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1. Introduction: Gricean pragmatics and nonliteralness

A fascination with nonliteral language, how it wernd what effects it has on hearers and
readers, goes a very long way back. In the timteefincient Greeks and Romans, it was
associated with the study of rhetoric; in particweth figures of speech (or tropes),
including metaphor, hyperbole, metonymy and iraryd how they can be used to make a
text or a public speech more effective, attractimd convincing to its recipients. The
emphasis in this tradition was on the unusual andraental nature of these tropes, the
assumption being that tleententthey convey (their ‘figurative meaning’) can betaed by
a literal paraphrase. Referring to a person ag@ ‘or a ‘mouse’, describing a marriage as a
‘sunlit garden’ or a ‘bloody battleground’ are simpivid, lively ways of expressing a more
sober literal counterpart, e.g. ‘brave man’ foorii, ‘unhappy, acrimonious relationship’ for
‘bloody battleground’. Similarly, describing someowho has just made a series of blunders
as a ‘brilliant fellow’ is a humorous or strikingay of expressing the opinion that he is a
‘stupid fellow’.

This view of tropes was vigorously criticised I tRomantics, who insisted that
metaphorical language is normal and frequent, badrtonliteral uses quite generally express
meanings and have effects that cannot be captyradybliteral paraphrase (see Sperber and
Wilson 1990). However, the classical view resurthitemodern pragmatics, albeit in a
different guise, in the inferential account of lingtic communication pioneered by Paul Grice
(1967). The components of Grice’s general framewtoak are crucial to his treatment of
nonliteral language use are his system of commtim&caorms (‘conversational maxims’, in
his terms), which enjoin speakers to be truthfifipimative, relevant and clear, and his
distinction between what a speaker says and wigafrsbrely) implicates. What a speaker
says by the words she utters is determined byahmastic conventions of the language and
the contextually relevant referents for any indakexpressions. Inevitably, then, nonliteral

uses of language are seen as in some sense aboom#dast as employing an indirect



means of communication: the speaker is not sayimaf whe means. Grice treated all
instances of nonliteral language use (metaphommyety, hyperbole, understatement, irony,
etc.) as cases where a speaker says somethingtanthyl false, uninformative or irrelevant,
that her hearer is prompted to undertake an infedgmrocess to recover what she really

means (and so is indirectly communicating):

1. A: Mary’s new boyfriend is a robot.

B: No, he’s not. (He’s just a bit shy).

A’s utterance flouts (i.e. blatantly violates) Grie maxim of literal truthfulness (‘Say only
that which you believe to be true’), while an wiiere of its negative counterpart is such an
obvious truth (we all know that human beings arerabots) that it flouts his first maxim of
informativeness (‘Make your contribution as infotiwa as is required’). In order to maintain
the prevailing presumption of speaker rationalitgd @ooperativeness (Grice’s Cooperative
Principle), the addressee, B, is led to infer atezl proposition that could well be true, and is
relevant and informative, perhaps that Mary’s bieyfd lacks feeling and sociabilityThe
same broad picture applies to verbal irony. Theesere ‘John is a brilliant fellow’, uttered in
a context in which speaker and hearer have jusiessted John making some elementary
mistakes, is likely to be (and to be recognisecaas)vert violation of the maxim of
truthfulness, on the basis of which, in order tesgrve the presumption of speaker
cooperativeness, the hearer infers that the speadant (implicated) that John is very
incompetent.

This approach is a version of the classical rheabrniew mentioned above, whereby
tropes have a ‘figurative meaning’ which repladesrtliteral meaning: using ‘robot’ is a
more vivid way of expressing what could be literakpressed by ‘lacks social skills’; saying
that John is a brilliant fellow is a humorous wdyerpressing what could be literally
expressed by ‘John is an incompetent fellow’. HogvreGrice’s account goes beyond the
descriptive taxonomy provided by the classicalahetans, in that he provides an explanation

of how figurative meanings are produced and undedstHe explains the other traditional

! It's worth considering how B'’s negative respohsee is interpreted. According to the Gricean antahe is
explicitly denying that Mary’s boyfriend is a rob@t patently true, hence uninformative, propositiand is
thereby implicating that he doesn’t lack feelingsociability. Intuitively, however, it might seetnétt B is
simply directly denying that the boyfriend lackelfag or sociability. The account given in sect®oaptures
this intuition.
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categories of nonliteral language use (e.g. metgnyryperbole, litotes) in essentially the
same way, that is, as instances of maxim floutirthelevel of what the speaker said, which
prompt the hearer to undergo a reasoning processtwer the intended figurative meaning.
On this account, then, all instances of nonlittaguage use are cases of indirect
communication, with the speaker-meant contentfitheative meaning) arising entirely at
the level of conversational implicature.

Of course, the nature of the meaning implicateglach case must be different, but
Grice says little about what it is that distingsha metaphorical use from an ironical use, an
ironical use from a metonymical use, and so omoov a hearer, having recognised that a
maxim is being flouted, goes on to infer the rilimd of implicature for the particular trope
(the contradictory of what the speaker said inceee of irony, a proposition with a particular
resemblance relation to what was said in the chseetaphor, and so on). Furthermore, he
doesn’t consider what is achieved by the speak#iogce of the more vivid nonliteral
expression rather than the content-equivalent blléditeral expression, what cognitive
effects it has on the hearer/reader, hence wheakep chooses to use a figurative expression
instead of the (allegedly) readily available litezquivalent In fact, despite its initially
appealing systematicity, there are so many probiegitisGrice’s treatment of nonliteral
language use that, within the field of cognitivelfented pragmatics at least, it has been
largely abandoned.

The rest of this chapter is structured as folldwshe next section, | set out some of
the problems with Grice’s account in more detad ardicate the resulting new directions
taken in the pragmatic study of nonliteral languadesn sections 3 and 4 focus squarely on
metaphor, though comparisons with other kinds ailiteralness are made in passing. In
section 3, recent work in the field of lexical pnaafics is discussed, in particular the idea that
metaphorical uses of words are instancesdofiocconcepts which contribute to the
proposition directly communicated (the explicatafehe utterance). In section 4, this
approach is compared with work in cognitive lingies which takes metaphorically used
language to be a surface reflection of a more fomeddal location of metaphor within
thought. Finally, in section 5, the intuitive litdnonliteral distinction is reconsidered in the

light of the theoretical discussions in the prengdiections.

2 There is one interesting exception to this inc€s (1978) brief discussion of what's involvedsipeaking
ironically: ‘irony is intimately connected with thexpression of a feeling, attitude or evaluatibnannot say
something ironically unless what | say is intenttedeflect a hostile or derogatory judgment orelifey such as
indignation or contempt’ (ibid: 124).



2. Figurative language — what is said, what is im@ated, and how?

Most of the problems with the Gricean account afliteral language use fall into one or
other of the following two groups: (a) internal $&ans between that account and his wider
‘logic of conversation’; (b) inconsistencies of thecount with newer perspectives on
communication coming from empirical work in the oiiye scienced.Let’s start with a
theory-internal problem. In ordinary (nonfigurafivaases of implicature, what the speaker

meant (intended her hearer to believe) includels biat she said and what she implicated:

2. A: Is Mary’s boyfriend good-looking and well-nmzared?

B: He’s good-looking.

Here B conversationally implicates that Mary’s brasid is not well-mannered, and what she
communicates (i.e. what she means and endorsésjl@scboth what she said (that Mary’s
boyfriend is good-looking) and what she implicat€His is just what the notion of ‘what is
said’, as Grice defined it, requires: it is botk fhontext-relative) semantic content of the
utterance and it is speaker-meant (communicat8d)when Grice comes to discuss cases of
irony and metaphor, he does not talk of what tleaker has said but rather of what she has
‘made as if to say’ (Grice 1975: 51) — he has tdhi® because the speaker patently doesn’t
mean (endorse, communicate) the proposition ththeisemantic content of her utterance
(e.g. John is a robot). But now this leads to aryvabout the maxim of truthfulness, which is
supposed to play the key triggering role in thearsthnding of many figurative language
uses: ‘Do not say what you believe to be falsesekems that this maxim is not, after all,
flouted by metaphorical utterances like ‘John slaot/lion/mouse’ or by verbal irony,
because in these cases the speaker doesn't, jségcanything — she merely makes as if
(pretends) to say something, and that kind of aesd't fall under the maxim.

