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Introduction

Here are some examples of language use which aszajly agreed to be metaphorical:

1.

2.

8.

My lawyer is a shark.
The river sweated oil and tar.
Love is the lighthouse and the rescued maginer  (from Oskar Davico’'slana)

And when you find yourself at the cliff edgie, not be afraid to jump:
either you will fly or He will catch you inidarms. (Christian proselytizer, attested)

The buds of hope and love called out by aatawo of sunshine are frozen again and
again till the tree is killed. (H. B. 8te 1857)

| find myself thinking why don’t you go to theompartment in your brain where ideas

are meant to be found and knock on the damr;just might find it isn’t completely

closed. (Simon Armitagerhe Review Show, BBC2, April 2010,
discussing some current script-writers)

The fog comes
on little cat feet.

It sits looking

over harbor and city

on silent haunches

and then moves on. (Carl Sandbu¥gg)

If they be two, they are two so [‘they'ctir two souls’]
As stiff twin compasses are two;

Thy soul, the fix’d foot, makes no show
To move, but doth, if th’ other do.
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For the examples used throughout this paper | bawv®wed freely from other authors (including Dison,

Moran, Reimer, Sperber & Wilson, Tirrell, Wearirag well as introducing some of my own. Given tiyétti
word limit, | don’t acknowledge each individually.



And though it in the centre sit,
Yet, when the other far doth roam,
It leans, and hearkens after it,
And grows erect, as that comes home.

Such wilt thou be to me, who must,
Like th’ other foot, obliquely run;
Thy firmness makes my circle just,
And makes me end where | begun.
(John DonneA Valediction Forbidding Mourning)

| start with some preliminary, somewhat banal, olestgons about this disparate range of
cases. While all of them have an evocative imagaement, it seems to play a more
dominant role in some than in others, most vividlyhe detailed, extended metaphors in (7)
and (8). Some of the examples seem more amerabéirtg described as informative, as
having a more or less definite propositional coptdran others: one might express agreement
with the statement made by an utterance of (1 pg@ab to the content of (6), insisting that the
script-writers being criticised, who do a lot obss-referencing to earlier movies, are in fact
being creative. In the poetic cases, (3), (7) &d(fis)agreeing with propositional content
would, if possible at all, be a mistake, while jigthe aptness or insightfulness of the
metaphor (its accuracy in capturing an experiemdeading) would be to the point, and the
same might hold also for the more prosaic (5).

Clearly, some of the examples are more familiararirequently used (even
conventionalised), than others: (1) tops the tighis respect, (2), (4), (5) and (6) are based on
fairly familiar metaphorical schemes, and’(3y) and (8) are the most unusual and inventive,
although the ‘fog as a cat’ has occurred beforeriglish poetry. Some are spontaneous,
spoken and conversational while others are highbught, extended over a length of text and
clearly literary or poetic. I've tried to preseng@aod range of linguistic forms rather than just
the ‘X is a Y’ construction that sometimes domirsadéscussions. This is a frequent form in
conversational metaphors where the aim is ofterckoeve a strong swift expression of praise
or blame (‘She’s a bulldozer/pig/mouse/battle-aredn/block of ice/angel/saint/doormat’,
etc.). Itis also an easy form to convert into aegponding simile, so serves well the purpose
of those who want to explore the simile—metaphta’[i@n.s In fact, there seem to be few, if
any, formal linguistic restrictions on where a npétarically used expression can appear in an
utterance.

Some of these properties seem to cluster togdikerg conversational, spontaneous,
conventional, single word metaphors and havingopgsitional content, on the one hand,;
being literary, carefully crafted, extended andeleped, expressive of a feeling or sensation,
highly imagistic, on the other hand. So it looksfakere are simply two kinds of metaphor,
the ‘ordinary’ and the ‘literary’, and that we sldwmot expect a single account that applies to
them all. While | don’t think that there is a cleaut distinction between two kinds of
metaphor, | will argue that there are two differemites to the understanding of metaphors - a
quick, local, on-line meaning-adjustment processaslower, more global appraisal of the
literal meaning of the whole.

2 The example in (3) is one line taken from a peenich is quoted more fully (in translation) in sect5.

® Virtually every possible relation between a métapand its corresponding simile has its advocaresaphors
as ellipsed similes, similes as hedged metaphtnct tropes with much the same effects, distirgpes with
significantly different effects, and others. Cuntrpsycholinguistic evidence tends to support theth position
but confines its experimental testing to very siengdses (‘X is (like) Y’). I don’t pursue the issuethis paper.
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As a philosophical backdrop to the dual procesarwpunt | will present, the next
section sets out two broad positions on the natfireetaphor, the proposition view and the
image view. Each of these captures a part of thny stbout metaphor, | think, but neither, on
its own, adequately characterises the full rangeasés. Instead, | will suggest that the
propositional and imagistic components are botkgmeacross the range of metaphors,
irrespective of which of the two processing modesmployed, but that differences in their
relative weightings tend to correspond with whi¢th@ two routes is taken.

2. Proposition theories and image theories

Martin Davies (1982) drew a (deliberately) broadstr distinction between two kinds of
philosophical accounts of metaphor: propositiortes and image theorieshe primary
exponent of an image theory is Davidson (1978/&bcording to whom there is no such
thing as a metaphorical meaning (‘Metaphors meaat Wie words, in their most literal
interpretation mean, and nothing more’) and whatedaphor does is bring to our attention
aspects of the topic that we might not otherwisticapby provoking us or nudging us to ‘see’
the topic in a new or unusual way. Rather than camioating a cognitive content, a
metaphor evokes certain responses, including mengéajes: discussing the now dead
metaphor ‘He was burned up’, Davidson says ‘Whemtietaphor was active, we would have
pictured fire in the eyes or smoke coming out eféars.’ (ibid: 253). In apparent opposition
to this position, advocates of one or another versi a proposition theory maintain that a
speaker who uses language metaphorically may mdrie Grice’s sense) or ostensively
communicate (in Sperber & Wilson’s 1986/95 sengajopositional content and may even
assert such a content (Bergmann 1982).

