) and Wierzbicka (1982). The study examines the GIVE LVC as a representative case to illustrate the 
broader pattern of metaphor-driven LVCs. In an LVC, the light verb evokes the source domain of a conceptual 
metaphor, while its nominal complement indicates the target domain. Thus, in the GIVE LVC, GIVE evokes the 
transfer schema. This schema, serving as the source domain of metaphors, is mapped onto the conceptual 
structures underlying the nominal complements of the light verb. Since event schemas represent distinct 
types of situations, each characterized by unique configurations of thematic roles, metaphoric mappings 
occur between these roles. However, in the absence of generic-level metonymies, such metaphoric mappings 
would not be viable. The Correlation Principle (Ruiz de Mendoza and Santibáñez 2003) and the Mapping 
Enforcement Principle (Ruiz de Mendoza 2005) facilitate metonymic mappings within the target domain, 
ensuring that conceptual projection from source to target remains systematically constrained. 
Keywords: GIVE Light Verb Construction (LVC); generic-level metaphor and metonymy; metaphoric and 
metonymic mappings; thematic roles; transfer schema.

ES Motivación metafórica y metonímica en la Construcción 
de Verbo de Apoyo con GIVE

Resumen: Este artículo demuestra que la Construcción de Verbo de Apoyo (CVA) con GIVE está motivada 
por metáforas y metonimias de nivel genérico. Siguiendo a Brugman (2001) y Cetnarowska (2012, 2014), 
las CVAs se definen atendiendo a criterios notablemente menos restrictivos que los propuestos por Dixon 
(2005) y Wierzbicka (1982). El trabajo examina la construcción con GIVE como un caso representativo para 
ilustrar el patrón más amplio de CVAs motivadas por metáforas. En una CVA, el verbo de apoyo (denominado 
“light verb” en inglés) evoca el dominio fuente de una metáfora conceptual, mientras que su complemento 
nominal indica el dominio meta. Así, en la construcción con GIVE, GIVE evoca el esquema de transferencia. 
Este esquema, que sirve como dominio fuente de las metáforas, se proyecta sobre las estructuras 
conceptuales subyacentes a los complementos nominales del verbo de apoyo. Dado que los esquemas 
de eventos representan tipos distintos de situaciones, cada una caracterizada por configuraciones únicas 
de roles temáticos, las correspondencias metafóricas ocurren entre estos roles. Sin embargo, en ausencia 
de metonimias a nivel genérico, dichas correspondencias (o mapeos) no serían viables. El Principio de 
correlación (Ruiz de Mendoza y Santibáñez 2003) y el Principio de refuerzo del mapeo (Ruiz de Mendoza 
2005) facilitan las correspondencias metonímicas dentro del dominio meta, asegurando que la proyección 
conceptual del dominio fuente al dominio meta permanezca sistemáticamente restringida.
Palabras clave: Construcción de Verbo de Apoyo (CVA) con GIVE; metáfora y metonimia de nivel genérico; 
correspondencias metafóricas y metonímicas; roles temáticos; esquema de transferencia.
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1. Introduction 
1.1. GIVE as a light verb: some preliminary assumptions
Light Verb Constructions (henceforth, LVCs) are grammatical structures that consist of light verbs such as 
GIVE, HAVE, or TAKE, and predominantly deverbal nouns usually derived by conversion, denoting an event 
but sometimes a state, e.g., give someone a push / a scare, give a sigh; have a walk / a fall; take a look, etc. 
Although these verbo-nominal combinations (a more general term that may also encompass MAKE and DO 
as light verbs) have been referred to as “composite predicates” (Cattell 1984; Trousdale 2008) or “complex 
predicates” (Butt 2010; Traugott 1999), we adopt the more widely used term light verb construction, following 
authors such as Brugman (2001), Gradečak-Erdeljić and Brdar (2012), Cetnarowska (2014), and Martínez Caro 
and Arús Hita (2020).1 

In (1)–(4) we present some illustrative corpus examples of the LVC with GIVE in spoken and written English. 
Our examples in this corpus-informed study are drawn from the Corpus of Contemporary American English 
(COCA).2 

(1) My foster mother came up and gave me a hug (…). (COCA SPOK 2005)

(2) You gave me a scare there. (COCA SPOK 2019)

(3) Jerry gave him a look that said he wasn’t sure (…). (COCA FIC 2007)

(4) He gave a cry and began groping at his cloak pin. (COCA FIC 2002)
Wierzbicka (1982) and Dixon (2005) characterize these verbo-nominal combinations using tightly spec-

ified criteria. They claim that the nominal complement of the light verb is not a derived nominal but a verb, 
preceded by the indefinite article a. Similarly, Kearns (2002), as cited in Cetnarowska (2014, 29–34), suggests 
the term “stem noun” to emphasize the formal identity of the nominal complement with the stems of cor-
responding verbs. Kearns embraces this perspective because the nominals within the combination do not 
align with the diagnostic criteria for nouns, that is, they cannot undergo WH-movement, pronominalisation, 
passivisation, or pluralisation. Furthermore, some of them have a limited distribution, being restricted exclu-
sively to particular LVCs and not occurring as independent nouns outside the construction (e.g. give it a think 
or have a think, but not *take a think or *it was an interesting think).3 

Following Brugman (2001) and Cetnarowska (2012, 2014), in this article we regard the right-hand element 
of the LVC with GIVE as a deverbal noun, predominantly derived by conversion.4 We also agree with Goossens 
(1993, 22) when he argues that “[a]lthough the connection with the verb is still obvious, the use of the indefi-
nite article signals assimilation to the category noun”.5

Jespersen (1942, 117) was the first to identify light verbs in “everyday combinations” where the “really 
important idea” is placed after have, give and similar semantically empty verbs. However, we assume that 
light verbs, although fairly abstract, are not devoid of meaning (see also Wierzbicka 1982; Brugman 2001; 
Cetnarowska 2012, 2014; Gradečak-Erdeljić and Brdar 2012). Rather, they are used metaphorically and point 
to the source domain of a generic-level conceptual metaphor, which operates at a more abstract or sche-
matic level within the conceptual hierarchy.6 For instance, the light verb GIVE indicates the source domain of 
transfer, which is a generic-level event schema, along with its abstract thematic roles – Agent, Recipient, and 
Theme – as its constituent elements. Furthermore, light verbs appear to impart certain Aktionsart properties 
to the LVC, as well as grammatical aspect and tense. 

We view nominal complements (predominantly deverbal nominals) as instances of ontological metaphor 
licensing nominalizations. In Langacker’s (1991) terms, these nominalizations construe processes as having 
all phases activated simultaneously and as being bounded – a phenomenon known as “summary scanning” – 
in the case of periphrastic predicates. Thus, they can hardly be accompanied by temporal adverbials such as 

1	 As argued by Mehl (2017, 55), the term light verb construction is useful as “it accommodates perspectives of construction gram-
mar”, allowing us to consider LVCs as form-meaning pairings at varying degrees of abstraction in the Goldbergian sense (Gold-
berg 2013, 17). 