It might seem then that for the maxim of truthfldado do the work required of it in

accounting for nonliteral uses, what’'s neededrisr@erpretation of ‘saying’ so that to say

® However, it needs to be kept in mind that Gri@ggroach is very much that of a philosopher asdbeount
of nonliteral language use falls within his largexde analysis of the nature of meaning (naturahwanatural
meaning, speaker vs. sentence meaning) and wasteiotied to reflect actual processes of commurminair
comprehension. With regard to metaphor specificéiig Gricean account has been further developetthyle
(1979) and Bergmann (1982), both philosophers waaenilarly concerned with the nature of metaptedri
language use, rather than with the processes ohiterstanding.
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that P is merely to express the proposition P,autlany presumption that the speaker is
committed to its content. Then the maxim of truthéss would become ‘Do not express a
proposition that you believe to be false’ and theoaild be no need for a shift to the speaker
merely ‘making as if to say’ in cases of figurativee: the speaker has expressed a proposition
that she overtly believes to be false, thus flodkedmaxim, and the hearer must infer an
implicature as the intended meaning. However,dbiss not seem to be the right way to4go.
First, it is clearly not what Grice had in mind whis speaker-meant notion of ‘what is said’
(see Recanati 2004: chapter 1) and his explicit &himaking as if to say’ for the nonliteral
cases. Second, and more important here, this weakestrual of ‘what is said’ does not save
the truthfulness maxim-flouting treatment of naélness from its biggest problem, which is
that it undermines the whole Gricean account ovecsational implicatures. According to
this account, attribution of an implicature to @aker is made in order to maintain or restore
the hearer’'s assumption that the maxims have blesgreed: ‘A man who, by saying (or
making as if to say) that P has implicated Q, miedithat (i) he is to be presumed to be
observing the conversational maxims, or at leasttoperative principle; (ii) the supposition
that he thinks that Q is required in order to maisesaying or making as if to say P ...
consistent with this presumption; ..."” (Grice 1979:30). While this is the case with the
example above in (2) (and with ‘ordinary,” nonfigtive implicature cases quite generally), it
is clearly not so for (1) or for other figurativeas of language, where, the maxim of
truthfulness is irretrievably violated at the leeéwhat is said.

More generally, an account that rests on a presaompf literal truthfulness, which is
patently violated in the case of nonliteral usefi@set by myriad problems. To deliberately
produce a blatantly false utterance seems a stimgj@rational act (at odds with Grice’s
view of conversation as an achievement of ratiagaints), and also a pointless one, given
that the speaker could express her intended meagipgoducing a literal utterance, which
would meet the truthfulness maxim and would belgasasped by the hearer (on the basis of

the semantic conventions of the language). Furtbe¥mt seems that the requirement on

* A strong advocate of this reconstrual of ‘whasasd’ is Bach (1994), but he doesn’t addressep&rcussions
for the Gricean account of nonliteral language &&= also Bach, this volume.

® See Wilson and Sperber (2002) for a deconstmiatiaGrice’s maxim of truthfulness on various
interpretations of his notion of ‘saying’ and faraopelling arguments against there being any maxim o
presumption of literal truthfulness at work in coonmitation and comprehension. On their accountrarttae
interpretation conforms to a single inviolable pipie of relevance, where ‘relevance’ is defineduch a way
that our undeniable orientation toward acquiring tinformation follows from our relevance-basedcpssing
(see, in particular, Sperber and Wilson 1995).
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implicatures that they be recoverable by a prooéssasoning from premises, which include
a description of the speaker’s having said (or needi to say) that P — the calculability
requirement — simply cannot be met in these casesHugly and Sayward 1979).

Moving now beyond theory-internal issues, Gri@gsount of nonliteral meaning has
been further undermined by recent work on utteraioceprehension within more
cognitively-oriented frameworks. Again, the targater fire is Grice’s pivotal notion of
‘what is said’. The big problem with this constrigthat it is required to play two distinct
roles which no single level of meaning can, in facicompass; it is required to be both
sentence semantics and a component of speaker-pwdant. Here is just one of the many

examples (due to Bach 1994) that illustrate thdlero:

3. Mother (to young Billy crying over a cut on lisee): You're not going to die
a. You (BILLY ) ARE NOT GOING TO DIE FROM THAT CUT
b. You (BILLY ) SHOULD STOP MAKING SUCH A FUSS ABOUT IT

What the mother means (what she intends to comratenio the child) is given in (a) and (b),
where (b) is clearly an implicature and (a) seesrset what she has said (explicitly
communicated). But the proposition delivered bywational linguistic meaning and the
assignment of a referent to the pronoymu (hence the Gricean ‘what is said’)Bdlly is not
going to die which seems to entail that Billy is immortal, setiming that the mother has no
intention of conveying. For other examples of firisblem and more detailed discussion, see
Carston 1988, 2002, Bach 1994, Recanati 1993, 2004.

In recent years, this has led to a clear split betwsentence semantics (or a semantic
notion of ‘what is said’), on the one hand, andghenary level of speaker-meant content (a
pragmatic notion of ‘what is said’, known as ‘exjaliure’ in Relevance Theory), on the other.
The key point is that typically the semantic confgmovided by the linguistic system greatly
underdetermines the speaker-meant propositionatobaf an utterance and a hearer must,
therefore, not only linguistically decode the senteuttered and perhaps fix some referents,

but also perform various pragmatic tasks of meaaufjgstment in figuring out the speaker-

5 A much smaller, but interesting, issue conceases of what are known as ‘twice apt’ metaphoeg, ith
metaphorical utterances which comply with the maxanboth the level of what is said and what islicaped
(see Hills 1997, Camp 2007), e.g. an utterancdedus was a carpenter’ in a context in which datHiteral
proposition expressed and the metaphorical megdesys was a crafter of men’s souls) are plaugibéy
informative and conversationally relevant. Sinagréhis no maxim violation, whether actual or mesgparent,
at any level, it is difficult to see how a Gricearrtount could explain such cases.



meant content. So, for instance, in grasping timeect of Amy’s response in (4) to his
guestion, Max’s pragmatic capacity has to augmentinguistic meaning of her utterance by
supplying at least the components of meaning lagtdid in (5a). This is the explicature (the
speaker-meant enriched ‘what is said), on the lwdsidich he can infer the implicated

answer to his question, given in (5b):

4, Max: How was the party? Did it go well?

Amy: There wasn’t enough drink and everyone left early.

5. a. THERE WASN T ENOUGHALCOHOLIC DRINK TO SATISFY THE PEOPLE AT THE

PARTY, AND SO EVERYONEWHO CAME TO THE PARTY | LEFTIT, EARLY
b. THE PARTY DID NOT GO WELL

Without spelling out all the details of the examdee Carston 2009), | hope that (5a)
indicates clearly the important and extensive pkyed by pragmatics in the derivation of
the speaker’s primary meaning (the explicaturénefitterance). One result of this
‘contextualist’ or ‘pragmaticist’ (Carston 2010agw of utterance content is that some
elements of pragmatically-inferred speaker meattia)Grice treated as conversational
implicatures have been reanalysed as instancesgimatic enrichment that affect the
primary speaker meanirigh case in point is the cause-consequence enrichofi¢ie ‘and’-
conjunction sentence uttered by Amy in (4) aboke:gragmatic move from the decoded ‘P
& Q’ to the more specific proposition ‘P & as au#<Q’, which Grice considered a
(generalised) implicature, is now fairly widely agd to be contributing to the primary
utterance content (explicature) (for extensive sujipg argument, see Carston 2002). The
importance of this shift is that it opens up a nmasibility for accounting for tropes like
metaphor, hyperbole and metonymy. Rather than gisgduming that when a speaker uses
language nonliterally what she means must inewithblseen as conversationally implicated,
it could be that her nonliteral meaning contributeseven constitutes, the content that she

directly ‘says’ or asserts. Such a move is obvipashtroversial andyrima facie has

" This is sometimes described as the truth-conwitioontenbf an utterancéas opposed to the much more
minimal truth-conditional content of the sententtenad, if indeed sentences can be said to hatle tru
conditional content at all, an issue | won't purbeee). Thus Recanati (1993, 2004, 2010) talksrofH-
conditional pragmatics’ and develops an accouth@fprimary pragmatic processes’ that are instmtalen
delivering that content as opposed to the ‘seconpieExgmatic processes’ employed in implicaturevadgion.
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problematic consequences for the literal/nonlitdistinction; it is explored in some detail in
section 3.