Until very recently, the stance taken by the psijpan theorists was that this content
is indirectly communicated, as an implicature (oplicatures) of the metaphorical utterance
(Grice 1975, Searle 1979, Sperber & Wilson 1985/86hough there are fundamental
differences between the Grice/Searle and Sperbs@dWaccounts, in particular with regard
to the interpretive procedure used for recovermggdpeaker’s intended meaning, they share
the assumption that the proposition literally exgesl is, taken as a whole, merely a vehicle
by means of which, guided by certain communicapiresumptions, the implicated speaker-
meaning is recovered. All acknowledge the rich epededness of metaphoric interpretation,
the indeterminacy of the speaker’s intention is tonnection and the indefinite range of the
implications that might be recovered. In this, fineposition theorists may seem to go some
way towards Davidson’s position, at least as hewddtes it here: ‘When we try to say what a
metaphor “means”, we soon realise there is no emhat we want to mention’ (ibid: 263).

* In Davies (1982), the proponents of the ‘proposittheory are Searle (1979) and Bergmann (1988)le the
main image theorist is Davidson (1978/84) with MEack (1979) more a fellow traveller than not. N@e
many years and so many papers on metaphor latexamvadd to the ‘proposition’ camp Sperber & Wilson
(1985/86, 2008), Glucksberg (2001), Carston (2082 (1997), Stern (2001), Wearing (2006) andhe
‘image’ camp Levin (1993), Moran (1989), Reimer@} Camp (2008). Needless to say, this is thadest of
broad categorisation and there are important diffees among authors within one group or the o#imet some
authors mentioned as belonging on the one sidehalge a foot on the other.

® All page references to the Davidson paper athed 984 reprinting.

% Sperber and Wilson, in particular, develop aitetaaccount of this open-endedness of interpriafThey
talk of metaphors as having a cognitive contentilzian be analysed ‘in terms of an indefinite aofhyeak
implicatures’ (1985/86: 170), and, in a discussbpoetic effects more generally, they say sucba$f need not
add entirely new assumptions to the mutual cogaigrvironment of speaker and hearer: ‘Instead, they
marginally increase the manifestness of a greatymasakly manifest assumptions ... poetic effectsterea
common impressions rather than common knowledd@8§05: 224).



However, in the end, as Davies (1982: 74) pointsthe big difference between the
image theorist and the proposition theorist is wagat in the following passage from
Davidson: ‘If what the metaphor makes us noticeananite in scope and propositional in
nature, this would not in itself make trouble. ...tBufact there is no limit to what a
metaphor calls to our attention, and much of whaawe caused to noticerist propositional
in character.’ (ibid: 262-63; my emphasis). And Davidson goes@draw his well-known
analogy with pictures, drawings, maps and photdgafnishing with: ‘Words are the wrong
currency to exchange for a picture.’ In short, lttexal content of a metaphor (which is its
only ‘meaning’) evokes an image or images and ¢iselt is that we see one thing as another
(the lawyer as a shark, the river’'s contaminatidath wil as sweating, the two lovers as the
two arms of a mathematical compass, etc).

A striking feature of Davidson’s paper is his cemcforan explanation of how
metaphors work, of how we understand them. His central dissatighn with talk of
metaphorical or figurative meanings and of metajglbtruths is not that they are entirely
vacuous notions but that they do no explanatorjkwtnese ideas don’t explain metaphor,
metaphor explains them. Once we understand a nmtayghcan call what we grasp the
“metaphorical truth” and (up to a point) say wha tmetaphorical meaning” is’ (ibid: 247).
This seems essentially right to fremd what follows in the next two sections is aerapt to
meet this call for an explanation, for an answeah#&question of how metaphors work,
interpreted as a question about the mental prosedgaetaphor understanding.

Ultimately, the account encompasses aspects bfthetproposition theory and the
image theory since, in my view, full understandafigany metaphor involves both a
propositional/conceptual component and an imagistinponent, though the relative weight
and strength of each of these varies greatly frase ¢o case. The distinction made in the next
two sections between two modes of processing facosehe way in which the propositional
component may vary across different metaphors, Withregard to how it is derived (more
or less directly) and to its strength or determyndte place of imagery in the story is
deferred to section 5, where it will be suggesked images are not only non-propositional
effects of metaphor comprehension but also, at leastimesostancessehicles used in the
recovery of propositional effects.

The account takes the cognitive-propositional appin to metaphor developed within
relevance theory as its starting point (Sperber\&itdon 1986/95, 2008; Carston 2002) and,
given that the aim of the account is to make a @asevo distinct ways of processing
metaphor, the discussion inevitably employs terrosenfamiliar in psychology than
philosophy, such as ‘processing load’, ‘semantimpry’, and ‘degree of activation’.

