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Abstract

This paper first makes a general survey of rhetoric and semantic study of metaphor, indicating that cognitive approach to metaphor has its traditional inheritance. As part of cognitive linguistic study, cognitive approach to metaphor is philosophically grounded on non-objectivist experiential realism or experientialism. The main idea includes Lakoff’s conceptual metaphor theory, and Fauconnier’s mental spaces and conceptual blending theory. According to the cognitive approach, metaphor is not to be seen as a purely linguistic phenomenon, but a cognitive phenomenon. The essence of metaphor is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another. Our ordinary conceptual system by means of which we live, think and act is fundamentally metaphorical in nature. Metaphor arises from mapping among different cognitive domains, especially the mapping from familiar, easily-understood source domain onto unfamiliar, abstract target domain. 
Cognitive approach stresses the cognitive nature of metaphor, but because what is focused on is often the so-called dead metaphor, especially Lakoff’s conceptual metaphors, which are mainly conventional metaphors that have become part of our everyday speech, the identification and comprehension of metaphor have not been clearly explained. The paper stresses that both similarity and dissimilarity between the domains should be taken into consideration in the identification of metaphor. Production of metaphorical meaning must be based on similarity between the two domains. Dissimilarity between the two domains results in semantic deviation on which metaphorical inferences are based. Context, esp. the situational context is very essential in the understanding and interpretation of metaphors because context plays a key role in the specification and differentiation of the source and target domain. Cognitive approach stresses the role of cognitive context, but overrides the importance of situational context, thus its explanatory power is limited.
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中 文 摘 要

本篇论文首先对传统的隐喻修辞研究和语义研究作一综述，在此基础上指出隐喻研究的认知观有其历史渊源；隐喻研究作为认知语言学的一部分，以非客观主义的经验现实主义哲学或经验主义哲学作为自己思想和方法论的基础。隐喻的认知研究主要包括Lakoff等人的概念隐喻研究，以及Fauconnier等人的心理空间和概念整合理论，揭示出隐喻本质上不仅仅是一种语言现象，更是一种认知现象，是人类将其某一领域的经验用来说明或理解另一领域的经验的一种认知活动。人类赖以生存的许多基本概念系统以及人类思维方式乃至行为方式皆为隐喻性的。在运作机制上，隐喻是不同认知域之间的投射，特别是将一个比较熟悉易于理解的源域的框架投射到一个不熟悉较难理解的目标域之上。

隐喻的认知研究强调隐喻的认知本质，由于其研究对象多为“死喻”，特别是Lakoff的概念隐喻成为我们日常语言的一部分，因而忽视了对新奇隐喻的识别与理解的研究。本文强调在识别与理解隐喻时既要考虑不同认知域之间的相似性，又要分析其相异性。相似性是隐喻意义产生的基本条件。相异性是本体与喻体产生语义冲突的前提，是形成语义偏离的原因所在。此外，由于语境对认知域起确定和区分的作用，语境，特别是情景语境在理解和阐释隐喻过程中起着十分重要的作用。隐喻的认知研究考虑了认知语境，却忽视了对情景语境的考虑，因此其解释力受到了限制。
关键词 ：认知研究  隐喻  语义偏离  相似性  相异性  语境

Chapter 1 Introduction

The term metaphor derives from French (metaphore) and Latin (metaphora), and can be ultimately traced back to the ancient Greek word “metapherein”, which means “to transfer”. The serious study of Metaphor can be traced back to Aristotle, with the start of his two works the Poetics and Rhetoric, in which the formation and rhetoric function of metaphor have been much discussed. The Aristotelian definition of metaphor appears in the Poetics: Metaphor consists in giving the thing a name that belongs to something else; the transference being either from genus to species, from species to genus, or from species to species, or on the ground of analogy. Aristotle argues that the transference of the first three kinds will lead to simple metaphors, but the transference by analogy will result in the most complex ones. It is obvious that the metaphors of the last type are closest to the modern sense of the term. The view Aristotle holds, believing metaphors to be implicit comparisons, based on the principles of analogy, is generally called the Comparison Theory of metaphor(Ortony,1979). Another point in Aristotle’s view is that simile is also considered a kind of metaphor. Aristotle believes metaphor is primarily ornamental, a decorative additive to language. His comparison theory, with the later substitution theory proposed by Roman Rhetorician, Quintelian, have dominated the rhetoric study of metaphor for about 2000 years. In this rhetoric tradition, metaphor is viewed as no more than one of the tropes(twists and turns of language )on the lexical level. Up until the 1930s, with the publication of The Philosophy of Rhetoric, I.E.Richards initiated the Interaction Theory of Metaphor. Later Black develops and perfects the interaction theory, in which metaphor is viewed as a meaning-created process, resulting from the interaction of two meanings. The interaction theory makes a breakthrough in that metaphor is understood and interpreted from the semantic view rather than merely from the rhetoric tradition, and that metaphor is analyzed into the meaning interaction and meaning comparison or meaning substitution on the word level.  

In Chinese tradition, metaphor has been studied as a figure of speech, a basic rhetoric device frequently used in literary works. In Chen Wang-dao’s Foundations of Rhetoric(1932),metaphor is explained as a rhetoric device different from simile and metonymy. Some works about metaphor focus on the description of metaphor rather than interpretation of metaphor. Until recent years, more articles and works on metaphor have been published with more issues concerned. Ji Guang-mao(1998) examines Chinese poetic tradition by means of metaphor, holding that it is impossible to express emotion, show aspiration, or describe scenery without metaphor. He also stresses that metaphor is not merely a linguistic and stylistic phenomenon but a really charming and perplexing cultural one. Yan Shi-qing(2000)introduces the constructivist and nonconstructivist views on metaphor, discussing the nature, mechanism, function of metaphor. In Shu Ding-fang’s Studies in Metaphor (2000) he goes into great details on almost all the important aspects of metaphor, including its nature, function, production, mechanism and interpretation, with the main part of the book being the introduction of the theories of metaphor proposed in the West. It seems that, until now, a small number of Chinese scholars have proposed their own theory of metaphor while studies of metaphor from different perspectives in the West are springing up vigorously.

Traditional study of metaphor both at home and abroad emphasizes its rhetoric function on the lexical level from the semantic perspective. As long as context is considered, semantics spills into pragmatics. Pragmatic study of metaphor thus emerges. Searle makes a distinction between sentence or word meaning and speaker, or utterance meaning. He argues that the latter can be metaphorical, while the former is never so. The theory of metaphor Searle holds is mainly about a series of pragmatic inferences by which the metaphorical utterance meaning can be construed out of the sentence meaning. Another attempt of pragmatic approach to metaphor is made by Grice and his maxims may help to recognize metaphor. Levinson(1983) makes a supplement by arguing that, once recognized, the interpretation of metaphor must rely on features of our general ability to reason analogically.