Grice intended his account as a reconstructiavhiolly rational analytical terms of
whatever subpersonal processes actually go ompihension. However, in the early days
of experimental investigation of the online proeegof nonliteral language, Grice’s work
was the dominant pragmatic account, so experimestaihologists took it as the starting
point for constructing a processing model. As sitgbredicts that the interpretation of a
metaphorical utterance (or, indeed, the interpietadf any of the other tropes) is a three step
process: (a) thbearer, expecting literal truthfulness (as requibgthe maxim of truthfulness),
tries the literal interpretation first; (b) theneets it on the basis of its blatant falsehoodhatant
uninformativeness or irrelevance); and (c) therceeals to infer the intended nonliteral
interpretation. On some variants of this model.thiel step involves converting the false
categorical form of the metaphor (X is Y) into t@responding true simile form (X is like Y)
and deriving implicatures on that basis. The pit#ahic then, is that a metaphorical use of
language should take longer to process and unddrtan a comparable literal use. This
hypothesis has been extensively tested and haategiebeen found to be false.

Utterances like those in (6) can be meant literadlynetaphorically: for (6b), the predicate
could be used to express being a member of theamjilor being brave, obedient and dutiful; in
(6¢), ‘the lacy blanket’ might be an actual blanketrhaps hanging outside on a clothes-line, or a

light layer of snow covering the ground:

6. a. That lecture put me to sleep.
b. David is a soldier.
C. The winter wind gently tossed the lacy blanket.

The widespread finding with such cases is that lectaie no longer to read and understand the
metaphorical use than the literal use, providedoofse, that they are properly contextualised.
The conclusion of extensive work by Ray Gibbs apltkagues (see overview in Gibbs 1994:
chapter 3) and Sam Glucksberg and colleagues (stisgdan Glucksberg 2001) is that literal
interpretation does not have priority over metajtabinterpretation and, even stronger, that
metaphorical interpretations are derived automiyigghenever the context makes them
accessible. So, construed as a comprehension ntéxiled,’s account of metaphor fares badly and
it's not clear that its construal as (merely) aordl reconstruction stands up against evidence of

this sort either.



With regard to verbal irony, the experimental fessare less clear-cut. While Gibbs
(1986, 1994) reports experiments in which procegssimes for ironies and equivalent literal
interpretations seem to be very similar, Rachefr&and colleagues report contrary results:
grasping an ironically intended utterance (e.g.wHiever John is!’) often takes significantly
longer than grasping an equivalent literally ma#terance (e.g. ‘How stupid John is!’). Giora
presents strong evidence that the literal integpiat of an ironical utterance is accessed first,
even when it is incompatible with the context (@and Fein 1999, Giora 2003, this volume). On
the basis of her findings, she concludes that iintgrpretation is both a complex and an error-
prone process (hearers sometimes take the litendd it to be speaker-meant). Assuming that
these results are robust, it might seem that tleethtep processing model based on Grice’s
account of nonliteral language use is vindicatetthincase of irony.

However, post-Gricean theoretical work on ironyidades that the source of its
complexity and the particular demands it makeseardrs/readers are quite different from
anything envisaged by Grice. Many theorists workiiiin distinct frameworks and different
disciplines [inguistics, psychologyphilosophy) have converged on the view that Vdrbay is
intrinsically metarepresentational, that is, itotwes the representation of a representation (rathe
than of a state of affairs), and an attitude o$alisation towards this representation is
implicitly expressed by the speaker. According pe®er and Wilson (1981, 1986/95, 1998a)
and Wilson and Sperber (1992), irony involves dipalar kind of metarepresentational use
of language, which they call ‘echoic use’: the &@ean irony is not expressing her own
thoughts, but is echoing a thought she attributesotne source other than herself at that
moment, and expressing a mocking, sceptical osiderattitude to that thought. Consider an

example of irony that is clearly echoic in this way

7. Scenario: John has declared to Sally that he’s giving uplsng and that he’s sure
it'll be easy now that he’s completely resolvediefv weeks later she notices smoke

wafted out from under the bathroom door. Later,sdr&ronts him:
Sally: So giving up smoking is no problem at ajluist takes a bit of resolve.
Sally is not asserting the proposition that giviqgsmoking is not a problem but is

metarepresenting John’s earlier thoughts on théemand expressing a mocking attitude

toward them (and, thereby, toward him).
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But there are many cases of ironical utterancesevihé much less obvious that
anyone has expressed or entertained the thoudhs tadegedly echoed. Consider the

following:

8. Scenario: Mary has had a particularly bad day: she receavksdter saying her
application for promotion has been rejected, spped on an escalator and twisted

her ankle, and when she got home she found hesehwad been burgled:
Mary: What a wonderful day!

Sperber and Wilson respond to this sort of cagedayting out that echoed thoughts need not
be tied to particular individuals at particular ésand places, but can be thoughts that are
widely entertained or expressed by certain grodpeeople or by people in general. The
thought which Mary echoes in (8) is of this laert: that one will have a happy, productive
and/or fulfilling day is a common human hope andssguite generally available to be
echoed. An observation which supports this broambnmf echoic use is the widely noted
positive-negative asymmetry of ironical utteranaelsen someone has had a bad day, it's
always possible to say ironically how great it was, when someone has had a wonderful
day, it is not always possible to say ironicallywhawful it was. In fact, such negative ironical
comments are only appropriate when some pessinistight about the day has been
expressed or entertained by someone earlier os@iglavailable to be echoed (see Wilson
2009Db).

The main rival to Sperber and Wilson’s echoic aetas the view that the key to
verbal irony is pretence: the ironical speakerasperforming a genuine speech act (of, say,
assertion) but is pretending to do so, in ordexoimvey a mocking, sceptical or contemptuous
attitude to the speech act itself, or to anyone whald perform it or take it seriously (Clark
and Gerrig 1984, Kumon-Nakamueaal. 1995, Recanati 2000; Currie 2080@)won't try to

8 Some of these writers mention Grice's talk ofranical speaker ‘making as if to say’ as indicatif a
pretence account and Grice himself makes the cdioneexplicit in a brief discussion of why it isappropriate
to preface an ironical utterance with the phrasesfteak ironically’: ‘To be ironical is, among othkings, to
pretend (as the etymology suggests), and whileaargs the pretense to be recognized as such, tuaoe it
as a pretense would spoil the effect.” (Grice 1975).
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assess the relative merits of the two kinds ofhéerée but simply note that they have
important features in common: both recognise ttuatyi is essentially metarepresentational
and dissociative, that is, whether the speakeshsiag a thought or is pretending to perform
a certain speech act, her utterance representa,siate of affairs, but a thought or
proposition, which she openly, albeit tacitly, distes herself from. This is quite different
from the classical Gricean account according tactviai speaker says one thing in order to
implicate its contrary and, most important, it maker a striking distinction between irony
and other nonliteral uses such as hyperbole, metaptd metonymy, which are not
metarepresentational in this way. That there & presentational difference between
metaphorical language use and ironical use hasrioeted for some time by independent
groups of investigators. For instance, SperbeVditsbon (1986/95) make a distinction
between descriptive and interpretive uses of lagguaith both literal uses and metaphor
being descriptive, and reported speech/thoughirang being interpretive
(metarepresentational). Somewhat similarly, Wirareadt Gardner (1993) distinguish the
understanding of irony from the understanding ofapkor on the grounds that irony requires
an ability to infer other people’s beliefs whichmist necessary for metaphor understanding, a
difference in complexity that is reflected in théfetent stages at which young children
produce and understand these two kinds of nonlitese (Winner 1988).

There is strong experimental support for this@epntational distinction between
metaphor and irony, starting from Happé’s (1998ygtof whether people with varying
degrees of autism are able to comprehend thesestr&me found a correlation between levels
of theory of mind (specifically, the ability to ahute beliefs to other people) and different
kinds of nonliteral language understanding: irongerstanding required a higher order level
of belief attribution (beliefs about beliefs) tharetaphor. Although some details of this study
have been criticised, the basic difference in regméational complexity between metaphor
and irony emphasised by Happé (who was testinggirenls of Sperber and Wilson’s
(1986/95) work on the pragmatics of nonliteral laage) has been corroborated by extensive
subsequent experimentation. This includes thengsii different populations of language
users, including normally developing children, peopith autism, with Asperger’s

syndrome, with schizophrenia and with right-hemesphdamage (see, for instance, Smith

° See Wilson (2006, 2009b) for detailed analysithefdifferences between the echoic and the pretaocounts
and comparison of their adequacy in handling a waalgje of examples of verbal irony, both conveoseti and
literary.