3. How someinstances of metaphor work

Recently, cognitively-oriented theorists have takdrat might seem to be an even stronger
propositional stance than that mentioned in theipus section: they claim that speakers of
metaphorical utterances not only convey an arragnpficatures but also directly
communicate a propositional content, a constitoémthich is, in effect, a metaphorical

" Davidson briefly indicates that he would say mtiehsame for ‘any use of language’ (ibid: 263)pliaitly
drawing here a distinction between encoded or &tayi linguistic meaning and the meanings and éffec
brought about by the pragmatics of language in(wbether literal or non-literal). The account tfatows in
the next section is very much in keeping with thiglook.



meaning of some subpart of the utterance (e.ghark’ in (1), or ‘sweated’ in (2) or,
perhaps, ‘the lighthouse and the rescued mariie(8)).2

As developed within the relevance-theoretic framuthe idea is that these are just
like other cases of loose uses for which a wort#iading linguistic meaning is pragmatically
adjusted or modulated during comprehension. Thdtrssan occasion-specific senseadr
hoc concept which contributes to the proposition eifhyi communicated (the ‘explicature’
or truth-conditional content of the utterance):

9. Utterance: My lawyer is a shark
Explicature: LAWYER X IS A SHARK*
Implicatures: LAWYER X IS RUTHLESS MERCILESS TO HIS OPPONENTEXPLOITS HIS
CLIENTS FINANCIALLY, etc.
(where the asterisk distinguishes the communicatedepisSHARK* from the
lexically encoded concepHARK)®

Consider an example which can have a range of iobsgretations:
10. The water is boiling.

An utterance of (10) could be intended and undedsio any of the following waystrictly
literally, communicating that the waterasILING, so at or above boiling point; as an
approximation, communicating that it is close enougtstmLING for the differences to be
inconsequential for current purposes (e.g. for maki cup of coffeehyperbolically, so not
BOILING but closer to it than expected or desired (e @himt to wash one’s hands in
comfortably); ommetaphorically, suggesting, for instance, that the water, althouaf
necessarily anywhere near boiling point, is moagdatedly, bubbling, emitting vapour, etc.
In each case, a different concept is communicatédf them derived from the literal
encoded concept, and on the non-literal intergoetathe concept’s denotation is broader to
varying degrees than that of the lexical concept.

The claim is that all these interpretations aeehed in essentially the same way,
namely, by an inferential pragmatic process ofwiiegi contextual implications which meet
particular standards of cognitive relevaht the course of that process, an explicature is
being pragmatically developed on the basis of #wded linguistic meaning, elements of
which, specifically the concepbILING, may be adjusted by a backwards inference praness
response to particular hypothesised implicaturesisgler a context in which the hearer has
just run a bath for the speaker, who steps irand then utters (10); typically, the relevant
implications here are that the water is too hdidthe in, feels unpleasant on the skin, and so
on. Much of the information associated with therbil encoded concepoILING would not
enter into the interpretative process at all (infation about actual boiling point, the use of
boiling water for sterilising instruments, the dayeat can do to human skin, etc). The
lexically encoded concept is adjusted taadroc concepBOILING* which warrants just
these context-specific implications and whose daiat is consequently broader than that of
the encoded concept: it includes not only actusthinces of boiling point but a range of other
lower temperatures. This is an instance of a Hygleruse and the idea is that a metaphoric

8 See, for instance, Bezuidenhout 2001, Gluckshefd, Stern 2001, Carston 2002, Wilson & Sperb@&220
Recanati 2004, Wearing 2006, Sperber &Wilson 2008on & Carston 2008.

° Small caps are used throughout to represent ptmas distinct from linguistic expressions.

1 For an account of what these standards of relevareeand how they are motivated by the very natiire
ostensive communication (against the backdropefjgneral cognitive drive toward maximising thedfas
and minimising the costs of processing new inforamgt see Sperber & Wilson 1986/95.



use works in essentially the same way. In an g@@t@ context, perhaps a violent storm at
sea, an utterance of (10) would carry implicataiesut the way the sea looks (churning and
seething, throwing up foam and vapour) and perhapsit how the speaker experiences it (as
overpowering, dangerous, frightening), with quitsgibly no implications at all concerning
temperature. Again, the encoded con@eptING would be adjusted so that the explicature as
a whole could play its role as a premise groundege relevance-based implications and,
again, thead hoc concept derived would be considerably broadeemotation than the
lexical concept!

An important question here concerns the apprapriation of metaphorical content
(and the content aid hoc concepts more generally). Attempts to provideaeadi paraphrase
of metaphorically used language typically fail pesify its content in two ways: (a) they
include much more than could possibly be part efekplicit propositional content because
they articulate likely implications and effectstbé metaphor; (b) they miss the essence of the
metaphor’s content and this, | suggest, is becpra®ably it simply cannot be expressed
literally, hence the use of a metaphor in the fitate'? Others have confronted this issue
head ort? so | will simply assume here that a notion of mataical content can be
delineated which is appropriate to its role in eqilure (the utterance’s truth-conditional
content).

Thead hoc concept account of metaphor seems to be very mtuctids with
Davidson’s ‘no metaphorical meaning, no cognitieatent’ position and his emphasis on
non-propositional effects. More generally, thergimiseem to be some tension between what
people usually find most striking about metaphotsei sensory, imagistic, phenomenal
properties (their figurativeness) — and the appghreather general, abstract nature of dlde
hoc concepts the current account deliv€rBerhaps, as has been suggested by some, this is
because this kind of theory applies only to relivconventionalised or routinised cases like
‘shark’, ‘saint’, ‘devil’, ‘boiling’, ‘block of ice’, ‘bulldoze’ and ‘butcher’, for which a second,
metaphorical, sense is listed in some dictionareswhose evocative aspect could be argued
to have been lost or greatly diminished as its eptual content solidified.

However, the scope of the account is intendectodmsiderably wider than this. The
interpretive process outlined above is contextitigasand pragmatic, so should apply to the
understanding of relatively novel, unconventioredes, such as the following:

11. The woods arkaughing.
12. My garden is alum of bloom.
13. Context: Discussion among some young peaipbeit older, rather dominant, female

members of their families.
Utterance: You should meet my granny, Paul. Stigone would put manners on

" There is a reconfiguring here of traditional rielas among tropes: hyperbole and metaphor arelglatigned
(in fact, allegedly, indistinguishable in some arstes) and metaphors and corresponding simileslea to
work very differently (there is no radically broadglad hoc concept in the explicature of ‘John is like a &har
12 Behind this suggestion lies a particular vievihef language/thought or word/concept relation, ating to
which human conceptual resources far outstrip teanimgs encoded in linguistic systems (Carston 2002

13 See Wearing (2006) for a characterisation ofteonaf metaphorical content which puts it on a with the
standardly ‘thin’ notion of literal content.