2	 Davies, Mark (2008-). The Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA): One billion words, 1990-2019. Available online at 
https://www.english-corpora.org/coca/. The source information for COCA examples includes the date and the section of the 
corpus from which the example was extracted: FIC: Fiction; MOV: Movies; TV: Television; SPOK: Spoken; WEB: Web. Most of the 
COCA examples in this paper – particularly those in which the deverbal head noun includes premodification and/or postmodifica-
tion – come from the Fiction section of the corpus.

3	 Kearns (2002, 2–5) differentiates between “true light verbs” and “vague action verbs” with richer semantics. True light verbs take 
nominal complements which are categorially ambiguous (“verblike stem nouns” in her terminology), while vague action verbs take 
unambiguous nominal complements (see Cetnarowska 2014, 30).

4	 Note that the noun fright in give a fright is not derived from frighten.
5	 Goossens’ (1993) study explores the HAVE LVC (his have a + deverbal Noun construction) within the framework of Functional 

Grammar. 
6	 See Kövecses (2010) on generic-level metaphors as schematic conceptual mappings that operate at a high level of abstraction. 
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for X time (Cetnarowska 2014, 35). On the other hand, simple  verb predicates can be understood as unfolding 
in their successive phases (“sequential scanning”) over the course of time and can readily co-occur with the 
for X time adverbial. For example, compare John walked for three hours and *John had a walk for three hours. 
Licensed by the generic-level metaphors episodic events are objects and episodic states are objects, it seems 
that nominal complements in LVCs require an episodic interpretation and refer to restricted time domains 
(bounded events or states), with the concept of time “wiped out”, to use Cetnarowska’s (2012, 190) words. As 
Cetnarowska (2012, 191; fn. 10) goes on to argue, “episodic nominalizations do not normally allow modifiers 
which make them appear internally ‘uneven’, i.e. discontinuous or unstoppable”. 

More importantly, we propose that LVCs are motivated by both generic-level metaphors and metonymies. 
Specifically, the light verb evokes the source domain of the metaphor, while its nominal complement indi-
cates the target domain. In the case of the GIVE LVC, the target domain is understood in terms of the transfer 
schema. 

1.2. Methodological framework and scope of the study
Our methodology is based on Conceptual Metaphor Theory (Lakoff 1993; Dancygier and Sweetser 2014) 
and conceptual metonymy (Panther 2005; Ruiz de Mendoza and Mairal 2007). In general terms, conceptual 
metaphor is defined as a set of unidirectional mappings that project conceptual material from one discrete 
domain onto another, “while metonymy is seen as a domain-internal mapping where one of the domains 
involved provides a point of access to the other” (Ruiz de Mendoza and Mairal 2007, 33). Conceptual meta-
phors and metonymies, each varying in their degree of schematisation, operate at different levels of concep-
tualisation and, in doing so, motivate grammatical constructions at multiple levels. Consequently, metaphoric 
mappings (across domains) and metonymic mappings (within domains) occur at various levels of schema-
ticity. Our analysis of LVCs, which are motivated by generic-level metaphors and metonymies, necessitates 
that schematic levels be clearly recognised as event schemas. By event schemas, we mean types of sit-
uations characterised by a unique configuration of thematic roles and expressed in language through the 
grammatical constructions that characterize basic sentences (Radden and Dirven 2007, 339). We posit that 
metaphoric mappings obtain between thematic roles in the schemas. As for metonymic mappings, such as 
effect for cause and cause for effect, they occur between constituent elements in the target domain of the 
metaphor, facilitated by the Correlation Principle (Ruiz de Mendoza and Santibáñez 2003) and the Mapping 
Enforcement Principle (Ruiz de Mendoza 2005). Our main aim is to illustrate how these mappings emerge 
between the thematic roles that define the schemas. To achieve this, we focus specifically on the GIVE LVC, 
its types (see section 2), and subtypes (see sections 3, 4 and 5). 

Our labels for thematic / participant roles are primarily based on Bierwiaczonek (2016). We also find Van 
Valin’s (2005) continuum of schematicity in semantic roles useful, as it progresses from verb-specific se-
mantic roles (e.g., Giver), increasing in schematicity through thematic relations / roles (e.g., Agent), and culmi-
nating in highly schematic semantic macroroles.7 Following Bierwiaczonek (2016, 17–19), we employ the (more 
schematic) participant role of Cause in our analyses, defined as “involving direct or indirect causation of an 
event”, and further subdivided into the following subtypes: Agent –“the performer (…) of an activity, usually a 
volitional (i.e. human) being”; Effector –“the doer of an action that is not wilful or purposeful”; Force – “a caus-
ative power which is beyond human control […]”; and Stimulus – “a thing or situation that causes a perception, 
a cognitive state or an emotion” , with all except Force used in our discussion. 

As for Experiencer, Bierwiaczonek (2016, 18) defines it as “a sentient being that experiences some internal 
states”, and further distinguishes five subtypes: Perceiver – “a sentient being that experiences a perception”; 
Cognizer – “a sentient being that experiences a cognitive state”; Emoter – “a sentient being that experiences 
an emotion”; Willer – “a sentient being experiencing a volitional state”; and Sensor – “a sentient being that ex-
periences a bodily state or sensation”. In our analyses, we employ Experiencer, Sensor, Emoter, and Perceiver. 
In addition, we draw upon Bierwiaczonek’s (2016, 18) participant role of Affected patient, defined as “a thing / 
person that undergoes a change of state or condition, usually under the influence of some Cause”, which is 
contrasted with Effected patient – “an entity that comes into being as a result of, usually, an Agent’s activity”. 
Moreover, the role of Location is posited within the transfer schema as the Location of an object before and 
after the transfer, as explained at the end of section 3.1. 

We also propose the roles of Communicator and Communicatee as more specific, yet still abstract, sub-
types of Agent and Experiencer, respectively. These roles capture participants engaged in communication 
through bodily signals, such as gestures, facial expressions, or other non-verbal cues. In our analyses, 
we use the thematic role of Communicator in parallel to the frame element Communicator as specified in 
FrameNet,8 which employs this label consistently across relevant frames. In the Communication frame, 
“a Communicator conveys a Message to an Addressee” with no specification of the modality involved 
(e.g., speech, writing, gesture)9. In the more specific Gesture frame, the Communicator is specified as 

7	 In this article, verb-specific semantic roles are written in regular upright font with initial capital letters, whereas more abstract se-
mantic or thematic roles are rendered in small capitals. Likewise, the names of conceptual domains and the labels for conceptual 
metaphors and metonymies are also written in small capitals. 

8	 FrameNet is a lexical database based on frame semantics, documenting how words evoke conceptual structures (frames) and the 
roles (frame elements) associated with them.

9	 Communication frame: https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/frameIndex.xml?frame=Communication (accessed 
June 8, 2025).

https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/frameIndex.xml?frame=Communication
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“the sentient entity that communicates a Message non-verbally”.10 While our terminology aligns with 
FrameNet in using Communicator, we opt for Communicatee rather than FrameNet’s Addressee in order to 
maintain terminological symmetry and to foreground its role as the experiencer of communicative sig-
nals, irrespective of modality. 