12

and Tsimpli 1995; Giorat al. 2000; Langdoret al 2002; Martin and McDonald 2004;
Norbury 2005; Mcet al 2008)*°

In the next section, the focus will be on metapduat its relation to other tropes such
as hyperbole and simile all of which, unlike iromppear to function at the same (descriptive)
level of representation. In recent years, therebleas a remarkable convergence among
psychologists, linguists, pragmaticists and phibtsos on a view of metaphor which differs
significantly from Grice’s maxim-flouting, implicate account. The majority view now is
that metaphorical language use contributes notgusthat a speaker implicates but also to
what she directly communicates (even asséttsyill present this view as it has been
developed within relevance-theoretic work on lekmragmatics (e.g. Carston 1997, 2002,
2010a, 2010b; Sperber and Wilson 1998b, 2008; Witgsal Carston 2006, 2007), drawing
also on closely related work from the psychologyneftaphor processing (e.g. Glucksberg
and Keysar 1993, Glucksberg 2001, 2008) and tHeggphy of language (Recanati 1995,
2004; Bezuidenhout 2001, Wearing 2006).

3. Lexical pragmatics,ad hoc concepts and metaphor

It is widely recognised that the meanings of wads often pragmatically adjusted and fine-
tuned in context, so that their contribution to pineposition expressed is different from their
lexically encoded sense. Word meanings may be wadadn context: e.g. ‘money’ used to
mean ‘a large amount of money’ as in ‘You need nydnebuy a house in London’, or ‘man’
used to mean ‘ideal man’ or ‘typical man’ as in t@thill was a man’. Or they may be
broadened (loosened): e.g. ‘hexagonal’ used to rieevng roughly six sides that are similar
in length’, as in ‘France is hexagonal’, or ‘ravead to mean ‘too undercooked to be edible’
as in ‘This steak is raw’. And there are cases wltiee adjustment made is both a narrowing
and a broadening: e.g. when a long-suffering wafesof her husband ‘He’ll always be a

bachelor’, her use of the word ‘bachelor’ meanfidbe according to the stereotype of an

10 see Wilson (2009b) for a detailed analysis of thhdamental representational difference between
metaphorical and ironical language uses, includimgmportant reassessment of the idea that thityatoil
interpret irony correlates with a higher order ttyeaf mind ability (i.e. an ability to attribute liefs about
beliefs).

" There is not a consensus on this point, of cofies@xample, the philosopher Camp (2006) presents
spirited defence of the Gricean position, and neicgan pragmatists, such as Horn (1988) and Lewii3000),
who have revised the Gricean system of maxims whadetaining his saying/implicating distinctionese to
assume his account of tropes (although they arexpicit about this).
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irresponsible bachelor’, which would include certenarried men and exclude certain
bachelors (those who do not behave in the stermatiyyway).

According to the unitary approach to lexical pragics developed within relevance
theory (RT), in each of these casesadrhocconcept is pragmatically constructed, on the
basis of the input provided by the lexically enabdencept and contextual information, and
constrained by the addressee’s search for an dptinséevant interpretation of the utterance.
Thesead hocconcepts are marked with an asteriskN*, RAW*, BACHELOR*, etc.) to
distinguish them from the context-independent labkycencoded conceptsiAN, RAW,
BACHELOR, etc.) and they are constituents of the propositierspeaker explicitly
communicates (for detail and argument, see WilsmhGarston 2007).

The key claim for present purposes is that metagdity used words and phrases are
cases of pragmatic broadening of the linguisticafigoded concepts and so, like other loose
uses, their interpretation results inahhocconcept which is a component of the speaker’s
explicature. For instance, B’s utterance aboutySal(9), in which ‘chameleon’ is used
metaphorically, expresses ad hocconceptCHAMELEON*, whose denotation is broader than
that of the lexical conceptHAMELEON, from which it was pragmatically derived, in thiat
includes not only actual chameleons (a speciegafd that can change its skin colour so as
to blend in with its surroundings) but also peapith a certain character trait (a tendency to
express different views to different people in ordebe in apparent agreement with them,

thus unreliability):

9. A: Sally told me that she supports our oppositmthe university’s redundancy
policy. | think we can rely on her to vote with.u

B: I’'m not at all sure about that. Sally is a cled@on.

The communicated content of B’s utterance is asrgin (10), where the explicature
containing thead hocconceptCHAMELEON* gives strong inferential warrant to the implicéte

conclusions:

10. Explicature: &LLY IS A CHAMELEON*
Implicatures: BLLY CHANGES HER STATED VIEWS TO MESH WITH WHOEVERHE IS
TALKING TO; SHE IS UNRELIABLE, FICKLE, UNTRUSTWORTHY,

WE CANNOT ASSUME SHE WILL GIVE US HER VOTE
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So metaphorical use is seen as simply a radictrnse of the quite general process of
concept broadening, which includes approximatidmsx@gonal’ above), hyperboles (perhaps
‘raw’ above) and category extensions (the use efi§ic names to denote a broader category
of entities that share some salient characteristic,'Hoover’ for the category of vacuum
cleaners generally).

On the RT view, then, approximation, category esimm hyperbole and metaphor are
not distinct theoretical kinds; rather, they memetgupy different points on a continuum of
degrees of broadening with no sharp cut-off pdiatisveen them. Consider an example which

can have a range of loose interpretations:
11. The water is boiling.

An utterance of (11) could be intended and undedsto any of the following ways: strictly
literally, communicating that the watergsILING, 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); ormetaphorically suggesting, for instance, that the water, althauat
necessarily anywhere near boiling point, is moagdgatedly, bubbling, emitting vapour, and
so on. In each case, a different concept is comeatel, all of 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 meets
particular standards of cognitive relevanten the course of that process, an explicature is
pragmatically developed on the basis of the dectidgdistic meaning, elements of which,
specifically the conce@oILING, may be adjusted by a backwards inference praness
response to particular hypothesised implicaturesiséler a context in which the hearer has

just run a bath for the speaker, who steps irand then utters (11); typically, the relevant

12 For an account of what these standards of retevare and how they are motivated by the very aaifir
ostensive communication (against the backdropefjgneral cognitive drive toward maximising thedfas
and minimising the costs of processing new infoiamt see Sperber and Wilson 1986/95, Wilson aretisy
2004.
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implications here are that the water is too hdidthe in, feels unpleasant on the skin, and so
on. Much of the information associated with therlil encoded concepbiLING does 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 tadrhocconcepBOILING* which warrants just

these context-specific implications and whose daiat is consequently broader than that of
the encoded concept: it includes not only actusthimces of boiling point but a range of other
lower temperatures. This is an instance of a hyglerlnse and the idea is that a metaphorical
use works in essentially the same way. In an ap@tgpcontext, perhaps a violent storm at
sea, an utterance of (11) would carry implicatatesut 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 can play its role as a premise groundiegdhrelevance-based implications and,
again, thead hocconcept derived would be considerably broadeemotation than the

lexical concept.

Let me draw out some of the features of this astand some of the questions it
raises. First, it is strikingly different from Gats approach: there is no presumption that
literal interpretation is the norm and should ale/ég the first option tried; there is no blatant
violation of a maxim, resulting in an interpretaticonsisting just of implicated thought(s),
with nothing explicitly or directly communicatedh& account follows the Romantic tradition
in seeing the metaphorical use of language asalahormal and pervasive, and as
communicating a usually unparaphraseable contédmerghan functioning as merely a
pleasing stylistic adornment.

Second, the claim that there is a loose use cantinwith literal use as the limiting
case and metaphorical use as a case of radicarnimgsemphasises that, on this view,
metaphor is taken to be a descriptive use of lagguan employment of words in order to
express a thought or impression about some asptw external world as experienced by the
speaker. This distinguishes it sharply from irohicges of language, as discussed in the
previous section, on which the speaker echoicaéljanepresents someone else’s thought and
expresses a negative attitude toward it. Thustakyof a continuum from the literal to the
nonliteral applies to metaphor (and hyperbole),clvldre on the same representational level,

but not to irony which is a quite distinct (metad® kind of nonliteralness.
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Third, this account of metaphor drives a wedge betwmetaphors (e.g. ‘Sally is a
chameleon’) and their apparently correspondinglesr{e.g. ‘Sally is like a chameleon’)
since it is the literal encoded concepiaMELEON that figures in the explicature of the simile
utterance rather than the broadened coneptieLEON* (Sally isn’t like something in that
category, she is a member of that category). Tigbihibe seen as a shortcoming of the
account as, intuitively at least, there is a cledation between these two figures of speech
and, on many previous analyses, they have been takee versions of each other —
metaphors analysed as elliptical similes or simaefiedged metaphors — hence as
interchangeable. In fact, there is some psychoistiguevidence that supports the view that
they are distinct tropes with significantly diffeteeffects (see Glucksberg and Haught 2006),
thus supporting the difference between them thagj@teon thead hocconcept account of
metaphor. However, this is a more complex issue thappears to be when we confine our
attention to very simple cases of the form ‘X ikd) Y’, as the experimental work does. On
the one hand, there are metaphors that have nowbsimile counterpart (e.g. ‘The winter
wind gently lifted the lacy blanket’, as in (6c)ae) and vice versa (e.g. ‘Mary sings like an
angel’, for which ‘Mary is an angel’ is not the oesponding metaphor and it's not clear what
is). On the other hand, both metaphor and simiens® be based on a process of recognising
relevant resemblances between the figurative velaict the topic, and, in more extended
metaphors, they may work closely together in depielpa single idea or conceit, as in the

following:

12. If they be two, they are two so
As stiff twin compasses are two;
Thy soul, the fix’d foot, makes no show
To move, but doth, if th’ other do.