4 This is most marked for accounts that takeathboc concept to be superordinate to the literal encoded
concept, e.g. analyses on which ‘My lawyer is arkhexpresses a concegARK*, which includes all actual
sharks and certain human beings, and is parapheaseng category of predatory, aggressive, tena@atities
(Glucksberg 2001).
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you. She’s a rephint remover.'®

The questions whether and, if so, how the accautdrms ofad hoc concepts might have the
resources to not only allow for, but give propeighéto, the phenomenologically salient
imagistic properties of metaphors such as thedebeibroached in section 5.

4. How some other cases of metaphor work

Although the explanatory reach of the hoc concept approach extends beyond conventional
metaphors, | don't think it works for all occurrescof metaphor, in particular (but not only)
many of the more extended and/or literary examptethe cases | have in mind, the literal
meaning of the whole metaphorical text or uttergrlegs a more central and sustained role
than it does for the examples just discussed, wiheréteral meaning of lexical or phrasal
subparts is reworked locally online into a metapgfameaning (th@d hoc concept).

Davidson’s statement that ‘the primary or origimaanings of words remain active in
their metaphorical setting’ (ibid: 249) expressesrduition shared by many who investigate
metaphor understanding, though exactly what it meeeds further explication. Even in the
cases of relatively rapid local meaning adjustntieatiiteral meaning doesn'’t just disappear
once the expressed content has been recovere@pBarhe initial indicator of this is the
often noted jarring effects of so-called mixed mpétas:

14. If you find a student with a spark of imagioati water it. (Tirrell 1989)

This is a case where the intended meaning is pcisty and can be readily accounted for in
terms of the pragmatic constructionaofhoc concepts:

SPARK* (rough paraphrase: small beginnings of somettiiagcould grow to be
substantial/vibrant/positive/produedi
WATER* (rough paraphrase: nurture, encourage, hetppdaw/develop)

Once the intended meaning of ‘spark’ is accesséldeonline interpretation process, there is
no obvious reason for its literal meaning to renegnitively active, and yet it seems that it
must do since many people at least are struckdoglsh between the relevant interpretation
and the conception that comes from the literal nmegpaf ‘spark’ and ‘water’.

There is evidence from psycholinguistic experirseigsigned to tap on-line
processing which indicates that literal meaninglvgays activated initially, even in heavily
metaphor-biased contexts and — more significanthyat-it remains activated well beyond the
point at which the relevant, i.e. the metaphorird€rpretation has been recovered (Rubio
Fernandez 2007). The conclusion drawn is that desicin of the literal meaning requires a
higher-level process of suppression than is invineother meaning selection processes such
as the disambiguation of homonyms like ‘bank’ ardch’ where the irrelevant meaning
disappears significantly more quicKi.

5 The first two examples are discussed by Wea20§§); the third is taken from Colm Toibin’s novéle
Blackwater Lighthouse (p.37).

16 The psycholinguistic methodology used (cross-rhpdaning) is intended to reveal processes at a
subpersonal (unconscious) level while, clearly,dfiects of the mixed metaphor are consciouslystegéd. The
general point of interest here is the ongoing aibéiy of aspects of literal meaning that are patt of the
understood propositional content. The differendsvben those that remain subpersonal and thossuhatce to
consciousness seems to be a matter of some gbreshold in degree of activation (for relevantdission, see
Recanati 2004: 76-80).
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The import of this ‘lingering of the literal’ fanetaphor understanding becomes more
pressing when we turn to metaphors that are exteadé developed over a stretch of text or
a whole poem, such as John Donne’s ‘mathematicapass’ conceit in example (8), or any
number of Shakespeare’s extended metaphors. ticlstiecredulity that these cases, which
often involve multiple sub-metaphors within the meietaphor (for instance, the ‘leaning and
hearkening’ of the fixed foot of the compass in Br@nne example), are understood via the
pragmatic mechanism afl hoc concept construction. This would be a matter oftipie
quite extreme adjustments of many individual lekinaanings, one after the other, and
probably further readjustments at phrasal and hitgwels, allegedly in response to
contextual implications warranted by expectatiohsetievance. It can’t be ruled out that this
is what goes on, of course, but there is anothssipiity, one which seems to me more in
tune with the phenomenology of understanding tinesephors and which makes very
natural use of the ongoing availability of literaéaning.

I'll try to make the case for this second routeitalerstanding through a consideration
of two examples of moderately extended metapha@cgsponstraints preclude longer
examples)-’

15. Life’s but a walking shadow, a poor player
That struts and frets his hour upon the stage
And then is heard no more: it is a tale
Told by an idiot, full of sound and fury,
Signifying nothing. (Shakespeahacbeth V.v. 24-30)

After the introduction of the topic, ‘Life’, virtuy every word here is used metaphorically.
Are we to suppose that we are formawghoc concept aftead hoc conceptWALKING -

SHADOW*, POORPLAYER*, STRUTS, FRETS', HOUR*, STAGE*, evenuPON*, and So on,

replacing each of the literal lexical meaningshe tleveloping interpretation? What appears
to me to be going on here is that the literal megus not just lingering in the background
(remaining activated even once a new metaphorieammg has been formed), but has taken
over from any process of metaphorical adjustmegbotepts. The linguistically encoded
concepts are sufficiently closely related that teegnantically prime and reinforce each other,
to the extent that their activation levels are igh hhat a literal interpretation unfolds — a
description of an indifferent theatre performandeen, a second, distinct but related, scenario
develops, describing the vehement telling of a nmegess story. Of course, we are not there
yet with grasping the metaphors, whose subjeatiisan life. These sets of literal
representations are framed or metarepreséftadntally held, and submitted for further
reflective inferential processing. This procesgeétively extracts implications about life that
are relevantly and plausibly attributable to Mabbet this stage of the play - concerning its
brevity and pointlessness, the deluded self-impegaf each of us, how little our best efforts
are valued by anyone else, and so on.