In the following sections, we will demonstrate that the LVC with GIVE is experientially motivated by 
schematic metaphoric mappings between event schemas and metonymic mappings within these sche-
mas. Our classification identifies three main types of the GIVE LVC, as outlined in section 2: the Ditransitive 
GIVE-1 LVC (affected patient), discussed in section 3; the Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication), pre-
sented in section 4; and the Monotransitive GIVE LVC, discussed in section 5. Since we distinguish be-
tween two ways in which the Patient can be affected – physically or emotionally (e.g., give someone a push 
vs. give someone a scare) – we introduce two subtypes of the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC: subsection 3.1 pre-
sents the Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC (physical affectedness), while subsection 3.2 deals with the Ditransitive 
GIVE-1b LVC (emotional affectedness). We also propose three subtypes of the Monotransitive GIVE LVC: 
the Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC (bodily response), discussed in subsection 5.1, the Monotransitive GIVE-2 
LVC (communication), presented in subsection 5.2, and the Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC (sound emission), 
described in subsection 5.3. 

2. Types of the GIVE LVC
Dixon (2005: 470–73) distinguishes two types of the LVC with GIVE, which he terms the GIVE A VERB con-
struction. Type I (ditransitive) prototypically consists of the light verb GIVE, an NP with a noun or pronoun as 
its head in the indirect object position (first object), and a countable noun in the direct object position (second 
object), which is derived from a monotransitive or prepositional verb and is formally identical to a verb, e.g., 
She gave me a punch/push/kiss/smile/look (Dixon 2005, 470). Dixon maintains that “[t]he give a construction 
of  type (I) describes something being ‘transferred’ from subject to object (a metaphorical extension of the 
‘transfer of possession’ in lexical use of give) […]” (Dixon 2005, 471–72). He characterises the type I construc-
tion with the following features (2005, 473):

(i) something done voluntarily by the subject; (ii) to ‘transfer’ something to an object, either affecting the 
object in some physical way, or communicating with another person; (iii) the activity being ‘done a bit’, 
at the subject’s whim – and often, if the verb refers to an activity that can be incremental, just one unit 
of the activity is performed.

We claim that characteristic (i) does not always apply to the Ditransitive GIVE LVC in our classification, 
which parallels Dixon’s type I – for instance, someone might give you a scare inadvertently and uninten-
tionally (see example (ii) in Table 1 below) – and never applies to our Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC (see exam-
ple (viii) in Table 3 below), which parallels Dixon’s (2005, 473) type II examples with non-human subjects 
(see section 5). Dixon’s type II (monotransitive) involves GIVE followed by a single NP, which is a countable 
noun formally identical to a verb but derived from an intransitive verb, e.g., give a laugh/cry/sob/sigh/cough/
shout/roar (Dixon 2005, 470). We argue that, while it follows monotransitive syntax, it may exhibit ditran-
sitive semantics – that is, the metaphorical Recipient remains unnamed. A metaphorical transfer of the 
possessed object, characteristic (ii), is therefore also operative in the type II construction, although the 
meaning element in (i) is not necessarily present. Finally, semantic characteristic (iii) also applies in the 
monotransitive construction (see section 5). 

As Radden and Dirven (2007, 298) observe, “expressions  such as give a cry, (…) illustrate that, in its met-
aphorical usage, the transfer verb give can be used without naming a recipient. It is only in the metaphorical 
world that an object can be thought of as being transferred out into the air”. This type occurs with various 
nominalizations that, in general terms, denote bodily responses such as a cough, a sigh, a laugh, or a sob 
– which, we claim, can be produced either voluntarily or involuntarily by animate entities, typically humans 
– and are referred to as verbs of “the corporeal type” in Dixon’s (2005, 470) terminology. It also includes 
nominalizations of vocal outbursts (Radden and Dirven 2007, 297), such as a cry, a moan, a shout, a roar, a 
groan, or a whistle, typically produced by animate entities and classified as “the shout subtype of speaking” 
verbs, according to Dixon (2005, 470). Additionally, this type may encompass nominalizations of some of 
the verbs of sound emission (Levin 1993, 234–35), such as a hiss, a bang, a ring, a buzz, a rumble, a thud, a 
clang, and similar sounds, usually produced by inanimate entities. 

In our classification of the GIVE LVC, Dixon’s type I construction is further subdivided into two main se-
mantic types: the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (affected patient with additional distinctions) and the Ditransitive 
GIVE-2 LVC (communication). The proposed three types of the Monotransitive GIVE LVC, in turn, parallel 
Dixon’s type II construction. In what follows, we delve into the three main syntactic patterns of the GIVE LVC 
and their semantic subtypes. 

The Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC (physical affectedness ) and the Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC (emotional affect-
edness) share the same syntax. Thus, the syntactic structure of the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (affected patient), 
illustrated in Table 1 below, is as follows:11

10	 Gesture frame: https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/frameIndex.xml?frame=Gesture (accessed June 8, 2025).
11	 The elements in bold are obligatory, while those in regular font are optional. The abbreviations used are as follows: ADJ: Adjective; 

N: Noun; NP: Noun Phrase; iO: Indirect Object; dO: Direct Object; PP: Prepositional Phrase; S: Subject.

https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/frameIndex.xml?frame=Gesture
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Table 1. The Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (affected patient) 

NP(S) + GIVETENSE/ASPECT + NP(iO) + [a/an (ADJ) N (PP)](dO)

The Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC: physical affectedness
(i) Alivia held the box to her ear and gave it a small shake. (COCA FIC 2019)

The Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC: emotional affectedness
(ii) You gave us a real scare there, little buddy. (COCA TV 2018)

Table 2. The Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication)

NP(S) + GIVETENSE/ASPECT + NP(iO) + [a/an (ADJ) N (PP)](dO)

 (iii) He gives her a quick nod of  acknowledgement as he gets to his feet. (COCA FIC 1992)
(iv) Rosemary gave him a long look of grateful acknowledgment. (COCA FIC 1990)

In both the Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC and the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC,  the head noun in the second object 
slot can be premodified by an adjective and postmodified by a prepositional phrase. Adjectival premodifica-
tion in the NP is a key motivating factor in the GIVE LVC and other LVCs. For example, the use of the adjective 
‘quick’ in example (iii) in Table 2 is metonymically motivated: ‘a quick nod’ is a nod in which a person nods 
quickly. The head of the NP denotes the action through the metonymy effect of action for action (result for 
action). The adjective ‘quick’ premodifies the action of ‘nodding’ and thus specifies the manner through the 
attribute for manner metonymy.12 The same metonymic motivation in the modifier-noun pattern can be found 
in the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (communication) and the Monotransitive GIVE LVC (see Table 3 below). 

What is interesting in the Ditransitive GIVE-2 (communication) and the Monotransitive GIVE LVCs is the 
relationship between the head noun in the second object and the head noun in the NP of the prepositional 
phrase – e.g., between a nod and acknowledgement in example (iii) in Table 2. It seems that this relationship 
involves causation, and is possibly metonymic, although this interpretation may be questioned, as both the 
metonymic vehicle nod and the metonymic target acknowledgement are explicitly mentioned. Nevertheless, 
the relationship between the two is one of conceptual contiguity: acknowledgement as expressing the in-
tended meaning (the cause), and nod as expressing the bodily signal (the effect) that conveys that meaning. 
The use is unquestionably metonymic when the content of the bodily signal remains unexpressed, such as 
‘acknowledgement’ or any other message that nod can contextually convey, as in He gives her a quick nod as 
he gets to his feet. 