As linguistic theories have developed and extended into the other related intellectual disciplines, attempts to study metaphor have been made from different linguistic points of view. In recent years, a number of linguists who believe that aspects of experience and cognition are crucially implicated in the structure and functioning of language, have given the term “cognit。Ive” to their approach. The earliest serious study of metaphor on its cognitive dimension can be thought to start with the publication in 1980 of Lakoff’s Metaphors We Live by in 1980 in which, it is claimed that metaphor is conceptual and that many of our actions are based on metaphorical conception. Another attempt to analyze metaphor from the cognitive perspective is made by Fauconnier(1985) who has put forward Mental Space Theory and Conceptual Blending Theory to understand metaphor in a cognitive way. In China, Shu Ding-fang(2000) spares no pages to discuss the cognitive nature of metaphor, concluding that metaphor is the tool for human perception, conceptual categorization, and that metaphor provides a new perspective to the objective world. Metaphor is used not merely in poetry or other literary works but in everyday language including scientific language. Zhao Yan-fang(2001) also stresses that metaphorical language is a powerful cognitive tool for human conceptualization of new concepts and abstract categories.

Any attempt to study metaphor has to give answers to such questions as: what is metaphor? Why do we use metaphor? How do metaphors work? How do we interpret metaphor? This paper proposes to tackle these questions by focusing on the nature, function, interpretation, mechanism of metaphor in a cognitive approach. The paper falls into four parts(1)Why is the cognitive approach adopted? After a general survey of the previous approaches to metaphor this paper claims that the cognitive significance of metaphor has its traditional inheritance since Aristotle.(2)What is the theoretical foundation of cognitive approach?(3)To what degree has metaphor been studied on its cognitive approach? (4)What must be further considered in order to perfect the cognitive approach in my own reflections? My claim is that cognitive approach has widened the sense and use of metaphor, providing a comprehensive and integrative insight into metaphor. Besides, it is proposed that cognitive approach should be supplemented by semantic and pragmatic approaches because semantic deviation forms the basic condition for identification of metaphor, similarity between the source domain and target domain forms the grounding for production of metaphor and context plays a crucial role in the interpretation of metaphor.

Chapter 2 The Traditional Inheritance: A General Survey

2.1 The Aristotelian Tradition
Aristotle’s discussions of metaphor, principally in The Poetics and Rhetoric, have remained influential to the present era. In his discussions, he shows great interest in almost all the important aspects of metaphor, including its definition, function and comprehension. He distinguishes four kinds of transference within the general definition that “Metaphor is the application to one thing of a name belonging to another thing”(from Hawkes,1980) The analysis is carried out not in terms of form, but of content and the “transference” involved may be as follows:
   (a) from the genus to the species(e.g. “Here lies my ship”: “lying” is a genus, “lying at anchor” a  species)
(b)  from the species to the genus (e.g. “Ten thousand good deeds”: a specific number, used instead of the genus “many” )
(c)  from one species to another (e.g. “Draining off the life with the bronze”: “draining off” used in place of “severing”. Both are species of “taking away” )
（d）a matter of analogy.
                 (Poetics, from Hawkes,1980)
To Aristotle, transference based on analogy seems more complex and significant. Metaphor by analogy means: the four elements of the metaphor, A,B,C,D,are connected in the way that B’s relationship with A is analogous to D’s relationship with C. For instance, Old age(B) is to life(A) as evening(D) is to day(C).Thus we may call the evening(D) “the old age(B) of the day(C)”; or call the old age(B) “the evening(D) of life(A)”.Aristotle believes metaphors to be implicit comparisons based on the principles of analogy, which is generally called the Comparison Theory of metaphor. As to the function of metaphor, Aristotle believes it is primarily ornamental. However, he insists that metaphor should be restricted to poetry only, which is a view that gives rise to the distinction between poetic diction and everyday language in later ages. His idea of metaphor as a special kind of device to achieve stylistic effect and to be used in poetry only has been somehow inherited and reinforced by Roman thinkers like Cicero, Horace, Longinus and Quintelian.

Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the creative, educational aspect of metaphor has been clearly recognized by Aristotle.
 ----strange words simply puzzle us; ordinary words convey only what we know already; it is from metaphor that we can best get hold of something fresh.

                                  (Rhetoric,1410b)
But the greatest thing, by far, is to be a master of metaphor .It is the one thing that cannot be learnt from others; and it is also a sign of genius since good metaphor implies an intuitive perception of similarity of dissimilars. Through resemblance, metaphor makes things clearer.                                          

(Poetics)
The argument can be made that Aristotle has already pointed out the cognitive importance of metaphor, particularly metaphor based on analogy. As an example, Aristotle chooses the phrase “sowing around a god-created flame”. The casting forth of seed-corn, he says, is called sowing, but the act of the sun casting forth its flames has no special name. The phrase emerges through an analogical transfer of meaning: this nameless act (B), however, stands in just the same relation to its object, sunlight (A), as sowing (D) to the seed-corn (C).Hence the expression “sowing around a god-created flame(D+A)”. ( Rhetoric,1457b 26-30.)
The act is nameless because it is not conceived as an act until the perception is formulated by the metaphor. The metaphor is instrumental in having identified something to be named. The metaphor thereby provides us with a way of learning something new about the world, or about how the world may be perceived and understood. Where metaphor is used when a “proper” name exists, Aristotle indicates yet another cognitive feature: it is a means of remarking on a previously unrecognized similarity. Believing similarity to be the basis of metaphorical transference, and granting the perception of similarity an important cognitive role, Aristotle sees in metaphor a conceptual tool of much power.

While we have credited Aristotle with an appreciation of the cognitive importance of metaphor, most developments of the Aristotelian tradition have treated metaphor as decoration or comparison. In either case, metaphor is dispensable in favor of a plainer expression or a more explicit statement of similarity.

2.2 Richards, Black, and the Interaction Theory
Although the interaction theory is most often identified with the views presented by Max Black in two thoughtful essays written about twenty years apart(Black 1962;1979), the roots of it can be traced back to I. A. Richards’ Philosophy of Rhetoric. Richards’ idea, can be traced further back to the Romantic poets---Richards was a student of Coleridge. According to Richards, all meanings are universally relative, only appropriate to and valid in the cultural context in which they occur:
---any part of a discourse, in the last resort, does what it does only because the other parts of the surrounding, uttered or unuttered discourse, and its conditions, are what they are.                                              

(Richards,1936:10) 

In other words, instead of having any fixed and mutually exclusive meanings, the words only possess some sense nuclei, which will be actualized differently on proper contexts. The essence of such a view is ingeniously summed up by Hawkes with a single sentence: “Words do not ‘mean’, we ‘mean’ by words”(Hawkes,1980:58).

Starting from the relativist philosophy, Richards turns to the idea of interaction to interpret metaphor by reasoning that “when we use a metaphor we have two thoughts of different things active together and supported by a single word, or a phrase, whose meaning is a resultant of their interaction” (Richards,
1936:21). To make it more explicit, Richards distinguishes the two elements involved, which are termed the “tenor”(the underlying idea which the metaphor expresses) and the “vehicle”(the basic analogy that performs the function of carrying or embodying the tenor) respectively. As a further description, he stresses the conceptual incompatibility between these two elements, calling it the tension(based upon his view on metaphor, Ricoeur later builds the tension theory of metaphor)(Ricoeur,1978).The meaning of metaphor, according to Richards, is generated through the interaction between the tenor and the vehicle. Consider a metaphor from Shakespeare’s sonnet 73:
   （1）Bare ruin’d choirs, where late the sweet birds sang.