The central idea, then, is that the effort of mpbhtaicalad hoc concept formation is
simply too great here, set against the persisightdctivation (by backwards and forwards
priming) of the closely associated literal meaningse interpretation resulting from
processing the literal scenario as a whole willsistrof many weak implicatures and other

17 see Tirrell (1989) for more lengthy and intricat@mples of extended metaphors from Shakespasoels
which might serve my point even better than thevglas discussed here.

18 All I mean here by ‘metarepresenting’ the conaaptepresentation which comprises the literal riveis
that it is neither taken as descriptive/factualftaor adjusted into another descriptive represtémt, but is held
for a further process - of inspection, as it wefats conceptual properties (implications, asstbaies).



implications (different to some extent for diffetdrearers/readers). There is no explicitly
communicated propositional content other thaniteeal meaning itself represented within
the mental equivalent of scare-quotes. In thigtattispect, the account meshes with
Davidson'’s insistence that a metaphor (and sothsonetaphor maker) doesn't ‘say anything
beyond its literal meaning’ (ibid: 246).

This kind of explanation would apply also to threlarstanding of the following
passage from a contemporary novel:

16. Depression, in Karla’'s experience, was a ¢kt thing — a toad that squatted
wetly on your head until it finally gathered theeegy to slither off. The
unhappiness she had been living with for theti&sdays was a quite different
creature. It was frantic and aggressive. It hstd ind fangs and hobnailed boots.
It didn’t sit, it assailed. lburt her. In the mornings, it slapped her so hard én th
face that she reeled as she walked to the bathroom

(Zoe HellerThe Believers p.263)

Again, rather than expending the inferential effequired to construct a lot of distirexd hoc
conceptsTOAD*, SQUAT-ON-YOUR-HEAD*, CREATUREY, FISTS', FANGS®, HOB-NAILED-BOOTS',
etc., the highly accessible literal meanings impgbsenselves and a coherent set of
conceptual representations is formed of a somesurat¢al world of repulsive amphibious
creatures with different kinds of characterist®snie sitting inertly on human heads, some
kicking and biting). From this set of descriptidasad accompanying imagery), taken as a
whole, we derive implications that can plausiblyplggo the human experiences of
depression and raw unhappiness.

What | am suggesting is that there are two kirrdanades of metaphor processing: (a)
a process of rapid on-lireel hoc concept formation which is continuous with the kofd
context-sensitive pragmatic adjustments to encéededal meaning that are made in
comprehending a variety of other loose and/or rienal language uses, and (b) a process in
which the literal meaning of metaphorically usedgiaage is maintained, framed or
metarepresented, and subjected to slower, moecte® interpretive inferences that separate
out implications that are plausibly speaker-me&atput it concisely: on the first method,
word meaning is pragmatically adjusted so as téucaghe thought, and, on the second
strategy, the thought or world conception is (dltemporarily) made to correspond to the
(literal) languagé?® The first mode is, as it were, the normal modee-ave adjusting word
meanings to a greater or lesser extent all the itineemprehending utterances, in accordance
with our occasion-specific expectations of relevarihe switch to the second mode is made
when a certain processing threshold or tipping tasineached, when the effort ad hoc
concept formation is too great relative to the dance, the high accessibility, of the literal
meaning. There may well be individual differencehwegard to this threshold. And the
move may, on occasion, be made deliberately, @ty decision taken to go with the
language and adopt a reflective contemplative standit.

19 This is akin to a distinction Elisabeth Camp mae talk (Paris, 2006) between interpretation fhasic
way' and interpretation in an ‘imaginative surrealg way’, where on the basic way, we reconstrue ou
understanding of the words to fit our expectatiabhsut the world, while on the imaginative way, weanstrue
our sense of the world to fit a literal understaugdof the words. However, | think her second wsabrioader
than what | have in mind for metaphor, as it wanlktlude the understanding of allegories and ottetiohs and
various kinds of pretence in language use. In &macent paper, she herself distinguishes the imatige
activity involved in pretending that somethingnset from that involved in metaphorical construahfgp 2009).
See also Levin (1993) on a proposal for the undedihg of specifically literary metaphors in teraisvorld
construal (rather than language construal).



The idea here is not that it is only sustainediatretately developed metaphors, those
that contain a critical mass of words whose litemabning is mutually reinforcing, which will
tip the interpretation process into the second mBdgher, it is that whenever the processing
load reaches a level at which the effort of acegssr constructing aad hoc concept is too
great, the system takes a different route (leepstad immediately demanding, but probably
longer and slower). So, even certain metaphorsatteanot particularly lengthy or developed
might have this kind of impact on the cognitiveteys. Consider, for instance, the following
from Emily Dickinson (1863°

17. My Life had stood - a Loaded Gun -
In Corners -

Rather than infer a new conceprDED-GUN*, it seems likely that the literal meaning of ‘a
loaded gun’ is held and metarepresentedh+0OADED GUN” — and an explicit, deliberate
process engaged, which assesses the implicatidngsaociations carried by this conceptual
representation and selects those that might plgusifaracterise a human life, specifically a
life that “HAD STOOD IN CORNERS. More generally, a range of different factors can b
expected to play a role in determining which preaeg mode is employed in any given
instance: how conventional or familiar the metajdaruse is versus how novel or creative it
is, how extended or developed it is, whether iuogdn time-pressured face-to-face speech or
in a literary text, and perhaps others.