The Monotransitive GIVE LVC appears syntactically monotransitive but semantically ditransitive: the 
semantically ditransitive verb GIVE is used without an indirect object, which would denote a metaphorically 
construed, unnamed Perceiver or unnamed Communicatee-Perceiver (both metaphorically mapped from the 
Recipient role), as discussed in more detail below and as suggested above, quoting Radden and Dirven 
(2007, 298). 

The construction can be ambiguous, situated between expressing a bodily response or vocal outburst 
on the one hand, and conveying an act of communication on the other. Nevertheless, we tentatively propose 
three subtypes of the Monotransitive GIVE LVC: one that expresses bodily responses or vocal outbursts 
(Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC); one that conveys an act of communication (Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC); and 
one that expresses sound emissions produced by inanimate entities (Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC). The first 
subtype accounts for the vast majority of corpus examples. If the nominal complement is deverbal, as in 
almost all cases, it is derived from an intransitive verb, in contrast to the Ditransitive GIVE LVC, where the 
nominal complement is derived from a monotransitive verb. 

As shown in Table 3 below, the three subtypes share the same syntactic pattern.
Table 3. The Monotransitive GIVE LVC

NP(S) + GIVETENSE/ASPECT + [a/an (ADJ) N (PP)]

The Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC: bodily response
(v) This time, Churkin gave a deep sigh before answering. (COCA WEB 2012)
(vi) As he reached for it, he gave a soft cry of pain. (COCA FIC 1999)

The Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC: communication
(vii) He glanced at Charles and gave a quick nod of dismissal. (COCA FIC 2011)

The Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC: sound emission
(viii) The door gave a rusty screech. (COCA MAG 1991)

In general, nominalizations significantly facilitate the modification of the event or state expressed by 
the nominal complement (Brugman 2001, 556). In particular, the adjectival premodification of the nominal 

12	 For hypallage and hypallactic noun modifiers, see Peña and Ruiz de Mendoza (2022, 166–67). For attribute transfer and transfe-
rred modifiers, see Panther (2022). 
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complement in the LVC acts as its major licensing force (Gradečak-Erdeljić and Brdar 2012, 31). It is often 
easier to express the qualities of an event or state conceptualised as an object by means of an adjective 
rather than an adverb. In many instances, the use of a premodifying adjective is motivated by the metonymy 
attribute for manner, which can be further elaborated as attribute of the result of an action for the manner in which 
the action is carried out (Peña-Cervel and Ruiz de Mendoza 2022, 166). This, together with the action for result 
metonymy, underlies the interpretation of gave a deep sigh as sighed deeply in example (v) in Table 3.

We argue that the nominal complements in LVCs may involve generic-level metonymy, such as cause for 
effect, instantiated by action for result or action for the effect of action (Ruiz de Mendoza and Mairal 2007, 39). 
For example, a laugh in give a laugh may be interpreted metonymically, where the action of laughing provides 
access to the sound it produces (metonymic reduction).13 

In the following sections, we will demonstrate how the interaction of metaphor and metonymy leads to 
metaphoric mappings between conceptual domains. More specifically, we explain how the different types 
(and subtypes) of the GIVE LVC are motivated by generic-level metaphors and metonymies by illustrating 
the mappings that occur between participant or thematic roles in the schemas, which, in fact, constitute the 
source and target domains of the conceptual metaphor. 

3. The Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (affected patient)
As mentioned above, the Patient can be affected in two ways – physically or emotionally – resulting in two 
(semantic) subtypes of the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (affected patient): the Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC (physical 
affectedness), presented in subsection 3.1, and the Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC (emotional affectedness), dis-
cussed in subsection 3.2.

3.1. The Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC (physical affectedness)
Cetnarowska (2012, 193), following Köv ecses (2010) and Lakoff (1993), notes that metaphorical mappings 
from the domain of transfer to the domain of causation are not always complete. Kövecses (2010) examines 
cases in which the mapping of potential entailments appears to be blocked. He provides the example of 
the prototypical verb give as used in the transfer domain: She gave him a book (2010, 130), where the act of 
transferring (‘giving’) a Theme / Object14 (“a book” occurs as it moves from an Agent / Giver (“she”) to a Recipient 
(“him”). This literal transfer involves specific entailments, including the fact that when the Recipient receives a 
book, they have it. In Kö vecses’s words: 

If the entailment is carried over, we should be able to say that the “he” [our Affected Patient] in both 
[(5a) and (5b)] has the metaphorical objects (the headache and the kiss) after they have been meta-
phorically handed over. But this does not seem to be the case […] (Kövecses 2010, 131)

Below are his examples (Kövecses 2010, 130): 

(5)	 a. She gave him a headache, and he still has it. 

	 b. *She gave him a kiss, and he still has it. 
It appears that example (5a) relies on the potential metaphorical entailment that what is given to you is 

now in your possession, whereas (5b) does not exhibit this characteristic. According to Kövecses , the differ-
ence between (5a) and (5b) lies in the fact that “a headache” is a state and “a kiss” is an event and events are 
momentary, while states last for some time. He proceeds to assert that: 

If the target experience that is caused is a state, the entailment of the source (you have the object that 
was given to you) will apply; if however, the target experience is a momentary event, the entailment of 
the source (you have the object that was given to you) will not apply. (Kövecses 2010, 131)

Relying on the Invariance Principle (Lakoff 1993, 215–16), Kövecses proposes that the image-schematic 
structure of the target domain cancels or “overrides the entailment that arises from the source” (Kövecses 
2010, 131), because the image-schematic structure of the source is incoherent with the image-schematic 
structure of the target. He argues that “long-term states like having a thing after getting it cannot be imposed 
on momentary events like the experience of a kiss’’ (2010, 131), suggesting that when one receives ‘a kiss’ (or 
‘a kick’), the experience fades immediately, leaving no residual sensation. Thus, according to Lakoff (1993), as 
followed by Kövecses (2010), the Invariance Principle constrains the mapping by discarding the transferred 
object due to the absence of a corresponding element in the target domain. 

However, this does not appear to be entirely unproblematic. The Correlation Principle, formulated by Ruiz 
de Mendoza and Santibáñez (2003), imposes limitations on metaphoric mappings based on the implicational 
structure of elements in both the source and target domains (see also Ruiz de Mendoza and Mairal 2007, 38). 
This means that to be a counterpart in the target domain, a metaphoric source element (a physical object) 
must share the relevant implicational structure of the target element (a reified event or state). The implication 

13	 Similarly, a cut in She had a small cut on her forehead (COCA FIC 2009) is understood metonymically as the visible result of the 
action of cutting. 

14	 Throughout, we use the labels Object and Theme interchangeably, with Theme being defined in Bierwiaczonek (2016, 18) as “an entity 
which (…) is moved or located”. 



7Kopeć, Zbigniew and Guerrero Medina, Pilar  Complut. j. Engl. stud.,  , 2025

of giving is having an object, while the implication of kissing or kicking is about feeling their effects, which 
can be conceptualised as objects. Furthermore, the Mapping Enforcement Principle (Ruiz de Mendoza 2005) 
guarantees that no element in the target will be excluded from a mapping system as long as a corresponding 
element can be identified in the source. 