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.
(from John DonneA Valediction Forbidding Mourning
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Here there is an initial simile form, in which tbeuls of the lovers (the referent of ‘they’ in
the first line) are likened to (are ‘so as’) a pEfimathematical compasses, which is followed
by a series of metaphors that develop the analdgy.difference between the comparative
form and the categorical form seems inconsequemiad, with both working towards the
development of an extended metaphorical concep&onfurther discussion of similarities
and differences between metaphors and simileshamwtthey may be explained, see Carston
(forthcoming).

Fourth, on this loose use continuum view, therdasned to be no clear cut-off point
between hyperbolic uses and metaphorical usesh-dvetsimply cases of concept
broadening, differing only in the degree and dimetof their broadening, and, in some cases,
apparently indistinguishable (‘John is a saint’ nb@ymetaphorical, hyperbolic, or both).
However, there is a strong intuition that in maages of metaphor (and simile), the
properties of one domain are carried over to aqlifferent domain (e.g. from animals to
human personalities in ‘Sally ischameleoh from physical landscapes to human institutions
in ‘Their marriage is aninefield). This seems to distinguish metaphors from o#ieds of
loose use, including hyperboles, whose compreherssioply involves relaxing the encoded
property (e.g. ‘I'mstarving, ‘It's boiling outside’). This ‘domain mapping’ view of metaphor
is fundamental to the approach of the cognitivguiats (e.g. Lakoff and Johnson 1980,
Lakoff 1993), who assume that metaphor is a pdaiqughenomenon with distinctive
properties and so warrants its own theory, asheiltliscussed briefly in the next section.
However, within the unitary approach to lexicalgmatics set out here, it is worth exploring
the possibility that the key property of metaph@vhkich distinguishes them from hyperboles)
is that grasping a metaphorical use requires nigtaobroadening of encoded content, but
also, essentially, a narrowing. In other words,amy is a defining property of the literal
concept dropped (e.g. ‘lizard’ in the caseebémeleo}) thereby broadening the denotation,
but some other property, accessed by context-sansitievance-based inference, becomes
central to thead hocconcept (e.g. perhaps ‘inconsistency’ in the cdstameleol and so
the denotation is narrowed. On this basis, we neaglile to account for the intuition that, for
instance, ‘John is gaint is both metaphorical and hyperbolic. In brief, this use okaint a
defining property of the literal concep&INT, namely, ‘canonized’, is dropped and thus the
denotation is broadened, while the property oflasserificial degree of kindness is
promoted to central prominence and thus the denotat narrowed (it excludes cruel saints,

like Thomas More, who perpetrated the torture oéties). It seems that it is this latter
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property that accounts for the hyperbolic feelhaf utterance, as we take it to be an
exaggerated expression of John’s actual degremofié&ss-®

Fifth, there is another possible objection toekplicitly ‘deflationary™* RT ad hoc
concept account of metaphor: it might not seenotqudtice to what people usually find most
striking about metaphors — their sensory, imagigienomenal properties. Thd hoc
concepts that the account delivers seem ratherajeamed abstrattand, even if this is not
what's intended, there is very little said abowat #&pparently nonconceptual (imagistic or
affective) effects of metaphors. One line of reggoto this objection would be that the theory
applies only to relatively conventionalised or inised cases like ‘saint’, ‘angel’,
‘chameleon’, ‘boiling’, ‘block of ice’, ‘minefield’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,
relevance theorists intend the scope of the acdoure considerably wider than this. The
interpretive process @fd hocconcept formation is context-sensitive and pragmab applies

also to the understanding of relatively novel, un@mtional cases, such as the following:

13. My garden is alumof bloom.

14.  Context: The protagonist has expressed an opinion thagrismuch at odds with
what her addressee, Sarah, wants to hear.

Description: Sarah’s face becamealished stone

15.  Context: A group of young people are discussing older, radoeninant, female

members of their families.

13 Another interesting question here is whether mgtic uses (e.g. ‘The handlebar moustache madselyst
entrance’) are to be accommodated in the unitatigdépragmatic account and, if so, how, since tbaystitute
neither a narrowing nor a broadening (the coneept WITH A HANDLEBAR MOUSTACHE is not a broadening of
the concepHANDLEBAR MOUSTACHE). For some preliminary discussion, see Wilson @adston (2007: 253-4).

4 “There is no mechanism specific to metaphor,meresting generalisation that applies only to thémother
terms, linguistic metaphors are not a natural kamd] “metaphor” is not a theoretically importantiao in the
study of verbal communication. Relevance Theorgoant of metaphor is on the lean side, and is édoin
disappoint those who feel that verbal metaphoresea full-fledged theory of its own, or shoulddighe
centre of a wider theory of language, or even otiht.” (Sperber and Wilson 2008:84-85)

> This is most marked for accounts that takeathéocconcept to be superordinate to the literal encoded
concept, e.g. analyses on which ‘My lawyer is alshexpresses a concepiARK*, which includes all actual
sharks and certain human beings, and is paraphsasing category of predatory, aggressive, tena@atities
(Glucksberg 2001).
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Utterance: You should meet my granny, Paul. She’s the ongladvout manners on

you. She’s a rephint remover®

Thus, the account’s intended scope requires tluditeit some explanation of the imagistic
effects of these more creative examples. Furtherfar from obvious that the more familiar
metaphorical uses such as ‘angel’, ‘butcher’, ‘celron’, ‘minefield’, etc. are any less
imagistic than these more unusual or creative sseth)ere does seem to be a further
dimension to be accounted for across the boardeTdre very interesting and challenging
questions here concerning how the sensory, imagistl affective effects of metaphors work;
in particular, whether they can be reduced to atehwf weakly communicated cognitive
effects, as Sperber and Wilson (1986/95, 2008) wa@inor not, as Pilkington (2000) and
Carston (2010b) argue.

Finally, while thead hocconcept account encompasses examples such asrthose
(13)-(15) where the metaphorical use, althoughequitginal, is limited to a single word or
phrase, itis a lot less clear that it carries doerxtended metaphorical texts, in which there
may be a hierarchy of interacting metaphors dewslagt some length. These are typical of,
but by no means confined to, poetry and otherdrietexts. The two verses from John Donne
in (12) above are a case in point (and the ‘conggssetaphor there is, in fact, developed
over several more verses of the poem). Considerthk following passage from a modern

novel:

16. Depression, in Karla’'s experience, was a ekt thing — a toad that squatted wetly
on your head until it finally gathered the enetgglither off. The unhappiness she
had been living with for the last ten days wasigeqdifferent creature. It was frantic
and aggressive. It had fists and fangs and hadhbabots. It didn'’t sit, it assailed. It
hurt her. In the mornings, it slapped her so hard éféte that she reeled as she
walked to the bathroom.