The vehicle is the idea conveyed by the words “bare ruin’d choirs”, and the tenor the idea of autumnal boughs. The metaphor, then, is neither the vehicle nor the tenor but the two conjoined.

Black, in his celebrated article on metaphor, makes a number of significant contributions and emendations to Richards. A metaphor is not an isolated term, Black claims, but a sentence. He calls the metaphorical sentence the frame and the word or words used metaphorically the focus. Richards does not make clear whether the term is to apply to the idea signified by the focal word or to the contextual and conceptual inferences relating to the focal word. Later Black(1979) uses primary subject to indicate the word or words used nonliterally and secondary subject to refer to the context. The secondary subject is to be regarded as a system rather than an individual thing. It is a system of “associated implicative complex”. The interaction between the two subjects takes place in this way: the presence of the primary subject incites the hearer to select some features out of the secondary subject’s implicative complex, and invites him to construct a parallel implicative complex that can fit the primary subject, and causes in turn parallel changes in the secondary subject. As an illustration, let us apply the theory to the actual analysis of a metaphor:
(2) Marriage is a zero-sum game.        (Black,1979)
The features selected out of the secondary subject “Game” can be spelled as follows:
(G1) A game is a contest;
(G2) between two opponents;
(G3) in which one player can win only at the expense of the other . Accordingly, the implicative complex that fits the primary subject “marriage” can be constructed in the similar vein:
(M1) A marriage is a sustained struggle;
(M2) between two contestants;
(M3) in which the rewards (power? Money? Satisfaction?) of one contestant are gained at the other’s sacrifice.
From the parallel relation between the two complexes, we can see clearly how the involved interaction leads to the emergence of the metaphor: in projecting G1 upon M1, the interaction establishes the similarity between the two subjects; no interaction happens between G2 and M2 because the relation therein is that of identity, which, however, provides the ultimate basis for the whole metaphorical interaction process; in the shift from G3 to M3, the interaction causes the conceptual extension or parallel change on the part of the secondary subject, since marital struggles do not actually end in any victory in the conventional sense.
The Interaction Theory seems to be able to solve the problems of metaphor that the Comparison Theory cannot solve. According to the comparison view, the literal paraphrase imputed by the metaphor is a statement of some similarity or analogy. The essence of metaphor is that it is a condensed or convoluted form of simile. The statement “John is a fox” is a compressed comparison between the behavior of John and what we know about the behavior of foxes. Black argues against the comparison view, claiming that to presume that metaphors simply record pre-existing similarities among things is at best naive. “It would be more illuminating in some of these cases to say that the metaphor creates the similarity than to say that it formulates some similarity antecedently existing.”(Black,1962:37). For example:
(3) The garden was a slum of bloom.
What an objectively given similarity is there between a garden and a slum prior to the formation of the metaphor itself?
The comparison view is inadequate because it is incapable of providing an account of the processes by means of which novel metaphors get produced. On the contrary, the interaction view on metaphor usefully emphasizes that metaphorical statements actively produce similarity because of the manner in which the words “interact” in the mind of the reader or listener. In the metaphors “people are wolves” and “society is a sea”, we do not directly compare persons or societies (the topic or focus of the metaphors, and wolves or the sea, the vehicles or frames) for similarities that actually exist, but instead view each in a new manner so as to create the similarities which reside in an active system of relationships.
In the Philosophy of Rhetoric, Richards (1936)portrays metaphor not as “an added power of language” but as its “constitutive form”, as “the omnipresent principle of language”. The theoretical ground for holding that metaphor is the omnipresent principle of language lies in Richards’s contextual conception of meaning: signs are efficacious as they “bring together into new unities the abstracts, or aspects, which are the missing parts of their various contexts” (Richards,1936:93). From the very beginning, Richards attempts to account for “similarity-creating metaphors”(Indurkhya,1992:3), which involves the interaction “between its source and its target, a process in which the target (and possibly the source ) is reorganized, and new similarities between the source and the target emerge (Ibid:3)”. The reorganization of the target and the emergence of the new similarities will certainly lead to some corresponding changes in the ways that the cognitive agent perceives and comprehends the world(Yan Shi-qing,2000). In “More About Metaphor”, Black(1979) claims at the beginning that “My interest in this paper is particularly directed toward the ‘cognitive aspects’ of certain metaphors, whether in science, philosophy, theology, or ordinary life,---”(Ortony,1979). In conclusion, both Richards and Black have noticed the cognitive nature of metaphor and related metaphor to human cognition, though Indurkhya (1992:3) comments that it is “quite vague, and even paradoxical at times”.

The traditionally influential theories, the Comparison Theory and the Interaction Theory, cannot override the cognitive significance of metaphor though they try to explain the formation and interpretation of metaphor. Metaphor is not merely a figure of speech or a rhetoric device, not merely a linguistic phenomenon, but a cognitive phenomenon. On the whole, metaphor appears as psychological, linguistic and cultural behaviour perceiving, experiencing, imaging, understanding and discussing something in terms of something else(Ji Guang-mao 1998). 

Chapter 3 Theoretical Foundations of Cognitive Approach
3.1 Objectivism vs Experientialism 

No study of language can be made without consideration of its philosophical basis. Philosophy is the cornerstone of linguistics. The basic concern of linguistic philosophy is about relationship between language and the world. According to Lakoff, what influences language study most is objectivism which has dominated western philosophy for two thousand years. Objectivism is not specific to any school of philosophy but shared by many who hold the same or similar views. 