Ruiz de Mendoz a and Mairal (2007, 38–39) analyse the sentence He gave John a kick. They argue that 
Lakoff’s (1993) proposal to discard the transferred object from the mapping is problematic, as a key aspect of 
the meaning conveyed by giving someone a kick is that the recipient of the kick is affected by it. This means 
that they do not possess the kick itself but rather experience its effect. They thus propose “a metonymic map-
ping from ‘kicking’ to the ‘effects of kicking’ (i.e. action for effect of the action) in the target” (Ruiz de Mendoza 
and Mairal 2007, 39), as a result of the activation of the Correlation Principle and the Mapping Enforcement 
Principle, which also apply to metonymy. Moreover, the Object / Theme transferred to the Recipient must exist 
beforehand, prior to its transfer. The Giver is expected to possess the Object / Theme before transferring it to 
the Recipient, which appears to be a necessary precondition for the transfer schema. Yet another aspect of 
the meaning conveyed by giving someone a kick is that the Kicker does not possess ‘the kick’ itself before-
hand but rather has ‘the ability to kick’. We thus postulate a metonymic mapping from ‘a kick’ to ‘ability to kick’ 
in the target, motivated by the action for ability to act metonymy, which is once again based on the activation of 
the Correlation and Mapping Enforcement Principles. Hence, the two principles allow us to retain the Object 
/ Theme element in the metaphorical source, both as possessed beforehand by the Giver and as possessed 
by the Recipient after its transfer (see Figure 1 below).

	 SOURCE	 TARGET
	A gent / Giver	A gent / Kicker
	R ecipient	A ffected Patient + Sensor / Kickee
	O bject	A ction / a Kick

	O bject Location with Agent / Giver	A bility to act

	O bject Location with Recipient	E ffect of an action / a Kick

Figure 1. An action is a transfer of an object

In LVCs, the nominal complement in the direct object slot is an example of reification through ontological 
metaphors, already referred to as the generic-level metaphors episodic events are objects and episodic states are 
objects. This allows us to view events and states as objects which can be possessed (e.g., have a walk or have 
a nap) or transferred (e.g., give someone a push or a kick). Hence, following Lakoff (1993, 216), we postulate the 
metaphor an action is a transfer of an object, which underlies the Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC. It is worth recalling 
that the activity is construed as being “done a bit” in the GIVE construction (Dixon 2005, 473; see section 2). 
If the nominal complement in the GIVE construction refers to an activity that can be incremental, such as ‘a 
kick’, then it typically denotes “just one unit of the activity” (Dixon 2005, 471). For example, consider He gave 
John a kick in comparison to He kicked John. The former refers to a single kick, while the latter can imply that 
the Affected Patient was subjected to a barrage of kicks. That is the reason why we do not include the ‘kicking’ 
element in the target domain of the metaphor an action is a transfer of an object (cf. Ruiz de Mendoza and 
Mairal 2007, 38–39); instead, we propose ‘a kick’.

The actions as objects metaphor or mapping can further undergo metonymic operations, as suggested 
above. In addition to their conceptualisation as objects, which implies boundedness, internal heterogeneity, 
and countability (e.g., a few kicks), an action construed in this way, such as ‘a kick’ in He gave John a kick, can 
also be interpreted metonymically. Thus, in the target domain, the element ‘a kick’ can undergo metonymic 
reduction both to ‘the ability to kick’, receiving its mapping from Object Location with Agent / Giver, and to ‘the 
effect of a kick’ on the Affected Patient, receiving its mapping from Object Location with Recipient. The former 
metonymic reduction is motivated by the metonymy action for ability to act, while the latter is motivated by 
action for result or, more specifically, action for effect of the action, both of which are instantiations of the ge-
neric-level metonymies effect for cause and cause for effect, respectively. 

The transfer schema can be seen as a combination of different schemas: the possession schema, the ac-
tion schema, and the motion schema. Since there is a conceptual link between possession and location – that 
is, possession can be conceptualized as location – we label one thematic role in the transfer schema as Object 
Location. In the metaphorical mapping, this is referred to as Object Location with Agent / Giver, indicating the 
initial stage of the transfer, and as Object Location with Recipient, indicating the final stage of the transfer. We 
prefer the term Object over the term Theme, which is typical in the transfer schema, primarily to align it with the 
labels used for the source domains of ontological metaphors, such as episodic events are objects, actions are 
objects, and ideas are objects, among others. The action schema accounts for the use of the more schematic 
label Agent. The motion schema consists of the transfer itself, which involves the motion of the Object / Theme 
along a path from the Agent / Giver to the Recipent, thus entailing a change of location. The change of location 
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then constitutes the metaphoric source for the change of state, that is, the change of possession. We thus ar-
rive at the metaphor change of possession is change of location, from Object Location with Agent / Giver to Object 
Location with Recipient. 

3.2. The Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC (emotional affectedness)
We argue that the Ditransitive GIVE LVC encompasses not only activities but also states. This expansion 
goes beyond the more stringent criteria introduced by Wierzbicka (1982) and Dixon (2005). In this respect, we 
follow Brugman (2001, 553) who claims that “definitional to the light verb construction is that the VP internal, 
morphosyntactically nominal, argument is a predicate denoting usually an activity but sometimes a state.” 

In addition to the metaphor an action is a transfer of an object, which licenses the Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC 
denoting events, we assume the existence of the causing an emotion is a transfer of an object metaphor, which 
underlies the Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC denoting states. Interestingly, it is worth recalling Kövecses’s claim 
that if the resulting experience in the target is a state, the entailment of the source – that “you have the object 
that was given to you” – will apply (Kövecses 2010, 131). Therefore, if someone gave you a scare, you might still 
have it. As with activities, the metonymic operations appear to be at work in the target domain. Specifically, 
an act of scaring undergoes a metonymic reduction to the effect of scaring, licensed by the generic-level me-
tonymy cause for effect, or more precisely, action for effect of the action. This metonymy operates irrespective 
of whether the Stimulus subject is agentive or not, whether it acts voluntarily and deliberately or not, or even 
whether it is animate or inanimate. Examples (6) through (8) below demonstrate varying degrees of agency. In 
(6), the Stimulus subject appears to be maximally agentive, acting with volition and deliberation. In (7), it exhib-
its less agency as the volition and deliberation of the Stimulus subject are ambiguous. Finally, in (8), it displays 
no agency at all in the act of scaring, as “the old engine” cannot be construed as a volitional, animate Agent. 

(6) I just wanted to give them a scare, remind them to take their study seriously. (COCA FIC 2011)

(7) You know you really gave me a scare. (COCA TV 2008) 

(8) The old engine gave him a scare outside Corpus Christi. (COCA FIC 2008)
Another metonymic reduction at work in the target domain involves the action for the potential to act map-

ping, which, more specifically, takes the form of causing an emotion for the potential to cause an emotion – both 
of which are instantiations of the generic-level effect for cause metonymy. Hence, in the target domain, the 
element ‘causing an emotion’ undergoes metonymic reduction to ‘the effect of causing an emotion’, with 
Object Location with Recipient as its corresponding element in the source, and to ‘the potential to cause an 
emotion’, with Object Location with Agent / Giver as its corresponding element in the source (see Figure 2). 
However, the action for the potential to act mapping cannot apply to non-agentive, usually inanimate, entities, 
as in example (8), whereas its more specific mapping, causing an emotion for the potential to cause an emotion, 
is readily applicable.