Finally, consider again example (7), Sandburglsefog comes / on little cat feet’.
Sperber & Wilson (2008) discuss the cognitive a@ffghese two lines have, including weak
implicatures about the silent, smooth, stealthy imayhich the fog arrives. They go on to say
that the explicit content of these lines is that fihg come®N-LITTLE-CAT-FEET*, where this
ad hoc concept is ‘the concept of a property that isiclifit or impossible to define, a property
possessed in particular by some typical movemdntats ... and, according to the poem, by
the movement of fog. How is this ad hoc coneapLITTLE-CAT-FEET* arrived at? By taking
the poet to be attributing to the coming of the fiogt property which contextually implies the
very ideas suggested by the phrase “little cat’fgetLl02). Perhaps this is how some people’s
understanding of the metaphor works and perhagsreieading(s) more people would come
to process it in thiad hoc concept way. However, the poem continues witkitk looking /
over harbor and city / on silent haunches / and theves on’ and | suspect that, for many
readers at least, especially on an initial readimgJiteral meaning takes over and is
metarepresented as a whole, along with the mentade of a large, soft, lightly padding but
purposefully moving cat, and from these togetherdarived implications about the way the
fog looks and feels.

The general claim of these two sections is thaa@ount of metaphor understanding that
covers the full range of cases needs to allowvordifferent modes of processing. On both
of these, cognitive (propositional) speaker meamngpnveyed, but on the first route it
consists of a direct, explicity communicated prsigonal content (as well as some
implicatures), while on the second route, it iSreht a matter of implicatures, often a dense
cluster of weakly communicated implicatures. Theuso far has been on these conceptual
components of metaphor understanding, with onlasiomal brief mentions of imagery. |
have not yet addressed aspects of the familiargghenology of metaphor discussed in the
introduction nor fully engaged with Davidson’s erapls on the ‘seeing as’ or ‘noticing’
experience that a metaphor provides, and whichjtasother pictorial phenomena, makes

20 Thjs is the opening line and a half of a poem hial this metaphor is, in fact, somewnhat furtheredeped,
but even isolated like this it may be understoodrt@ans of the second mental route.
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available an open-ended array of possible obsenstiA picture is not worth a thousand
words, or any other number. Words are the wrongeoaly to exchange for a picture.’ (ibid:
263)% In the next section, | consider the phenomendmafjing in metaphor understanding,
as it manifests itself in both of the processingtes outlined.

5. Imagery and literal meaning

A characteristic of some lyric poetry is not so mtw develop the details of a single
metaphor as to present a string of loosely condeuietaphors. The following example
demonstrates this clearly, with a series of vividiyagistic metaphors each giving expression
to the transformative effects of love (the persediireferent of ‘she’):

18. She woke me up as the bright screech of roekaites up the forest
And now | am blind to you, you squinty-eyed vadgsan
Love is so lonely and so full of people.
Love is the lighthouse and the rescued mariners.

She makes my eyes burn — glowing torches in theayr
The sea and the fishing nets, the fish and theifieen, are ripe with her.
Down the rope of the waterfall the eels slithethvier
And cut-throat thugs sing songs like sparrowsids &t play.
(Oskar Davica-ana)*

Davidson'’s rejection of conceptualised metaphomeehning and emphasis on the literal
meaning of the words and their imagistic effecensg irresistibly right here — by staying
with the literal meaning and the images it evokesmay come, at least partially, to
understand how the world looks and feels to the pokis exalted state of mind.

Among proposition theorists, Sperber & Wilson (8865, 2008) stand out for their
engagement with the rich, open-endedness of teetsfthat many metaphors (and other
poetic uses of language) can have. Neverthelasis atcount remains resolutely
propositional: ‘What look like non-propositionafedts associated with the expression of
attitudes, feelings and states of mind can be ambed in terms of weak implicature’
(1986/95: 222), and ‘if you look at these appaseatfective effects through the microscope
of relevance theory, you see a wide array of migognitive effects’ (ibid: 224). Whether or
not this is true of apparently affective effectpafticular uses of language, | don’t think it
can be true of the imagery that seems to be cleaistot of many metaphors and from which
much of the affective dimension of a metaphor'set seems to be derived.

A compelling case is made for the distinctisd,generis nature of mental imagery by
McGinn (2004). He claims that images are not rdalado (traces or faint copies of) percepts,
nor to some sort of dense clustering of thoughisim some kind of amalgam of percepts and
concepts/thoughts. It is his critique of a partcutognitivist’ view of images that is most
relevant to my concerns here, a view on which aagens taken to be a conjunction of
concepts, thoughts or propositions entertained l&ameiously. McGinn argues against this

2L Here, for ‘words’ | would substitute ‘words orraepts’, thus allowing that we may employ in owubht
and communicate to each other concepts that arencoded in our linguistic systems. Like words)aapts are
‘the wrong currency to exchange for a picture’.
22 | am very grateful to Vladimir Zegarac for thianslation from the Serbian original.
% That images are evoked by metaphorical usesgiilage is mentioned once in passing in Sperber &ONi
(2008: 101).
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view on several grounds: (a) the concept theoryeatdo justice to the sensory character of
the image (such features as its colour, shapexture, for instance, that we ‘see’ with our
mind’s ‘eye’), (b) related to this, concepts ané&gas have very different relations to
percepts, and (c) it is (he claims) not possiblenagine an object while actually seeing it
(that is, to simultaneously have a percept andreagé whose content is the same), but it is
quite possible (a frequent occurrence, in facduceptually categorise an object that one is
perceiving, from which it follows that image anchcept cannot be identical (ibid: 38). He
concludes that images are a distinctive type oftaigghenomenon ‘and should be added as a
thirg4great category of intentionality to the twiillars of perception and cognition’ (ibid:

39):

A strand of work in current psycholinguistics et empirical evidence that, even in
comprehending perfectly ordinary, literal languageople inevitably, immediately and
seemingly without much awareness token mental is\dgea series of experiments, Rolf
Zwaan and colleagues presented sentences suchexe Was an eagle in the sky’ and ‘There
was an eagle in its nest’ and, importantly, alsirthegative counterparts (‘There was no
eagle in the sky/nest’, etc.) to participants whiosmediately subsequent task was to name a
picture of a bird. Those who had just heard eitherpositive or negative ‘eagle in the sky’
sentence responded (that is, uttered the wordedagignificantly faster to a picture of an
eagle with outspread wings than to one with fold#tgs, and vice versa for those who had
just heard one of the ‘eagle in a nest’ sententsle an explanation for these results in
concept/thought terms is not impossible, Zwaareswihat during linguistic comprehension a
mental image (or perceptual simulation, as he témgsit it) of an eagle, with wings either
outspread or folded, depending on the senteneefiigated® seems highly plausible, both
phenomenologically and given its further suppastrfra range of other experiments that |
can’t report heré®

Suppose it is right that mental imagery is triggeby (descriptive) words quite
generally and requires no particularly effortfubpessing, no special attention beyond that
required for accessing encoded concepts, therthierg for speakers to exploit, to highlight,
to induce hearers/readers to pay extra attenticio scrutinize with their mind’s ey&.So,
when reading the passage from Zoe Heller's nowargin (16), we are very likely to form
an image of a toad squatting on a human head astiexrof some more fantastical creature
with generally less well-defined contours, but wilts and fangs, etc. By providing a literal
meaning which is both persistent (it doesn’t readive way to the composition of a
succession of non-literabll hoc concepts) and quite bizarre, the text calls fothier, more
deliberate pragmatic processing and together \wih t would suggest, comes a more
attentive focus on the accompanying imagery thanldvstandardly be given to ordinary

% Here | am indebted to Adrian Pilkington who hae pressing for greater attention within relevaheery
to the issue of non-propositional effects of metaghbr quite some time and who directed me to MeGin
book. See Pilkington (2000, 2010).

% There is grima facie tension here between this talk of automatic atimeof images in language
comprehension and McGinn’s position that mentalgimg@ is attention-dependent. However, this seems
resolvable. First, the process of utterance congorgibn, within which the images at issue arisgséf an
attention-dependent activity. Second, the ency@djmainformation associated with the concepts Wwatls
encode may well include imagistic components whaighactivated when the lexical concept is accesaéter
than there being a separate mental act of imageifigr

% see Zwaan et al. (2002), the references therelrsabsequent empirical work by his research t&énis.
group are advocates of an ‘embodied’ theory of leagg comprehension which eschews amodal (concgptual
representation, but that stance is not requirethéy empirical findings.

2" Here | skirt round an important issue raised m@ihn (2004: chapter 5) concerning what is, in,feue
object of scrutiny by the mind’s eye. The quest®whether it is the image which, like a pictureaigallery, is
attended to or it is the imaged object itself thatcanned with the image playing the role of viehiMcGinn
argues for the second position.
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literal language use (such as the ‘eagle’ sentesioege). The images that come with the
literal meaning are dynamic and morph progressigasiyhe incoming linguistic stimulus is
decoded: first, there is a (probably rather schenimhage of a toad, which develops into an
image of a glistening (wet) toad on a human head tlen into an image of the toad
slithering down off the head. However, the moragmative or creative imaging activity is
that of ‘seeing’ the mental state of depressioreasaled in these images, of scrutinizing
them for how they depict ‘depression’, which isittsibject and functions as a kind of
constraining title or caption.

Scrutiny of the mental images formed might pldgeg role in prompting thoughts
(conceptual representations) about the experiesfogspression and of raw unhappiness,
implications that may fall within the author’'s coramcative intention (weak implicatures, in
Sperber & Wilson’s terms). This role for images Idoprovide an explanation for what are
sometimes called ‘emergent properties’ in metapimaerstanding, that is, properties that are
not among those directly associated with the litex@aning of the metaphor vehicle - for
instance, the (not fully verbalisable) feeling efalry hopelessness and inertia that is typical of
depression but is not a component of our encycldipgeonceptual) knowledge about
(squatting) toad&’

So far | have spoken as if mental imaging, altthoageneral feature of language
comprehension, only plays the role of promptingutitds, including hypotheses about
intended contextual implications, when the secondef metaphor processing comes into
play. However, although the slower, more conscioushtrolled, reflective processing of the
second mode seems likely to induce more attentiéts accompanying imagery, | see no
reason for images not to play essentially the sareen the first processing mode, in which
word meanings are adjusted to foathhoc concepts descriptive of some real world property.
In typical cases like ‘My lawyer is a shark’, ‘Th&drgeon is a butcher’, ‘He bulldozed the
committee into agreement’, images of the lawyea abark, the surgeon as a butcher, etc. are,
according to many people, phenomenologically saliee mentally ‘see’ the surgeon raising
a butcher’s cleaver over the human body on the &halinstance) and may in these cases too
be a source of some of the contextual implicatiwhgh in turn shape thad hoc concepts
SHARK*, BUTCHER, etc. The difference would be one of degree #moé and effort expended
on mental ‘looking at’ the image.