(Zoe HellerThe Believerp.263)

The question here is whether in interpreting tlaissage we rapidly construct a lot of distinct

ad hocconcepts, one after the othebAD*, SQUAT-ON-YOUR-HEAD*, CREATUREY, FISTS,

% The first example is discussed by Wearing (200;second is from Lorrie Moore’s novelGate at the
Stairs p.79 (Faber and Faber); the third is from Colnbirés novelThe Blackwater Lightshjgp.37 (Picador).
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FRANTIC*, FANGS", HOB-NAILED-BOOTS, and so on. In my view, the literal meaningsoé t
many metaphorically used words here are so mutugilhforcing that, relative to their high
activation, the effort of deriving multipled hocconcepts is too great and instead the literal
meanings win out temporarily, so that an internatiherent mental scenario is formed
representing a somewhat surreal world consistimgmidlsive amphibious creatures with
different kinds of characteristics (some sittingrity on human heads, some kicking and
biting). Of course, the work of grasping the inteddnetaphorical interpretation has yet to be
done and that requires a further pragmatic infeaeptocess of deriving from the
representations comprising the literal interpretathose of its implications that can plausibly
apply to the human experiences of depression dafi’gr

The suggestion, then, is that it may be necegeaypplement thad hocconcept
account with a second kind or mode of metaphorgssiag, in which the literal meaning of a
stretch of metaphorically used language is mairthas a whole and subjected to slower,
more reflective interpretive inference which sepesaut the implications that are speaker-
meant from those that are not. The difference betvikese two routes to metaphor
understanding can be summed up succinctly as fellow the first onead hocconcept
formation), word meaning is pragmatically adjustedas to capture the thought, and, on the
second one, the thought or world conception isefatiemporarily) made to correspond to the
(literal) language. The first mode is, as it wehe, normal mode — we are adjusting word
meanings to a greater or lesser extent all the itneemprehending utterances, in accordance
with our occasion-specific expectations of relevarihe switch to the second mode is made
only when a certain processing threshold or tipgaot is reached, when the effort of local
ad hocconcept formation is too great relative to the dwnce, the high accessibility, of the
literal meaning. For further discussion of thisdtprocess’ account of metaphor
comprehension, see Carston (2010b, forthcoming).

In the next section, | will consider a differentaant of metaphor, one which takes its

prevalence in language use to be a reflectiorsasrigin in our conceptual system.

" Clearly, this mode of metaphor processing givesiah greater (and more prolonged) role to theslite
meaning of the metaphorically used language. Ii5t6ar(2010b), where | develop the idea that thethis
second processing mode or route for the understgradicertain cases of metaphor, | give some engliri
evidence to support the ongoing dominance of thealimeaning. Interestingly, the account meshés aell
with the controversial stance of the philosophen&ld Davidson that ‘Metaphors mean what the ward#eir
most literal interpretation mean, and nothing m@i€&78/84: 245).
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4, Conceptual metaphor and pragmatics

Within the approach to language known as ‘cogniliivguistics™®, metaphor is viewed as,

first and foremost, a phenomenon of thought. Itsists of conceptual mappings across
cognitive domains such that certain abstract dosnairthought (e.g. psychological states,
time, life, verbal arguments) have the structurenofe concrete domains projected onto them
(e.g. physical states, space, journeys, wars aipalystruggles, respectively). These domain

mappings then surface, derivatively and pervasjvalpur use of language:

17. a. After he lost his job, John wary lowfor months, but he seems togng
aboveit now. <83\D IS DOWN>, <HAPPY IS UP>
b. From Mondayto Friday he worked hard, birt the weekend he rested.
<TIME IS SPACE>
C. I've reached an impassand really don’t knowvhere to gmext.
<LFE IS A JOURNEY>
d. Herdefensive strategyorked and his objections wekaocked dowione after

the other. <RGUMENTS ARE WARS

In their book, aptly entitleetaphors We Live By.akoff and Johnson (1980) carried
out what can be thought of as a consciousnessweagsiercise by comprehensively
demonstrating how metaphor-laden our ordinary cotigeal language use is and how
systematically related many of these metaphorisatare. For example, there are a lot of
different terms we use for talking about time whadme from the source domain of money
(specifically, its property of being a valuable dimited resource):spendtime’, ‘savemany
hours’, wasteseveral days’,ihvestone’s timeprofitably, ‘ budgetone’s time’, Squander
decades’, ‘live oborrowedtime’, etc. These uses of language, and many sithez claimed
to be underpinned by the general metaphuv&is MONEY>, which is part of our conceptual
system and structures our thinking about time fginget domain)Another example is the
vast array of expressions whose literal meaningeors spatial location but which are

regularly employed for talking about nonspatial @ams; for instance, words for being

'8 The study of language (grammar and semantics)gnitive linguistics is based on the hypothesas th
language is not an autonomous faculty of the murtcabises out of general cognitive capacities &uadl t
knowledge of language emerges from language useapproach was developed in opposition to Chomskyan
generative grammar, on the one hand, and truthitonal semantics, on the other. For a very usetalrview
and assessment, see Croft and Cruse (2004).
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physically up/high or down/low are used to exprgssitive or negative states of health,
emotion, morality, and social ‘standing’. Thesentlage taken as evidence for the conceptual
metaphors 00D IS UP>, <BAD IS DOWN>. The domain of physical containers is another
source domain that figures in a wide range of medepwith target domains including human
minds (e.g. we have thoughts,‘on, andat the front/back obur minds’), visual fields (e.g.
things comeihto andout ofview’), emotional states and relationships (efiglihg in andout

of love’, ‘she got mor@ut of itthan she punto it’), activities (e.g. ‘getnto or out of’a
particular line of work or business). Again, basedhis linguistic evidence, the claim is that
our knowledge of the physical domain of contairgtrsctures a number of more abstract
domains of thought via conceptual metaphors suetTias MIND IS A CONTAINER>,
<RELATIONSHIPS ARE CONTAINERS, etc.

The system of conceptual metaphors is claimedmsist of both basic or primary
metaphors and more complex ones that are compasged the simpler ones together with
ordinary general knowledge. So, for example, théapteor <OVE IS A JOURNEY> iS
composed of several more basic conceptual metapholsding ®*URPOSES ARE
DESTINATIONS>, <DIFFICULTIES ARE IMPEDIMENTS TO MOTION, <RELATIONSHIPS ARE
CONTAINERS>, <INTIMACY IS CLOSENESS> (plus ordinary literal knowledge about, for insta,
travelling, containers, motion, etc.). For moreadletbout the system of primary metaphors
and the compositional structures built from thee® 6&rady 1997, Lakoff 1993, 20638.

Grady and Lakoff have noted that such primary ntetepare acquired by people all over the
world and claim that this is because they are giedrin our shared bodily experience of the
world (the ‘embodiment’ thesis). For example, thisra bodily experiential basis to the
(associative) connection between positive/negatikperiences and being physically
upright/down, hence the primary metaphos®eD Is uP> and 8AD IS DOWN>, between
knowing something and the experience of seeirfgeiice the metaphoKKOWING IS

SEEING>, and between emotional connectedness and physmdmity, hence the metaphor

<INTIMACY IS CLOSENESS>. A further, more recent development within cqgstoal metaphor

9 Just how simple and general the primary concéptegaphors are is very unclear and, as they ge¢ ianod
more schematic, they threaten to undermine themati domain mapping which is the central plankhef
theory. Thus, in discussing Grady’s (1997) proptisal the conceptual metaphOHEORIES ARE BUILDINGS> IS
composed of more basic metaphors including, fdaimse, ©RGANIZATION IS PHYSICAL STRUCTURE, Croft and
Cruse (2004: 201) point out that the problem witbrshighly schematic metaphors as this is that thath
alleged source and target domains could be semstastiations of this general conceptual schenakimg any
mapping from source to target redundant. See Jdokeand Aaron (1991) and McGlone (2001) for more
detailed exposition of this particular issue, aed Stern (2000: 176-87) for a particularly insightfritique of
the conceptual metaphor approach.
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theory is the idea that there is a neural basentluring metaphorical thought (and hence to
metaphorical language). Basic metaphorical mappiegs from bodily states and processes
to psychological states and processes) are claioneohnsist of neural maps that bind
sensorimotor information to more abstract ideathabsource domain structures and
inferences are carried over to the target domaimeural links (Lakoff 2008).

As this brief outline of the cognitivists’ positiandicates, their view of metaphor
could hardly be more different from that of thessliaal rhetorical or Gricean approach,
according to which metaphors, along with other éy@re not natural or normal uses of
language (they violate an assumed norm of litesslnand are not essential to the content
being communicated, but are merely attractive @nébn-grabbing ways of presenting it.
Like relevance theorists, cognitive linguists fellthe Romantic tradition, according to which
metaphor is an entirely natural and normal phenamgit pervades language use and is both
contentful and unparaphraseaffléiowever, despite this very basic similarity inlook, the
cognitive linguistic and RT positions are strikipglifferent in other respects. The most
fundamental difference is their distinct views ba brigin of metaphors: in
thought/conceptualisation, according to the forraed in communication, according to the
latter.