Dixon (2005, 471) argues that “the GIVE A construction of type (I) is limited to human subjects acting with 
volition”. However, what corpus examples show in the case of causing emotions is that: first, subjects do not 
necessarily have to be human, animate, or agentive (see example 8); and second, even if they are human and 
act as Agents, they do not have to be acting voluntarily and deliberately (see example 7). This is why we use 
the more schematic label Cause instead of Agent for the elements in the source and target domains in Figure 
2. Example (6) involves an agentive subject that simultaneously assumes the thematic role of the Stimulus, a 
role characteristic of all examples of the Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC.

	 SOURCE	 TARGET 
	C ause / Giver	 Cause + Stimulus / Scarer 
	R ecipient	P atient Affected + Emoter / Scaree 
	O bject	 Emotion / a Scare
	 Giving	 Causing an emotion / Scaring

	 Object location with Cause / Giver	 Potential to cause an emotion (in Scaree) 
	O bject location with Recipient	 Effect of causing an emotion (in Scaree) 

Figure 2. Causing an emotion is a transfer of an object

4. The Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication)
The corpus examples in (9), (10) and (11) below illustrate the Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC. For purposes of compar-
ison, in (12) and (13) we include examples of the ditransitive construction with verbs other than give, such as 
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send and shoot, found mostly in fiction writing. Notice that shoot in (13) undergoes constructional coercion 
(see Michaelis 2003, 2004), as this verb does not inherently signify transfer.15 

(9) Lili gave him a look. (COCA FIC 2019)

(10) She tugged Agatha away, who gave Sophie a shrug. (COCA FIC 2019)

(11) Randy gave Williams a wave. (COCA FIC 2005)

(12) Hayden sent her a worried glance. (COCA FIC 2006)

(13) Dannette shot her a glance but for once said nothing. (COCA FIC 2005)
As illustrated by example (9), the Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC differs from the HAVE LVC, as in I had a look at 

Nigel, in that “Lili” in (9) is communicating with a person referred to by the pronoun “him”. She gives him a 
look, and he is aware of it, being communicatively affected. In I had a look at Nigel, the speaker indulges her-
self in looking at Nigel for a bit. Whether or not Nigel notices that he is being looked at is irrelevant. 

With the Ditransitive  GIVE-2 LVC, we postulate the communication by a bodily signal is a transfer of an object metaphor 
as its primary motivational force (see Figure 3), which aligns well with Reddy’s (1979) conduit metaphor. The conduit 
metaphor consists of a set of metaphors such as ideas are objects, linguistic expressions are containers, and communi-
cation is sending. Similarly, the metaphor communication by a bodily signal is transfer of an object is accompanied by the 
ontological metaphoric mappings ideas are objects and bodily signals are containers for ideas, which, for simplicity, are 
not shown in the mappings in Figure 3. In this framework, ‘objects’ are mapped directly onto ‘bodily signals’. 

De novo, the two generic-level metonymies, effect for cause and cause for effect, emerge in the target 
domain depending on the viewpoint. From the perspect ive of the Communicator (encoding), the Communicator 
holds an intended meaning (cause) in their mind and performs a bodily signal (effect) to convey it. Thus, we 
observe the action (effect) for the cause of the action metonymy, or, more specifically, a bodily signal (effect) for 
its intended meaning (cause). 

From the perspective of the Communicatee (decoding), the Communicatee perceives a bodily signal, which 
triggers an inferred, metonymically activated, meaning in them. Therefore, we observe a bodily signal (cause) 
for its inferred meaning (effect), which instantiates the action (cause) for the effect of the action metonymy or, 
more schematically, the cause for effect metonymy. In other words, from the Communicator’s (encoding) view-
point, an Intended Meaning (cause) leads to a Bodily Signal (effect), making manifest the effect for cause meton-
ymy, while from the Communicatee’s (decoding) viewpoint, the Bodily Signal (cause) triggers an Inferred Meaning 
(effect), making manifest the cause for effect metonymy.

	 SOURCE	 TARGET
	A gent / Giver	 Communicator

	R ecipient	 Communicatee + Perceiver

	O bject	 Bodily Signal (‘a nod, look, wink’, etc.)

	O bject Location with Agent / Giver	 Intended Meaning (by Communicator)
	O bject Location with Recipient	 Inferred Meaning (by Communicatee)

Figure 3. Communication by a bodily signal is a transfer of an object

5. The Monotransitive GIVE LVC 
As mentioned above, the Monotransitive GIVE LVC is syntactically monotransitive but semantically ditransitive. 
The direct object refers to a single bodily response or vocal outburst, e.g., give a laugh/cry/cough/shout/roar  (Dixon 
2005, 473), or a single instance of sound emission, e.g., give a hiss/bang. These single bodily responses or vocal 
outbursts tend to be interpreted differently in the HAVE LVC. For example, have a laugh/cry/cough/shout/roar “is 
likely to refer to someone indulging in the activity for as long as they need” (Dixon 2005, 473). 

We distinguish three subtypes of the Monotransitive LVC headed by GIVE: the Monotransitive GIVE-1 
LVC (bodily response), the Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication), and the Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC 
(sound emission). 

The Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC (subsection 5.1) involves an involuntary, non-deliberate bodily response 
or vocal outburst, understood as the result of an emotion or sensory experience, which usually arises from 

15	 In Construction Grammar coercion can be understood as “the resolution of conflict between constructional and lexical denotata” 
(Michaelis 2003, 263), such that the conflicting element ultimately conforms to the semantico-pragmatic profile of the construction. 
See also Michaelis’ Override Principle, formulated as follows: “If a lexical item is semantically incompatible with its morphosyntactic 
context, the meaning of the lexical item conforms to the meaning of the structure in which it is embedded” (2004, 25).



10 Kopeć, Zbigniew and Guerrero Medina, Pilar  Complut. j. Engl. stud.,  , 2025

a Stimulus, e.g., give a sigh of relief, a shudder of joy, a grunt of resignation, or a cry of delight/dismay/sur-
prise. When a particular emotion or sensation is unexpressed, as in give a sigh, give a shudder, give a grunt, 
or give a cry, such expressions appear to be licensed by the metonymy a bodily response for an emotion, 
which is an instance of the effect for cause metonymy. By contrast, the examples that name an emotion or 
sensation make the relationship between the head noun in the object NP (e.g., sigh) and the head noun in 
the NP of the prepositional phrase (e.g., relief) no longer metonymic, but still causal and based on concep-
tual contiguity. 