In their views, the world consists of two separate parts: one is physical, the other is rational; one is object, and the other is thought. Thought is abstract and disembodied, in the sense that the capacity for meaningful thought and for reason is abstract and not necessarily embodied in any organism. It is independent of any limitation of the human body, the human perceptual system, and the human nervous system. Thus, meaningful concepts and rationality are transcendental, in the sense that they transcend, or go beyond, the physical limitations of any organism. Thought is the mechanical manipulation of abstract symbols. Thus it is atomistic, as it can be completely broken down into simple “building blocks”－the symbols used in thought. Based on this, they view language as abstract symbols, which get their meaning via correspondences to things in the external world. All meaning is objective, disembodied, independent of human understanding. 
Objectivism holds that the world is made up of objects which have properties independent of any experience of human or other beings. We understand the objects in the world in terms of categories and concepts. These categories and concepts correspond to properties inherent in the objects and to the relationships among the objects. Our language expresses the concepts and categories in terms of which we think. Only by using language that is clearly and precisely defined can people communicate precisely about the external world. Metaphor and other kinds of rhetorical or figurative language can always be avoided in speaking objectively, and they should be avoided, since their meanings are not clear and precise and do not fit reality in any obvious way.
In recent years overwhelming empirical evidence has been shown against this traditional view, especially the view called experiential realism or alternatively experientialism by Lakoff and Johnson.  “Experience” here is taken in a broad rather than a narrow sense. It includes everything that goes to make up actual or potential experiences: perception, motor movement, the nature of the environment it lives in, the way it functions in that environment, the nature of its social functioning, and the like. The more specific experientialist views are as follows:
---thought is embodied, in that the structures used to put together our conceptual systems grow out of bodily experience and make sense in terms of it. Moreover, the core of our conceptual systems is directly grounded in perception, body movement, and experience of a physical and social character.
---thought is imaginative, in that those concepts which are not directly grounded in experience employ metaphor, metonymy and mental imagery－all of which go beyond the literal mirroring, or representation of external reality.
---thought has gestalt properties and is thus not atomistic. Concepts have an overall structure that goes beyond merely putting together conceptual “building blocks” by general rules (Lakoff,1987:5).
According to experientialism, bodily experience plays an important role in the knowledge of the world. When we cannot categorize something directly, we often use general human imaginative capacities－metaphor, metonymy, and images which are also based on experience. Therefore, experientialists attach much importance to the role of metaphor in human cognitive system and language formation.
3.2 Autonomous Linguistics vs Cognitive Linguistics
Different understanding of the relationship between language and thought, language and the world, results in the different schools of linguistics. Under the influence of objectivism, there have been two main linguistics traditions: structuralism and generativism. Structuralism maintains that the meaning of a linguistic form is determined by the language system itself. The world out there and how people interact with it, how they perceive and conceptualize it, are, in the structuralists’ view, extralinguistic factors which do not impinge on the language itself. Of course, people use language to talk about, to interpret, and to manipulate the world, but language remains a self-contained system, with its own structure, its own constitutive principles, its own dynamics. Language, in a word, is autonomous.

The notion of the autonomy of language took on a rather different sense in Chomsky’s generative-transformational paradigm. Chomsky made the famous distinction between competence and performance, of which the former has been much studied. According to Chomsky, the human mind consists of components which, though interacting, nevertheless develop and operate independently. One such component is the language faculty. The language faculty is viewed as a computational device which generates the sentences of a language through the recursive operation of grammatical rules. It is the language faculty which determines a person’s grammatical competence, i. E. Linguistic competence in the narrow sense. Language is autonomous in the sense that the language faculty itself is an autonomous component of mind, in principle independent of other mental faculties. According to Chomsky, linguistic competence refers to a set of internalized rules of ideal speakers’ knowledge of language. It is so much emphasized that linguistic performance (actual realization of linguistic competence)has been degraded into obscurity. It must be argued that it is insufficient to study only competence, our linguistic performance deserves much more attention. Besides the language faculty, at least two other components of mind: pragmatic competence and the conceptual system can fall into the research field. As George Lakoff has pointed out, it is unrealistic to speak of a language faculty independent of sensory-motor and cognitive development, perception, memory, attention, social interaction, personality and other aspects of experience.
Thus cognitive linguistics arises out of criticism of the autonomy hypothesis, both in its structuralist and generative-transformational guises. Cognitive linguistics is “an approach to language that is based on our experience of the world and the way we perceive and conceptualize it”(Zhao Yan-fang 2001).

Language system is not autonomous. Based on experiential realism, cognitive linguists hold that natural language is product of human brain, grounded on the same principles as the other cognitive domains, resulting from the interaction among psychological, cultural, social and ecological factors. Linguistic structure depends on conceptualization and affects it reversely. Conceptualization is grounded in our bodily experience, the external worlds and our relation to the world. Language units are determined by categorization, dependent on projection of metaphor and metonymy to achieve prototypicality effect.
     Cognitive linguistics centers on the study of meaning. It studies meaning in a way quite different from the autonomous linguistics. Structuralism views meaning as composition of semantic components. Generative-transformational grammar believes rules of syntax are autonomous, generative, independent of semantics. Semantics is interpretive. Both believe that natural language has its objective meaning, independent of human being, correspondent with the external world. This point is strongly argued against in cognitive linguistics. Many problems can not be solved according to the traditional belief that meaning of symbol is correspondent with the objective reality. First it can not explain the different meanings of one linguistic form and the relationship among them. Why, for example, does the linguistic form “operation” express more than one meaning as follows?
    (a) the condition or process of working 

(b) a thing (to be )done ;an activity
(c) the cutting of the body in order to set right or remove a diseased part ;
(d) a planned, esp. Military movement 

                                (Longman Dictionary)
Second, it can not explain why different linguistic forms are correspondent with the same object. For instance, we use “house” “apartment” “home” to refer to the same object in certain situations. Third, in the generative tradition, syntax is autonomous, purely formal. Sentence structure is composed of deep structure and surface structure. Deep structure determines the sentence meaning, while surface structure determines sentence form. The same deep structure can be realized by  different surface structures. Look at the following sentences:

    (4)   Tom smokes.

     Tom is smoking.

     Tom, smoke!

The sentences of different surface structures share the deep structure.                                                                                        That is, sentence forms can be different, sentence meaning remains the same. It is evident that these sentences, though sharing the same deep structure, express different meanings. The autonomous linguistics fails to account for this. 
In view of cognitive linguistics, meaning is concept. Concept is product of human cognition. It reflects the nature of reality. Based on cognitive categorization, concept is formed through generalizing properties of a species rather than an individual. A word is able to refer to the thing because it is based on the concept of the thing.  Meaning of the word is the concept of generalized properties shared by a set of members with family resemblances. The word “chair” can be used to refer to the thing on which I am sitting but it is not the concept of the thing. The concept is formed when it refers to all the chairs with shared properties, like chairs made of wood, of bamboo, of steel, or of stone. Conceptualization is directly grounded in perception, body movement and experience of a physical and social character. Some Concepts which are not directly grounded in experience employ metaphor, metonymy and mental imagery. Thus the cognitive linguistics sees metaphor as a means whereby ever more abstract and intangible areas of experience can be conceptualized in terms of the familiar and concrete. 
Chapter 4  Cognitive Approach to Metaphor
It is a long tradition since Aristotle that metaphor is regarded as a figure of speech, that is, as more or less an ornamental device used in poetry and literary works. However, in Metaphors we live by(1980), Lakoff and Johnson initiate their arguments with a harsh criticism of such traditional view of metaphor as “a device of poetic imagination” and “the rhetorical flourish”(Lakoff&Johnson 1980:3).They argue that metaphor is not so much a matter of language in general, and literary use of language in particular, as a matter of thought. “Metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in language but in thought and action”(Ibid:3). Metaphor is not to be seen as a purely linguistic phenomenon, but a cognitive phenomenon. The essence of metaphor is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another (Ibid:5). We do not just employ and construct metaphors but live through them. Our ordinary conceptual system by means of which we live, think and act is fundamentally metaphorical in nature. Metaphorical concepts structure perception, action and social relationships. Because of the routinized character of the vast majority of social life, we simply do not realize the extent to which our conceptual systems or thought processes are metaphorically structured. Communication through language is, of course, based on the same conceptual system guiding thought and language. By analyzing language use we can obtain a good idea of the form and character of the conceptual system that produces it. Primarily on the basis of linguistic evidence, most of our ordinary conceptual system is metaphorical in nature; that is, most concepts are partially understood in terms of other concepts. According to Lakoff and Johnson, there are about three types of conceptual metaphors, including structural metaphor, orientational metaphor and ontological metaphor.