A second difference concerns the literal-metaplabdcstinction. As discussed in
section 3, according to the RT view, metaphoriaaguage lies at one end of a literal-
nonliteral (loose use) continuum, which also inels@pproximations and hyperbolic uses of
language. Nothing of this sort could possibly eimiér the cognitivists’ account, given that
they take the essence of metaphor to be the atiseawapping of a concrete conceptual
domain onto a more abstract dom&iiThis view of metaphor entails a relatively shargral-
metaphorical distinction, which applies to bothugbt and language: ‘Although | will argue
that a great many common concepts like causatidrparpose are metaphorical, there is
nonetheless an extensive range of non-metaphaocakepts. A sentence likene balloon
went upis not metaphorical, nor is the old philosopheagdrite The cat is on the maBut as

soon as one gets away from concrete physical experiand starts talking about abstractions

20 A further similarity that follows from this bastme is that both approaches predict that metaghiasses of
language need take no longer to understand trealliises, contrary to the three step (Gricearveldyi
processing model. As mentioned in section 2, thesligtion has been repeatedly supported experirgnta

%L The cognitivists discuss metonymy as anothercjpie of conceptual organisation. It is distingiéd from
metaphor in that the source and target concepss$ wihin a single domain (e.g. ‘Nabokov’ for thevels of
Vladimir Nabokov, or ‘Downing Street’ for the Brsth prime minister or his spokespeople). For a disiom of
the cognitive linguistic account of conceptual (aedbal) metonymy, and its interaction with concet
metaphor, see Croft and Cruse (2004).
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or emotions, metaphorical understanding is the ridrakoff (1993: 205). Given their focus
on metaphor and its unique role in conceptualisaitds not surprising that Lakoff and his
colleagues don't discuss hyperbole or approximafldrese kinds of language use are not
likely to be of much interest to them since theyndbinvolve mappings between conceptual
domains and so do not structure our thinking ablmitvorld, as metaphor does. The
Lakoffians might well find it a reasonable ideatttieere is a continuum of loose uses of
language which includes approximations, categotgresions, hyperbole and other
intermediate cases, but would take that to be & glstinct matter from metaphor.

Another question one might have about the cogsisvposition is how they view the
relation between a verbal metaphor and its appgreotresponding simile. Given that
metaphor is taken to be fundamentally a matteoateptualisation, it might seem that the
verbal metaphor/simile distinction is just a suéaf difference in linguistic form with little
interpretive import; for example, ‘Bill is a bullder’ and ‘Bill is like a bulldozer’ would
simply be minimally different linguistic manifesias of the REOPLE ARE MACHINES
conceptual metaphor. But, while this may be trusashe cases, it is only one dimension of
what is, in fact, quite a complex issue. First, pnahthe grammatical forms that manifest
prototypical Lakoffian conceptual metaphors carbweasily recast as similes, e.g. ‘The price
hasgone up ‘I'll be home aroundmidnight’, ‘She isin danger’, ‘She looked at higoldly,
‘Our pathswill crossagain one day’. Second, while there is an oper@&mnaapping between
the source and target domains in a metaphor, mamles explicitly specify a single salient
resemblance between the two domains at issueéHedollowed her aroundike a puppy
dog’, ‘The victim had been shot addmpedn a field like garbage’ (examples from Croft and
Cruse 2004: 213). Although there is rather litilcdssion of similes within the cognitive
linguistic paradigm, what there is tends to conwitin the view described in section 3 that,
with the possible exception of a few cases of ¥es‘(like) a Y’ sort, simile and metaphor
are quite distinct uses of language (see Istal 2004, Croft and Cruse 2004: 211-216). Of
course, the deeper difference for the cognitivisthat while metaphor is fundamentally a
matter of conceptualisation, simile is (just) aufig of speech.

It is not one of the aims of the cognitivists’ ceptual approach to metaphor to
provide an account of how context-specific metajabuses of language are understood in
online communication. That is, the account is nptagmatic theory and it could, therefore,
in principle, be wedded to an independently devedopragmatic theory, such as the

relevance-based account of utterance compreheioat pragmatics provides is an account
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of how a hearer/reader comes to understand a n@teghutterance in the wagtended by
the speakerConsider, for instance, different possible intetations of the following

metaphorical uses:

18. a. My younger brother igpaince
b. Elisabeth ithe sun

c. His feet werstonesat the end of his legs.

The speaker of (18a) might mean that her brothgahaoble character and is destined for
greatness, or that he is spoiled and demandirgprire contexts, (18b) might be interpreted
as saying that Elizabeth is resplendent and r@gathers, that she is full of warmth and
radiantly beautiful. The speaker of (18c) mighemd ‘stones’ to be interpreted as heavy
weights or as cold lifeless thingsAnd for each of these, specific contextualisatiomsld
yield numerous further, more fine-grained, intetimeepossibilities. So, even if there is a
stock of conceptual metaphors which make availablarray of domain mappings, context-
sensitive, relevance-based inferential processa®dédo the recovery of the speaker’s
intended meaning are essential. Furthermore, #ivereome metaphorical uses of language
that cannot be plausibly thought of as groundeghiy of the kinds of domain mappings put
forward by the cognitivists; for instance, desaripone body part in terms of another in (19a)

or the human ‘heart’ in terms of a part of an iteihelothing in (19b):

19. a. His face wasfest of fury and pain.
b. ‘A man’s heart waa deep pocket he might turn artd be amazed at what he
found there.’ (fronThe Secret Rivery Kate Grenville, p.302)

For these examples, interpreting the metaphor @lwh matter of pragmatic inference

which takes its premises from non-metaphoricalrimfation stored in the encyclopaedic
entries associated with the decoded conaeptsandPOCKET. There are probably many

cases of this sort, including some of those abewg (My garden is alumof bloom’), which

are the product of a human imaginative capacige®resemblances and make analogies, and

do not depend on established conceptual metaphors.

22 Consider: ‘In the winter his feet were stonegtmnend of his legs. At night he and the othersskiyering on
the mouldy straw, ..." fronThe Secret Rivary Kate Grenville, p. 12, (Canongate).
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Recently, Tendahl and Gibbs (2008) have proposaictinceptual metaphor theory
and the RT account of metaphor comprehension anplemnentary and should be brought
together into a comprehensive theory of metaphieeyTsuggest that conceptual metaphors
are part of our general encyclopaedic knowledgenaay, like other items of such
knowledge, be activated when particular concepdiaguistically decoded and so play a role
in facilitating the recovery of the speaker’'s meaniFor instance, in the process of
comprehending ‘Robert is a bulldozer’, the decddedtal concepBuLLDOZER would make
available the conceptual metaphoPESPLE ARE MACHINES, <MINDS ARE MACHINES> and
perhaps others, each of which provides a systemapipings between the source and target
domains. The idea is that these long-standingeealred metaphorical mappings interact
with more occasion-specific contextual informatresulting in certain components of the
domain mappings being more highly activated th&erstand so more likely to be
instrumental in the@d hocconcept formation process. As Tendahl and Gibbststhe
advantages of conceptual metaphors playing thésinoh relevance-based pragmatics are: (a)
they would reduce the processing effort involvedhetaphor comprehension (thereby
increasing the relevance of the metaphorical uttarg and (b) they could account for cases
of ‘emergent properties’ such as, for instancesemsitive to the views and feelings of others’
which might well be one of the properties underdtae meant by the speaker of ‘Robert is a
bulldozer’. This is not a property of bulldozersachines) and so does not feature in the
encyclopaedic entry for the concepiLLDOZER, but might be made available via the system
of associative mappings between the source donfiamrachines and the target domain of
human characteristiés.For more detailed discussion, see also Gibbs andahl (2006).

Underpinning the RT account of metaphorical languagderstanding in terms adl
hocconcepts is the view that the concepts that hurcansnentally entertain and manipulate
are considerably more numerous and fine-grainedl i concepts encoded in public
language systems. Thus, the range of concepts mveoramunicate to each other far outstrips
those that are lodged in our linguistic lexicond &ns relevance-based pragmatic processes

that make this possible (Sperber and Wilson 1998t¥ne of these nonlexicalised concepts

% Any fully adequate account of metaphor intergietawill have to confront the issue of emergeraperties.
A different sort of account is presented by advesatf blending theory, a theory with a broad domiaiciuding
both utterance interpretation and more generallpnolsolving, but which, it is claimed, shows howesgent
properties can arise from a mental operation @&riting’ two mental spaces (e.g. the space of hura#ts and
the space of bulldozers). For discussion of blegdind metaphor, see Graeltyal. (1999) and for critical
assessment of blending theory, see Croft and GagR1), Vega Moreno (2007) and Lakoff (2008). Withie
RT framework, Vega Moreno (2007) and Wilson ands@ar (2006) have attempted to provide a wholly
inferential account (i.e. one that employs no sglexssociative mappings) of how hearers recovergane
properties in interpretation.
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may be established in an individual’'s conceptupérmire, while others may be formed on
the fly, in response to immediate occasion-specifiecerns (Barsalou 1987, Carston 2010a).
RT doesn't rule out the possibility of metaphorit@ught, but, contrary to the cognitivists’
stance, takes it that the vast majority of metajghblanguage use in communication is a
reflection of nonmetaphorical thoughts about theldyave can think about mental states, life,
love, arguments and other abstract concepts withecgssarily having to employ concepts
from more concrete domains such as bodily statesngeys, containers and wars in order to
do so.