 The Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC (subsection 5.2) involves an act of communication, where the unex-
pressed metaphorical Recipient corresponds to the Communicatee. Dixon (2005, 473) illustrates a possible 
scenario by suggesting that one may give a cough to warn a friend to be careful about what they say or, 
more generally, to show what one feels or thinks about what has just been said. However, it is “possible 
for someone to give a cough (or a laugh) spontaneously, without planning to do so” (Dixon, 2005, 473), as 
illustrated in (14) and probably in (15): 

(14) She kept at it, losing track of the time, when suddenly the child gave a cough and a sigh and abruptly 
opened her eyes. (COCA FIC 1990)

(15) The old man glanced down at the stack, gave a laugh that turned into a long, hacking cough. “They 
send me all that stuff,” he managed finally, his eyes glistening. (COCA FIC 2001)

The Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC (subsection 5.3) includes examples of sound emissions produced by non-hu-
man, inanimate entities, e.g., The machine gave a long hiss / a loud bang and suddenly stopped (Dixon 2005, 473). 

5.1. The Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC (bodily response)
Bodily responses are reifications of acts (e.g., a sigh/gasp/laugh/cry/cough/shout/roar) by means of on-
tological metaphor. They can be thought of as the auditory effects of these acts through the action for 
result metonymy. For example, ‘a laugh’ as an act can undergo metonymic reduction to the sound pro-
duced by this act and, as such, can perform the semantic role of the Stimulus for the unnamed Perceiver. 
Hence, in addition to the metonymy a bodily response for an emotion in the target domain of the metaphor 
a bodily response is a transfer of an object (see Figure 4), we posit the activity of the metonymy a bodily re-
sponse for stimulus. Once again, the generic-level metonymies are operational in the target domain: the 
former is an instantiation of the effect for cause metonymy, whereas the latter is an instantiation of the 
cause for effect metonymy.

The corpus examples of the Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC in (16)-(22), all used in fiction writing, illustrate the use 
of optional adjectival premodification and/or postmodification by a prepositional phrase in the NP (see Table 3). 

(16) He takes it, tears it open, and gives a laugh of relief. (COCA FIC 1996)

(17) Rowan gave a cry and sagged onto her back. (COCA FIC 2018)

(18) He gave a little cry of surprise which was situated halfway between ‘Oh!’ and ‘Ah!’ (COCA FIC 2018)

(19) Duane gave a sigh and hustled back outside. (COCA FIC 2005)

(20) She gave a sigh of relief, her face still stiff. (COCA FIC 2019) 

(21) She knew her grandfather was glued to his radio, and she gave a shudder as the harangue contin-
ued. (COCA FIC 2016)

(22) She fixed her eyes of fire on me for a moment and then gave a little shudder of disgust. (COCA FIC 1995)
Figure 4 shows the set of mappings in the metaphor a bodily response is a transfer of an object,  

which provides the primary motivation for the construction.

	 SOURCE	 TARGET
	A gent / Giver	 Experiencer + Agent

	R ecipient	 Unnamed Perceiver

	O bject	 Bodily response﻿

	O bject Location with Agent / Giver	 Emotion or Sensory Exp. (often implicit)
	O bject Location with Recipient	S timulus (auditory and/or visual)

Figure 4. A bodily response is a transfer of an object
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5.2. The Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication)
In the Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC a simple bodily response can be understood as an act of communication 
and can function as a bodily signal. If the head noun in the object NP is postmodified by a prepositional 
phrase, then the head noun in the NP of the prepositional phrase explicitly denotes the semantic content of 
a bodily signal / response, e.g., understanding and approval in examples (24) and (25) below. 

The construction appears to be licensed by the communication by a bodily signal is a transfer of an 
object metaphor, and since it has ditransitive semantics and expresses an act of communication, it is 
very similar to the ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication). The only difference lies in the Communicatee 
being unexpressed and unnamed in the Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC, and overtly expressed in the 
Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (see Figure 5). As for generic-level metonymies, these operate in the same 
fashion. In a nutshell, in the target domain of the metaphor, from the perspective of the Communicator, 
the metonymy A bodily signal for its intended meaning is activated, which can be schematised as the ac-
tion for the cause of action metonymy, which, in turn, is an instantiation of the effect for cause metonymy. 
From the perspective of the unnamed Communicatee, the metonymy a bodily signal for its inferred meaning 
is operative as a specification of the action for the effect of action metonymy, which, in turn, constitutes 
an instantiation of the cause for effect metonymy. 

Presented below are some corpus examples of the Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC, followed by an illustration 
of the set of mappings within the communication by a bodily signal is a transfer of an object metaphor (see Figure 
5), which underpins the primary motivation for the construction. 

(23) He gave a nod and went into the hallway with the other security guards. (COCA FIC 2019)

(24) After a moment’s blankness, LeBlanc gave a nod of understanding. (COCA FIC 2003)

(25) The lieutenant gave a nod of approval and turned away. (COCA FIC 2011) 

(26) Charlie gave a sharp bark of warning. (COCA FIC 2014)

(27) Traz gave a short snort of derision. (COCA FIC 1993)

(28) When Glace gave a wave of dismissal, Sully turned and strode out of the office. (COCA FIC 2010)

	 SOURCE	 TARGET
	A gent / Giver	 Communicator

	R ecipient	 Unnamed Communicatee + Perceiver

	O bject	B odily Signal 

	O bject Location with Agent / Giver	 Intended Meaning (by Communicator)
	O bject Location with Recipient	 Inferred Meaning (by Communicatee)

Figure 5. Communication by a bodily signal is a transfer of an object

5.3. The Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC (sound emission)
Although the Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC (sound emission) displays relatively low frequency in the COCA 
corpus, its structural and semantic coherence warrants detailed analysis. This limited frequency can be at-
tributed to the aspectual constraints imposed by the light verb GIVE, which, as an achievement verb, tends 
to favour punctual or bounded events, as well as to the inherent lexical aspect (Aktionsart) of the verb from 
which the corresponding deverbal noun is derived. Crucially, this inherent lexical aspect is expected to be 
semantically aligned with the aspectual constraints imposed by the light verb GIVE. Accordingly, this subtype 
is mostly attested with sound emissions expressed as a single hiss, creak, beep, buzz, click, ping, or clang, as 
illustrated in examples (29)–(35), which are understood as nominalisations of either acts, with a punctual or 
momentary character, or of iterative activities. 

The Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC conveys sounds produced by inanimate entities, mostly artefacts, which 
occupy the subject position. It denotes an event that occurs without volition or agentive control. Illustrative 
examples from the corpus include the following:

(29) Then the belt gave a hiss that became a hum that grew louder (…). (COCA FIC 2006)

(30) Madison put the platter away, the old cupboard giving a familiar creak. (COCA FIC 2013)

(31) Patricia heard her cell phone give a beep. (COCA FIC 1999)
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(32) Vanessa’s phone gave a short buzz. (COCA FIC 2015)

(33) (…) the key quivering in my grip until the mechanism gave a click (…). (COCA FIC 2006)

(34) The door gives a loud ping. (COCA FIC 1992)

(35) The doorbell gave a loud clang. (COCA FIC 2016)
Since the event occurs non-volitionally and without control, we propose the thematic role of Effector 

(Bierwiaczonek 2016, 18) for the emitter of the sound. The Effector receives its metaphoric mapping from 
the Agent / Giver in the domain of transfer. While the prototypical Agent is volitional, in this metaphorical 
extension the Effector lacks volitionality and intentionality, as it refers to inanimate emitters that metaphori-
cally inherit the role of Giver without agentive control. The Recipient is mapped onto the Unnamed Perceiver, 
who, though not overtly expressed, experiences the emitted sound. This metaphoric mapping preserves the 
transfer schema by treating the perceptual uptake of sound as analogous to receiving a transferred object. 
As all elements in the target domain receive their metaphorical mappings from the domain of transfer, the 
sound emission itself is conceptualised as a transferred object. 