    4.1 Conceptual Metaphor
(6) Structural metaphor
Structural metaphors refer to metaphors in which one concept is metaphorically structured in terms of another. For example, in the conceptual metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR, the concept ARGUMENT is metaphorically structured in terms of the concept WAR which is reflected in our everyday language by a wide variety of expressions:
 (5) ARGUMENT IS WAR
     His arguments are indefensible.
     Your criticisms were right on target.
     You will never win an argument with him.
     他的论点不攻自破。.
    你的批评一语中的。

    你永远争不过他。

 It is important to see that words and expressions that are used to talk about war can be used to talk about arguments. We can actually win or lose arguments. We see the person we are arguing with as an opponent. We attack his positions and we defend our own. We gain and lose ground. We plan and use strategies. Many of the things we do in arguing are partially structured by the concept of war. Though there is no physical battle, there is a verbal battle, which is reflected by the structure of an argument－attack, defense, counterattack, etc. Arguments and wars are different kinds of things－verbal discourse and armed conflict－and the actions performed are different kinds of actions. But ARGUMENT is partially structured, understood, performed, and talked about in terms of WAR. There are many structural metaphors reflected in our metaphorical concepts such as LIFE IS JOURNEY, TIME IS MONEY, ANGER IS FIRE, ANGER IS GAS. These conceptual metaphors are often shown in everyday language like:

 (6) I am at crossroads in my life. 

    You are wasting time. 

    生命走到了尽头。
   从家步走到学校要花一刻钟。
   他火冒三丈。
   她时常发脾气。

     (b) Orientational metaphor
     Orientational metaphors organize a whole system of concepts with respect to spatial orientation: up-down, in-out, front-back, on-off, deep-shallow, and central-peripheral. These spatial orientations are directly grounded in our experience of social and physical character. Orientational metaphors give a concept a spatial orientation; for example, HAPPY IS UP; SAD IS DOWN. The fact that the concept HAPPY is oriented UP leads to expressions like “I’m feeling up today.” “兴高采烈” “他情绪高昂” .The concept SAD is oriented DOWN in expressions like “He is really low these days” “I fell into a depression” “他今天处于低靡状态” “我们情绪很低落”. Both concepts HAPPY and SAD are based on our physical experience: Drooping posture typically goes along with sadness and depression, erect posture with a positive emotional state.

Other orientational metaphors related to the spatial orientation up-down are like the following:
    (7) MORE IS UP; LESS IS DOWN
The number of laid-off workers has been increased.

The amount of cultural activity in this college has gone down.

Will you please turn down the radio?          

规模上去，成本下来，价格就有了回旋的余地。

此套电视剧播出后，其收视率迅速上升。

印尼盾比昨天下跌10%。

The orientational metaphor is grounded in our experience: If you add more of a substance or of physical objects to a container or pile, the level goes up. 

(8) HIGH STATUS IS UP; LOW STATUS IS DOWN
He’ll rise to the peak of his career. 

Peasants are often at the bottom of the social hierarchy. 
上至帝王将相，达官贵人，下至贩夫走卒，三教九流。

人往高处走。

Social status is correlated with (social) power and (physical) power is UP.
   (c) Ontological metaphor
Just as the basic experiences of human spatial orientations give rise to orientational metaphors, our experiences with physical objects (especially our own bodies) provide the basis for an extraordinarily wide variety of ontological metaphors, that is, ways of viewing events, activities, emotions, ideas, etc., as entities and substances. We are able to understand our experiences in terms of physical objects and substances. Once we can identify our experiences as entities or substances, we can refer to them, categorize them, group them, and quantify them and, by this means, reason about them. 

For example, the experience of rising prices can be metaphorically viewed as an entity via the noun inflation. Thus we have the ontological metaphor INFLATION IS AN ENTITY which is shown in the expressions like：

(9) Buying land is the best way of dealing with inflation.
   South Africa is suffering from inflation.

   抑制通货膨胀。
   通货膨胀降低了人们的生活水平。

The most typical and representative example of ontological metaphor is container metaphor(Lakoff&Johnson,1980:29). We are physical beings, bounded and separated from the rest of the world by the surface of our skins, and we experience the rest of the world as outside us. Each of us is a container, with a bounding surface and an in-out orientation. We project our own un-out orientation onto other physical objects that are bounded by surfaces. Thus we also view them as containers with an inside and an outside. Rooms and houses are obvious containers. Moving from room to room is moving from one container to another; that is, moving out of one room and into another. We project this conception on to our natural environment, or even to those abstract, unbounded events, actions and activities. Thus we have the following expressions:

(10)
The ship is coming into view. (VISUAL FIELD AS CONTAINER)

轮船出现在视野中。

We are out of trouble now.(TROUBLE AS CONTAINER)
我们现在已脱离困境了。

He is in love. (LOVE AS CONTAINER)
他在恋爱中。

她头脑空空。（BRAIN AS CONTAINER）
Ontological metaphors like these are so natural and so pervasive in our thought that they are usually taken as self-evident, direct descriptions of mental phenomena. The fact that they are metaphorical never occurs to most of us. In fact, in addition to ontological metaphors, structural metaphors and orientational metaphors are so natural and pervasive in our thought and language that most of us believe they are part of our conceptual system and language. 
We are in the habit of understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another. We understand abstract concepts in terms of concrete objects. Metaphors are an integral part of the model of our mind; it is the model in terms of which most of us think and operate. Because of this, cognitive approach to metaphor widens and broadens the scope of study from the poetry and literary works to our everyday speech. Most of the language in poetry is metaphorical, but the same holds true for daily speech. Lakoff calls the three types of metaphors mentioned above the conceptual metaphors because they structure our ordinary conceptual system. Because the conceptual metaphors frequently and unconsciously used have been internalized or conventionalized in the language users’ mind, they are called conventional metaphors or dead metaphors. In poetry or literary works, we often encounter metaphors that we have never thought of or heard before. They are neither internalized in our conceptual system, nor pervasive in our daily speech. They are, therefore, often called novel metaphors or new metaphors owing to its novelty. Let us look at the following example:

(11) 我跟你说呀，过去的事儿，全过去了，不过是一场湿了地皮的小雨，风一吹就干干净净，咱们的疙瘩算解开了。（浩然  《山水情》）

The speaker tries to persuade the hearer to let the bygones be bygones, regarding them as drizzles on the ground which vanish quickly. The metaphorical language here is simple and expressive, clear and effective. Metaphor is often seen as a rhetorical device because it is powerful in performing the decorative, emotive and persuasive function as is brilliantly shown in this metaphor. As a matter of fact, metaphor can also perform cognitive function, that is, it can provide a new perspective to understand the world. We often use “过眼烟云” to describe the past events which are like clouds or smoke that will vanish instantly; or use “gone with the wind” to describe the past is gone as the wind blows off momentarily. The way to understand the past events is quite new in the above-mentioned metaphor. New metaphor often provides a new way for the reader to understand the world. It is a new perspective from which we can obtain a good form and shape of the world. Metaphors not only give us a way of conceptualizing a preexisting reality, but also have the power to create a new reality.(Lakoff, 1980)This is what the cognitive function of metaphor lies in.