Working within the RT framework, Wilson (2009a) giegts that at least some of the
cross-domain correspondences discussed by thetiwgirimight be the result of repeated
encounters with linguistic metaphors that link tve conceptual domains. Wilson starts by
demonstrating how a hearer who encounters a maiaphose such as ‘Bill's marriage &
the rocksfor the first time could interpret it successfullia the kind of lexical adjustment
process (specifically, lexical broadening) outlirsdmbve in section 3. That is, without any
metaphorical scheme of the typRARRIAGES ARE JOURNEY$ in his conceptual system, he
could, following the usual relevance-driven intefation process, infer axd hocconcepion
THE ROCKS which carries the intended implications about’Biimarriage. Then she points
out that, while manyd hocconcepts are a one-off occurrence, others may regularly and
frequently enough for the inferential route frore texical concept to thaed hocconcept to
become routinised to varying degrees. In very feedly used cases that link two domains
(e.g. relationships and journeys, arguments and,wiare and money), the routinisation may
go so far as to amount to the kind of systematisss”domain correspondences that the
cognitivists discuss. So, for instance, thoughtsuamarriage may come to automatically
activate aspects of our encyclopaedic informatloouajourneys, and thoughts about
arguments may come to automatically activate asp#atur encyclopaedic information
about wars. These automatic co-activations woudd facilitate the development of further
related metaphorical uses of concepts from the smmece domains applied to the same
target domains, hence the families of related nietegothat the cognitive linguists have
highlighted (e.g. ‘reached a dead end’, ‘made a stant’, ‘sailing along’, ‘stormy’, ‘entered
calmer waters’, etc. used in describing marriagesaiher relationships). While Lakoffians
see these linguistic uses as external manifestatiba prior conceptual metaphor
<MARRIAGE IS AJOURNEY>, Wilson’s view is, in effect, the opposite, irattshe takes the

basis of the apparent domain mapping to be comratimécrather than cognitive/conceptual.
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It will be interesting to see how this fundamermiffierence in the explanation for certain
well-established and thematically-related clustérignguistic metaphors is ultimately
resolved. One possibility is that there are sonmaany cognitive mappings, such as the
universally instantiated analogy between the playsiod the psychological, the body and the
mind, while other, more culture-specific caseshsag #IARRIAGE IS A JOURNEY> Or <PEOPLE
ARE MACHINES>, arise from repeated patterns of linguistic comization.

Finally, whether or not the claim that many metaghhave their origin in our
conceptual systems is true, it does seem irrefeitélait metaphor abounds in our use of
language and has a strong presence in the leyst#ms itself. This, then, is another
difference from ironical uses of language, whioh eonsiderably less frequent, apparently
less basic among our communicative needs than mma&tagnd not a force for semantic
change — there aren’t ironical sense extensiottgeitexicon. Irony is not conceptual in the
sense in which the cognitivists believe metaphdretono-one, as far as | know, has claimed
that there are ironical mappings which structunecmnceptual systems, and indeed it is

difficult to imagine any cognitive utility in suci system.

5. Conclusion: kinds of nonliteralness and thetieral/nonliteral distinction(s)

Metaphor is usually taken to be the paradigm casemliteralness. Most ordinary untutored
communicators are aware of a distinction betwetenali and metaphorical uses of words —
speakers may, on occasion, preface their utteramitieshe phrase ‘metaphorically speaking’
and hearers may question whether someone meantditecally or metaphorically.

Similarly, people are typically alert to the distilon between ironical and literal utterances
and may correct someone’s apparent misinterpretafian utterance by saying ‘no, she
meant it ironically’. In this concluding sectionwill briefly consider the extent to which this
kind of intuitive folk distinction between the litd and the nonliteral is reflected in the kinds
of theories discussed in the previous sections.

On the Gricean account of saying and meaninge tisea relatively clear distinction
between literal and nonliteral language use: alsgrasses language literally when she means
what she says (in Grice’s semantically-orientedeeaf ‘say’), and she uses language non-
literally when she does not mean what she sayséies as if to say), as in ‘Mary is a

bulldozer’ or ‘Bill is a fine friend’ (uttered irhke appropriate context). The move to a
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pragmatically enriched conception of what a speakgs (or explicity communicates), as
discussed in section 2 above, obliterates thisafalyawing the literal/nonliteral distinction.
On this view, speakers, trading on their heare@ymatic capacities, may employ a word to
communicate any of a wide range of concepts inferabcontext from the encoded lexical
concept, and these communicaseilhocconcepts, e.qMONEY*, BOILING*, BULLDOZER*, ON

THE ROCKS, contribute to what the speaker said (her printaganing), So, on this account,
even in clearly metaphorically used cases the sgeakans what she says (a conclusion that
the cognitivists would draw too, although basingritdifferent assumptions).

Relevance theorists maintain that adjustmentxatddly encoded meanings is
standard practice in communication and that wordsaldom used to express just what they
encode. So if literal meaning is equated with lisgoally encoded meaning, it follows that
using words literally is a rarity. However, someses of pragmatic adjustment of word
meanings do not, intuitively at least, seem to t@smonliteral uses. Instances of lexical
narrowing (or enrichment), e.g. ‘money’ used to m&alot of money’, ‘fresh’ to mean ‘new
and bright’, ‘leave’ to mean ‘end a relationshigie generally judged to be literal uses of the
words. What distinguishes lexical concept narrowogn broadening (loose use) is that
while the linguistically encoded meaning is presenn the former, components of it are
dropped in the latter, e.g. a loose use of ‘hexaljanops the defining feature that the six
sides are exactly equal, a broadening of ‘sainthean ‘very kind, unselfish person’ drops
the ‘canonized’ component. So we might reasonaljgest that only cases of lexical concept
broadening qualify as nonliteral uses.

However, although there is a principled distincti@re, it does not mesh with
ordinary speaker-hearer intuitions because marseloses, probably including the two just
given, are not any more phenomenologically saksmonliteral uses than the enrichment
cases are. The folk distinction would include bdoase uses (e.g. ‘square’ to mean
‘squarish’, ‘flat’ to mean ‘flat in so far as lanzges can be flat’) in the class of literal uses of
language and distinguish them from clear caseset@pmor (and irony). If the RT view that
there is a loose use continuum, extending fronsthetly literal at one extreme to the
strikingly metaphorical at the other, is corretggems that we should simply abandon any
attempt to match the distinctions made by the pedgntheory with the intuitive folk
distinction. What is transparently nonliteral toassordinary language users would have to be

captured in some way that crosscuts the looseargaum and explains what property
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makes it the case that some departures from Bteiciiness impinge on our conscious
awareness while others dofit.

Within the class of intuitive nonliteral uses, hasg metaphor and irony are clearly
recognised by speaker-hearers as quite distinctqgphena and, consonant with this, they are
given very different explanations within currenagmatic theories, as discussed in sections 2
and 3 above. While metaphorical uses require heéwaradically broaden or adjust linguistic
meanings, ironical uses typically preserve litgratd meanings but make it evident that the
speaker does not think those literal meanings appilye situation under discussion. These
are very different ways of using language nonlitgranetaphorical uses are attempts to
describe the world accurately by extending the nmegresources of the linguistic code, while
ironical uses are a means of using literal meatargpmmunicate a dissociative attitude
towards particular descriptions of the world. Tiatcan express and communicate thoughts
and attitudes that go so far beyond what our laggsi@ncode is, of course, entirely due to

our powerful pragmatic capacities.

24 For discussion of at least three different ways/hich the literal/nonliteral distinction can beadn on a
contextualist (truth-conditional pragmatic) accoahtitterance meaning and of how the intuitive fotkion of
nonliteral use might be reconstructed within suctaecount, see Recanati (2004, chapter 5).

Y Many thanks to Catherine Wearing, Deirdre Wilaow Vladimir Zegarac for helpful comments on atfirs
draft of this chapter, and to the editors of ttotume, Keith Allan and Kasia Jaszczolt, for souddiee and
considerable patience. | am grateful to the Ceoiréhe Study of Mind in Nature, Oslo, for its onigg funding
of my research.
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