Moreover, in the target domain, the sound emission is metonymically linked to the sonorous capacity of 
the material the Effector is made of. The sound itself, e.g., a hiss, click, bang, or clang, serves as a percepti-
ble effect and functions as the vehicle entity providing mental access to the material’s capacity to produce 
sound. This relationship can be described as a metonymic chain: the sound produced (effect) evokes the 
material (cause), which in turn gives access to its sonorous capacity (property). More specifically, different 
types of sounds provide mental access to specific types of Effectors. For instance, clink and clang typically 
suggest hard metallic surfaces, buzz points to electronic or mechanical devices, and creak evokes wood un-
der strain. Thus, naming or hearing a particular sound allows the hearer to infer the kind of material involved, 
based on embodied knowledge and experience. Cotton wool, for example, lacks the sonorous capacity that 
would support such inferences, whereas metal, with its high sonority, naturally lends itself to this construc-
tion. In cognitive terms, this metonymic structure consists of two contiguous mappings: sound for material, 
an instance of the generic level effect for cause metonymy, and material for sonorous capacity, an instance the 
material for property metonymy. 

As mentioned above, the Unnamed Perceiver, a metaphorical Recipient, experiences the emitted sound, 
which is accessible to them as an auditory Stimulus. This is made possible by the activation of a metonymy in 
which a single unit of Sound Emission stands for a perceptual Stimulus for the Unnamed Perceiver. This relation 
can be phrased as event for perceptual input, or, more abstractly, as cause for effect.  

Both the Sonorous Capacity and the Stimulus in the target domain are also metaphorically motivated by 
distinct components of the transfer schema in the source. The Sonorous Capacity receives its metaphoric 
mapping from the source-domain configuration of Object Location with Agent / Giver, as it presupposes the 
presence of a material capable of emitting sound. In contrast, the Stimulus derives its metaphoric mapping 
from Object Location with Recipient, reflecting its construal as the perceptual input accessible to the Unnamed 
Perceiver, i.e. the metaphorical Recipient of the transferred Object.

Taken together, these observations show that the Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC is motivated by the sound 
emission is a transfer of an object metaphor, as illustrated by the set of metaphorical mappings presented in 
Figure 6 below. As in the above analyses, the metaphoric mappings are made possible by the activation of 
the Correlation Principle, the Mapping Enforcement Principle, and the generic-level metonymies effect for 
cause and cause for effect.

	 SOURCE	 TARGET
	A gent / Giver	 Effector / Sound Emitter
	R ecipient	 Unnamed Perceiver

	O bject	 Sound Emission (a single unit)

	O bject Location with Agent / Giver	 Sonorous Capacity

	 Object Location with Recipient	S timulus (auditory)

Figure 6. Sound emission is a transfer of an object

6. Conclusion and final remarks
This paper has explored the intricate metaphoric and metonymic motivations underlying the GIVE LVC, pro-
viding a detailed examination of the interplay between generic-level conceptual metaphors and metonymies. 

Our analysis has identified three primary types of the GIVE LVC: the Ditransitive GIVE-1 LVC (affected 
patient), the Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication), and the Monotransitive GIVE LVC. The Ditransitive 
GIVE-1 LVC includes two subtypes: the Ditransitive GIVE-1a LVC (physical affectedness), motivated by 
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the metaphor an action is a transfer of an object, and the Ditransitive GIVE-1b LVC (emotional affected-
ness), motivated by the metaphor causing an emotion is a transfer of an object. The Monotransitive GIVE 
LVC includes three subtypes: the Monotransitive GIVE-1 LVC (bodily response), which is motivated by the 
metaphor a bodily response is a transfer of an object; the Monotransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication), mo-
tivated by the metaphor communication by a bodily signal is a transfer of an object, which also underlies the 
Ditransitive GIVE-2 LVC (communication); and the Monotransitive GIVE-3 LVC (sound emission), which is 
motivated by the metaphor sound emission is a transfer of an object. Notably, the metaphoric mappings are 
facilitated by the Correlation Principle and the Mapping Enforcement Principle, as well as by generic-level 
metonymies such as effect for cause and cause for effect.

The critical role of the Correlation Principle, the Mapping Enforcement Principle, and generic-level 
metonymies in enabling the metaphoric mappings within the identified metaphors cannot be overstat-
ed. These cognitive principles and processes are indispensable, as they provide the structural and con-
ceptual completeness and coherence required for the metaphoric mappings to occur. The Correlation 
Principle ensures the alignment of implicational structures between the source and target domains, 
thus establishing the foundation for meaningful correspondences. Similarly, the Mapping Enforcement 
Principle guarantees the inclusion of all relevant elements within the target domain, ensuring the concep-
tual integrity of the metaphoric mappings. Generic-level metonymies, such as effect for cause and cause 
for effect, serve as the crucial intermediary mechanisms that bridge the conceptual gaps, enabling the 
metaphorical transfer of meaning. Without these principles and generic-level metonymies, the intricate 
and systematic mappings underlying the identified metaphors would simply not be possible. These find-
ings underscore the interconnectedness of metaphor and metonymy, as well as their synergistic role as 
cognitive mechanisms. 

We propose building on our findings by extending the analysis to other light verb constructions, such as 
the HAVE LVC and its subtypes, and the TAKE LVC and its subtypes. These constructions exhibit unique pat-
terns of metaphoric and metonymic motivation, which could reveal further subtleties in the operation of cog-
nitive processes within verbo-nominal structures. We tentatively propose that, in the case of the HAVE LVC, 
the target is conceptualised in terms of the possession schema. As for the TAKE LVC, in a manner similar to 
the GIVE LVC, the conceptualisation is also achieved in terms of the transfer schema, with the main differ-
ence being the directionality of the transfer. With the light verb TAKE, both “self-oriented” and “other-oriented 
transfers” (Brugman 2001, 563, 568) are possible in different contexts. With the light verb GIVE, however, only 
“other-oriented” transfers are involved.

In addition, we suggest analysing LVCs at lower levels of schematicity as well. This would encompass a 
wide range of idiomatic examples, such as give it a shot / a whirl, give someone a hand, take a stab at some-
thing, or have a bash at something, among others. In all of these cases, the direct object NP is interpreted 
metaphorically and/or metonymically, warranting further analysis.

In conclusion, this study has demonstrated the centrality of metaphor and metonymy in the GIVE LVC and 
its subtypes, providing a model for analysing other verbo-nominal constructions. By elucidating the cogni-
tive mechanisms that underlie these structures, the research may have contributed to a broader and more 
nuanced understanding of the interplay between linguistic constructions, on the one hand, and conceptual 
metaphor and metonymy, on the other. 
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