    4.2 The Cognitive Mechanism of Metaphor

Any theory of metaphor must give the answer to this question “how metaphor works”. As we have known that, Aristotle proposes the notions of analogy and transference, Richards makes the distinction between tenor and vehicle or Black’s focus and frame, in order to explain the structure and creation of metaphor. The transference by analogy may prove an effective way of interpreting metaphor but Aristotle fails to offer a clear explanation for this mechanism of metaphor. Richards and Black hold that the metaphorical meaning results from the interaction between the two elements. The benefit of such an approach consists in the facilities it can offer to construct rules governing the operations of metaphor with the identification of contrastive pairs (Yan shi-qing 2000). However, the Interaction Theory fails to offer a clear account of its directionality, systematicity, and foundations. Instead of using those terms like “tenor” 、“vehicle”、 “focus”, the cognitive approach employs the term “domain” which connotes an enormous network of senses behind metaphor. Two other terms “mapping” and “blending” play a central role in accounting for the mechanism of metaphor on the cognitive approach.

    4.2.1 Mapping

The key notion in seeing metaphor as cognitive is the recognition that in metaphor two concepts are operative simultaneously. The Interaction Theory has explained that metaphorical meaning results from the interaction between the two ideas. But in what way, on what ground they interact remains unclear according to this theory. Lakoff uses the term domain to refer to the concept, and the term mapping to refer to the directional interaction between the two concepts. The general idea of metaphorical mapping is that, in order to talk and think about some domains (target domains) we use the structure of other domains (source domains) and the corresponding vocabulary. Let’s take this metaphorical mapping as an example: TIME AS SPACE. We use structure from our everyday conception of space and motion to organize our everyday conception of time, as we say:

(12) Christmas is approaching.

     Summer is around the corner.

     The long day stretched out with no end in sight. 

Lakoff makes a further study of the mapping, proposing his Image Schema strategy.The study of image schemas is the study of the basic experiential structures and their properties. Lakoff points out that, one of Mark Johnson’s basic insights is that experience is structured in a significant way prior to, and independent of , any concepts. Existing concepts may impose further structuring on what we experience, but basic experiential structures are present regardless of any such imposition of concepts(Lakoff,1987:271) For example, the CONTAINER schema consists of a boundary distinguishing an interior from an exterior. The CONTAINER schema defines the most basic distinction between IN and OUT. We understand our own bodies as containers－perhaps the most basic things we do are ingest and excrete, take air into our lungs and breathe it out. The basic logic of image schemas is a consequence of “their configurations as gestalts－as structured wholes which are more than mere collections of parts” (Ibid:272), which is an irreducibly cognitive way of understanding image schemas. There are a great many Container metaphors (for details, see 4.1) which are based on the CONTAENER schema and they extend our body-based understanding of things in terms of CONTAINER schemas to a large range of abstract concepts. For example, the visual field is understood as a container, e.g., things come into and go out of sight. Personal relationships are also understood in terms of containers: one can be trapped in a marriage and get out of it.
Take SOURCE-PATH-GOAL Schema as another example, which consists of a SOURCE (starting point), a DESTINATION (end point), a PATH (a sequence of contiguous locations connecting the source and the destination), and a DIRECTION (toward the destination). Our bodily experience is: Every time we move anywhere there is a place we start from, a place we wind up at, a sequence of contiguous locations connecting the starting and ending points, and a direction. We will use the term “destination” as opposed to “goal” when we are referring to a specifically spatial ending point. The basic logic is: If you go from a source to a destination along a path, then you must pass through each intermediate point on the path; moreover, the further along the path you are, the more time has passed since starting. We have metaphors based on the SOURCE-PATH-GOAL schema like: Purposes are understood in terms of destinations, and achieving a purpose is understood as passing along a path from a starting point to an endpoint. Thus, one may go a long way toward achieving one’s purposes, or one may get sidetracked, or find something getting in one’s way. 

Other image schemas include a PART-WHOLE Schema, a LINK Schema, 

a CENTER-PERIPHERY Schema, an UP-DOWN Schema, a FRONT-BACK Schema, a LINEAR ORDER Schema, etc. Lakoff has pointed out that image schemas provide particularly important evidence for “metaphorical projections from concrete to abstract domains”(Ibid:275). We have mentioned that the essence of metaphor is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another. Each metaphor has a source domain, a target domain, and a source-to-target mapping. Thus we can say that each metaphor is understanding and experiencing a target domain in terms of a source domain. For instance, we have the PURPOSES ARE DESTINATIONS metaphor that we discussed above. Purposes are understood in terms of destinations, and achieving a purpose is understood as passing along a path from a starting point to an endpoint. There is an experiential correlation between the source domain(movement along a path to a physical location) and the target domain(achievement of a purpose). This correlation makes the mapping from the source to the target domain natural.
In conclusion, metaphor is natural in that it is motivated by the basic structure of our experience. There exists a structural correlation in everyday experience between the source domain and the target domain that motivates this particular metaphorical mapping. “Schemas that structure our bodily experience preconceptually have a basic logic. Preconceptual structural correlations in experience motivate metaphors that map that logic onto abstract domains”(Ibid:278). Lakoff’s mechanism of metaphor involves the basic-level and image-schematic concepts. It seems to be able to provide sufficient accounts for conceptual metaphors which mainly consist of conventional metaphors. It seems redundant and even difficult to explain so many new metaphors or novel metaphors. Perhaps Fauconnier’s Mental Spaces and Conceptual Integration Theory can make a supplement to it.
    4.2.2 Integration
It has been a major goal of cognitive linguistics to specify meaning construction, its operations, its domains, and how they are reflected in language. A recurrent finding has been that visible language is only the tip of the iceberg of invisible meaning construction that goes on as we think and talk. This hidden, backstage cognition defines our mental and social life. Consider the simple statement John believed the winner got $10,000. Perhaps the most obvious way to understand this is to assume that there was a contest, that prizes were given out, that one person won the contest and received a prize, and that John, who was aware of all this, believed that prize to have been $10,000. But the statement by itself contains none of this. Our background knowledge makes it available. 