To close this section, | want to consider brigftyinteresting question for pragmatic
theories such as Grice’s or Sperber & Wilson’s, elgrmvhether the imagistic elements of
metaphor understanding can or should be thougas sbmponents of speaker (m-intended)
meaning, as falling within the author's communieatintention. The basic level intention in
Grice’s (1969) general definition of speaker megngan intention that the audience of the
utterance produce some particular respen&mn the face of it, this could include not only
entertaining propositions (and attitudes to thent)abso imagining objects or scenes.
However, when he comes to give a specification dfis solely in terms of propositional
attitudes, in particular believing a specific prepion or believing that the speaker holds a
certain propositional attitude. Similarly, the regbintentions in terms of which ostensive
communication is defined by Sperber & Wilson (1986/63) depend on a notion of making
facts or assumptions manifest to an addresseegvehict or assumption is manifest to an
individual only provided he is capable of mentaipresenting it and accepting it as at least
probably true. This definition excludes images #raobjects they are images of by fiat —
they are just not the kind of thing that can be enahnifest because they are not the kind of
thing that can be evaluated for truth.

28 For an attempt at a fully inferential accounsofme cases of emergent properties in metaphor etrapsion,
see Wilson & Carston (2008).
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We could try to redefine ostensive communicatiomas to allow for communicatively
intended mental images as well as propositionatientA first thought about the additional
statement needed, in parallel with the definitiba enanifest assumption, would be that an
image is manifest to an individual only providedtthe is capable of representing it mentally
and accepting its representation as sufficientbueate. But this clearly can’t be right: an
image is a mental representation, not somethirigsha be mentally represented. It must be
reformulated in terms of the manifestness of thealor scene which is the content of the
image and this may indeed be feasible.

But perhaps there are independent reasons fondhiseing an appropriate move to
try to make. It seems that images are not encogdiddpistic forms while concepts are;
mentalistic accounts of word meaning tend to bemiv terms of concepts or concept
schemas (sometimes procedures or rules for userrditan images. In the first instance, it is
lexically encoded concepts that give access to @sgoerhaps stored along with other
(conceptual) representations comprising encyclopaefbrmation about the denotations of
the concepts. At the least, then, mental imagegsaravailable via language in the same way
as mental concepts are and perhaps they are,idasrtfor other reasons, not carriers of
utterance content. Rather, they are componentsahtntal context within which
communicated contents are recovered, sometimeshyggreoducts of the activation
mechanisms, and sometimes, as in many metaphasealof language, playing an
instrumental role in the recovery of speaker-meantent.

At any rate, | take the more conservative positiere, that imagery is not
communicated but is activated or evoked when aeléiical concepts are accessed and, as
well as being attended to for its own sake, magtion as a source of thoughts about the
metaphor topic that do fall within the author’s diyeintended meaning. This is interesting
because it would follow that, in some cases, thetrpowerful and memorable effects of a
metaphor do not fall within the m-intended contanall. However, as intimated by Davidson
when he talks of ‘what the author of a metaphortedms to see’ (ibid: 264), even if the
speaker/writer does not (cannot®mmunicatively intend images or their objects, she may,
nevertheless, have images in her own mind assdoidgth the thoughts she seeks to
communicate and intend, albeit non-communicativislgtt among the effects of her utterance
on her audience will be the entertaining of imagjeslar to her own.

6. A unitary account? A unitary phenomenon?

In some of his more conciliatory passages, Davidsys: ‘For the most part | don’t disagree
with [certain views on] what metaphor accomplistegept that | think it accomplishes more
and thathat is additional is different inkind.’ (ibid: 246-7, my emphasis), and what he
objects to is ‘... the thesis that associated withedaphor is a definite cognitive content that
its author wishes to convey and that the interpmatgst grasp if he is to get the message. This
theory isfalse as a full account of metaphor, ..." (ibid: 262, my emphasis). The aodmf
metaphor presented in this paper makes imageryatemtd ‘different in kind’ from whatever
conceptual content or cognitive effects are condey/dope it moves us closer to a ‘full
account’ of metaphor, at least of how metaphorsiaderstood.

But since the account proposes two distinct psinggoutes for metaphors, it might
seem that we have ended up, in effect, with twiediht kinds of metaphor. At the end of his
discussion of two types of metaphor theory, thepsition theory and the image theory, and
how they apply to different examples, Davies (1988)s: ‘Suppose we agree that the two
kinds of theory apply to two kinds of metaphorit hen an illusion that metaphor is a unified
phenomenon? .... | think that it is not an illusiéor, to the extent that the proposition theory
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is correct it seems to be a special case of thgerttzeory.’ His thinking is that the image
theory (Davidson’s) applies quite generally, buatttfor the more conventional or prosaic
metaphors the proposition theory (Grice/Searlejglitature account) is adequate.

| essentially agree with Davies, but the accolwat §iven here is rather more
complicated in that both of the processing routes described have a place for both
propositional and imagistic components, althougly ttiffer in their relative prominence in
the two accounts. The firsad hoc concept) route delivers an explicitly communicated
(speaker-meant) propositional content while imagewften just an incidental effect; on the
second route, speaker-meant propositional corgentplicated (often weakly), while the
literal meaning and the imagery it evokes play aemmminant role than on the first route.
However, what all cases of metaphor have in comimtimat the second processing route is
always available - literal meaning is always therbe searched further for relevant
implications about the topic and, similarly, theagery evoked is available for further
‘looking’ and ‘noticing’.

What this implies is that, as Davies says, metajzha unified phenomenon, that there
is a common nature shared by all instances of rhetapfrom the quite conventional to the
wildly creative, from simple conversational casegxtended metaphorical texts. However, it
is no easy matter to characterise precisely thapgnty of ‘metaphoricity’, which is shared by
all cases and distinguishes them from both litewadjuage and other tropes, and | do not
attempt this her&’
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