An important part of what the language form is doing is prompting us to set up mental spaces, elements, and connections between them. Mental spaces are small conceptual packets constructed as we think and talk, for purposes of local understanding and action(Fauconnier,1994). A mental space contains elements of the statement or discourse and relations between them, as perceived, imagined, or remembered by a speaker. Speakers set up spaces in order to partition the information evoked by a discourse into a series of simple cognitive models. Links between spaces capture the relationships that exist between elements and their counterparts in other spaces.

When we think and talk, we must constantly build mental spaces. The establishment of mental spaces is constrained by grammatical, contextual, and cultural factors. Mental spaces are set up for a wide variety of conceptual domains that include time, belief, wishes, plays, movies, pictures, possibility, necessity, and reality and so on. Our conceptual networks are intricately structured by mental-space mappings, which play a key role in the construction of meaning. A striking case of this general cognitive operation on mental spaces, that is reflected on many language phenomena, but not restricted to such phenomena, is conceptual integration.
Conceptual integration consists in setting up networks of mental spaces that map onto each other and blend into new spaces in various ways(Fauconnier,1998). In everyday thinking and talking, we use conceptual integration networks systematically in the on-line construction of meaning. Some of the integrations are novel, others are more entrenched, and we rarely pay conscious attention to the process because it is so pervasive. A basic conceptual integration network contains four mental spaces. Two of these are called the input spaces, and a cross-space mapping is established between them with partial structures mapped onto each other. The cross-space mapping creates, or reflects, more schematic structure common to the inputs. This structure is constructed in a third space, called the generic. A fourth space, called the blend, arises by selective projection from the inputs. It develops emergent structure in various ways, and can project structure back to the rest of the network. The overall result of this dynamic process is a network of the type shown in 
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---Cross-space mapping (solid lines)

     ---Selective projection from Inputs (dotted lines)

     ---Composition, Completion, Elaboration

     ---Emergent structure and Integration (evoked by a square in the blend)

       FIG.3. Diagram of basic conceptual integration network
(Fauconnier,1998)

Integration of this type occurs in many cases, such as computer interfaces or automatic bank tellers. The Macintosh desktop interface integrates two previously known inputs (computer commands and office work) by mapping them onto each other metaphorically, and by integrating them into a novel integrated conceptual and physical space (the interface, with its specific properties). In the same vein, in the nice example of ATMs, a cross-space mapping connects the inputs of computer manipulation and banking activity, and the ATM itself integrates aspects of both inputs in a physically and conceptually novel design.

Conceptual integration networks can be used in the construction of meaning of metaphor. Take the stock example:

(13) This surgeon is a butcher.(Ibid:275) 

The statement metaphorically means that the surgeon is clumsy, which may lead to the undesirable consequences. Such metaphorical meaning is inferred not simply by transference from the domain of butchers to the domain of surgery. Butchers are in fact typically quite skillful in their own domain of meat cutting, and their actions in that domain (producing roasts, steaks, and so on) are considered desirable. In an integration network, two input spaces with very partial structures from meat carving and surgery are mapped onto each other, on the basis of shared generic properties (cutting flesh, sharp instruments, white coat, professional activity, etc.). But neither the clumsiness nor its catastrophic consequences, appear in those input spaces. They emerge in the blend. In the blend, there is projection on one hand of the operating room, the patient, and the surgeon, and on the other of the butcher’s tools, the butcher’s methods and manner of carving and so forth. In this unusual situation, we are able to grasp instantly the final effect of the procedure. The resulting failings of the surgeon, represented with considerable hyperbole in the blend, are projected back to the input space of surgery, where clumsiness and incompetence of the surgeon can be interpreted.
In summary, Fauconnier’s Mental Spaces and Conceptual Integration Theory is concerned about the meaning construction and conceptual blending based on mental-space mappings. Metaphorical meaning is constructed on the basis of metaphorical mappings. Parts of such mappings are so entrenched in everyday thought and language that we do not consciously notice them; other parts strike us as novel and creative. Lakoff shows more concern about such entrenched, conventional metaphors, and his source/target metaphorical mapping theory can offer a good account for such metaphors. As to such novel metaphors, his theory seems unable to make any contribution. Conceptual integration or blending theory thus arises. Fauconnier claims that the blending theory is widely applied because “the general cognitive principles at work are the same, and they play a key role in thought and language at all levels”(1997:18). As Turner (from Fauconnier,1998) offered the following example to illustrate this: in the stock market, investors in a bull market are commonly called bulls. When the market shows signs of weakness, we can have this saying “Everybody has their horns pulled in”. In the input space of cattle behavior, bulls cannot pull in their horns. In the input space of finance, investors do not have horns, but they can pull back on their investing. In the blend, the investors end up as bulls with retractable horns. This emergent and inferentially efficient structure in the blend is not available through direct source/target metaphorical mapping. That’s why this paper says Fauconnier’s integration theory may make a supplement to Lakoff’s mapping theory. 

Chapter 5  Reflections on the Cognitive Approach
According to cognitive linguists, metaphor is not seen as a purely linguistic phenomenon, but as a cognitive phenomenon. Metaphorical expressions we use in everyday life are nothing but representations of metaphorical conceptual system. Metaphor is a basic cognitive model by which we understand and experience the abstract concepts in terms of the concrete and clearly structured concepts. In brief, metaphor is the main channel through which we understand abstract concepts and undertake abstract thinking. Metaphor is not seen as a merely  rhetoric device for decoration and persuasion, but as a cognitive tool for perception and conceptualization of the world. The capability of using metaphor is not seen as a sign of the genius. Ordinary people can make a correct and frequent use of metaphor. Undoubtedly, cognitive nature and function of metaphor is of great importance. The study of metaphor becomes quite significant not only for the study of language, but for the study of conceptualization.

By observing metaphorical expressions in language, cognitive linguists find that metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in language, but in thought and action. Therefore, it is concluded that our conceptual system, in terms of which we both think and act, is fundamentally metaphorical in nature. The philosophical foundation is: our thought is embodied; the core of our conceptual systems is directly grounded in perception, body movement and experience of a physical and social character; those concepts that are not directly grounded in experience employ metaphor, metonymy, mental imagery. Hence the metaphorical nature of our thought. Most of our concepts are metaphorical in nature; we cannot go without these metaphorical concepts. Up until now, human cognition is so developed that we seldom pay special attention to our metaphorical concepts. These metaphorical concepts have been internalized and entrenched, becoming a part of our cognitive structure in our mind. Metaphorical meanings of many words have been fixed in the dictionary and frequently used by language users. A series of metaphorical expressions based on one conceptual metaphor are so automatically and unconsciously used that few people think they are metaphors. For instance, the following expressions are used so naturally that few think they are using metaphorical expressions.

(14) I am where I want to be in life.

 I am at crossroads in my life.

 He’s never let anyone get in his way.

 He’s gone through a lot in life.

However, according to cognitive approach, they are the metaphorical expressions derived from the conceptual metaphor LIFE IS JOURNEY. In this paper, it is claimed that cognitive approach to metaphor provides significant insights into the nature, function, and mechanism of metaphor, but it fails to offer a plausible account for the identification of metaphor. That’s where semantic and pragmatic approaches make their contributions. We claim that semantic deviation based on dissimilarity forms the fundamental condition for the identification of metaphor, that similarity forms the essential condition for production and comprehension of metaphorical meaning, and that context plays a crucial role in the interpretation of metaphorical meaning.

5.1 Semantic deviation

In semantic views, the meaning of words can be represented as bundles of necessary and sufficient features. Lexical meanings can be dissected into meaning components, called semantic features. But sentence meaning is not the sum total of the meanings of all its components. Sentence meaning consists of two aspects: grammatical meaning and semantic meaning, the former is governed by the grammatical rules of the language while the latter is governed by selectional restrictions, i.e., constraints of what lexical items can combine with what others. Some sentences may be grammatically well-formed, that is, they comply perfectly with the grammatical rules yet they may not be semantically meaningful. That’s because they contain words which are not supposed to go together, thus violating the selectional restrictions, e.g.

   （15）The apple ran away.

It is obvious that “the apple” cannot “run away” by itself. The sentence is semantically anomalous. This linguistic phenomenon is called as semantic deviation resulting from the violation of selectional restrictions. This violation arises from the fact that there is dissimilarity between the two different conceptual categories, that is, the semantic feature [-ANIMALNESS] concept “apple” possesses is contradictory to what the conceptual category that can “run away” possesses. The following sentences are semantically deviant too.

   （16）John is a stone.

   （17）The thief followed sheepishly.

   （18）她火冒三丈。

   （19）我的幸福飞走了。
   These sentences are often uttered in our daily life. They are semantically anomalous but pragmatically meaningful. They have to be understood in a metaphorical way rather than in a literal way. Metaphors produced here are based on the conflict between two dissimilar concepts “focus” and “frame” in Black’s term. In example (16), “John is” is “frame”, “stone” is “focus”. The interpretation of the metaphor lies in the understanding of the “focus” i.e. “stone”. At least it can be understood metaphorically as John is unemotional. In example (18), there contains a conceptual metaphor ANGER IS FIRE. There is a conflict between the two dissimilar concepts ANGER and FIRE. What we mean by dissimilarity is that the two linguistic structures belong to different conceptual categories with discernibly distinctive features. Dissimilarity forms a basic condition for production of metaphors as well as identification of metaphors. Let’s look at the following examples:

   （20）(a)  Love is an emotion.

(b) Love is a war.
    As far as nature is concerned, “love” is “emotion”. Both belong to the same conceptual category, or “love” is a subcategory to “emotion”. Therefore there is no semantic deviation in (a). However, “love” and “war” belong to different conceptual categories respectively. Both are put together to bring forth the semantic deviation. Thus we say (a) is a paraphrase, while (b) is a metaphor. Semantic deviation based on dissimilarity offers an account for the identification of metaphors.

5.2 Similarity

In Aristotelian tradition, metaphor is seen as an implicit comparison which is grounded on similarity between two things. Thus “John is a lion” is grounded on the similar property “bravery” between “lion” and “John”. Similarity forms the essential condition for the production and interpretation of metaphor. In addition, it is an important factor to differentiate metaphor from other linguistic phenomena, like metonymy. Metonymy is grounded on relations between two domains rather than similarities. The following examples are metonymies instead of metaphors:

   （21）I like to read Hemingway.(producer for product)

The White House hasn’t responded.(place for institution)

Watergate changed our politics.(place for event)

Two domains in a metaphor may be similar in various ways: 

(a) Physically similar in metaphorical expressions like 

    nose suspended motor(鼻式悬挂电动机)

    cheek board(边模板)

    lip curb(唇形路缘)

   (b) Functionally similar in expressions like 

       footnote（脚注）
      foot of the hill(山脚)
      leg of the table（桌腿）
   (c) Psychologically similar in expressions like 
      冷眼 冷遇 冷枪 冷笑

(b) Similar in nature: 
      球员不争气，教练员下课
   对超编人员逐步消肿
      教师跳槽现象引起社会的广泛关注
(c) Similar in process:  
   文化寻根  理论反刍
(d) Similar in state: 
   戏剧创作走出低谷
   这封推荐信写得非常到位
   Any interpretation of metaphor can be arrived at on the basis of some underlying similarity between the source domain and the target. This suggests that the similarities between the source and the target might be one of the identifying characteristics of metaphor. However, in some metaphors, similarities between the source and the target are so obvious and conventional that we take them for granted. Those metaphors have become so much a part of everyday speech that they seem hardly metaphorical. They are metaphors Lakoff and her colleagues focus on, i.e. conceptual metaphors. They hold that there exist only “experiential similarities”(Lakoff,1980:155). That is, we cannot ask whether two objects are similar or not independently of how these two objects are experienced and conceptualized. But Indurkhya(1992) argues that there are metaphors which create similarities, that is, there are no similarities between the source and the target when the metaphor is first encountered. Yet, after the metaphor is understood, (if it is understood at all), there are similarities between the two. Consider the beautiful poem Fog by Carl Sandburg:

(22) The fog comes

On little cat feet.

It sits looking 

Over harbor and city

On silent haunches

And then moves on.
After reading the poem, the fog at once appears similar to the cat! They both creep up on you ever so silently. This similarity between fog and cat would not be held in our mind unless we peeked ahead, or we were already familiar with the poem. When metaphor is first created, the similarity between the source doman and target domain is simultaneously discovered. Look another example:
(23)  有人叫他“熟食铺子”，因为只有熟食店会把那许多颜色暖热的肉公开陈列；又有人叫她“真理”，因为据说“真理是赤裸裸的”。鲍小姐并未一丝不挂，所以他们修正为“局部的真理”。 （钱钟书  《围城》）

 The similarity between Miss Bao’s “露”and “熟食铺子” lies in that both are “on display” with similar color, shape or even smell. “真理”is an abstract concept, how can a human being be understood in terms of it? Both are naked! How novel it is! The style of humor and irony has been clearly shown. But when the metaphor is frequently used and has become part of our speech, we will take the similarity so much for granted. For instance, when Robert Burns first made a comparison between love and rose, it was a quite novel metaphor:

(24)  O my luve is like a red, red rose,

     That’s newly sprung in June;

But now the flower of roses has become symbol of love which has been conventionalized and internalized in our mind. The abstract concept love can be understood and conceptualized in terms of the familiar object rose. That is where conceptual metaphor comes. We can also understand why similarity has not been so much emphasized in the Lakoffian approach, though similarity plays an important role in the identification, production and comprehension of metaphor.

   5.3  Context

   Searle(1979) proposes that the problem of metaphor concerns the relation between word and sentence meaning, on one hand, and speaker’s meaning or utterance meaning, on the other. Metaphorical meaning is always the speaker’s utterance meaning. Context plays an important role in construing the metaphorical meaning. Context is generally considered as constituted by the knowledge shared by the speaker and hearer. The shared knowledge is of two types: the linguistic knowledge and non-linguistic knowledge. The linguistic knowledge refers to the knowledge of language they use, or co-text, i.e. how words are collocated with each other. For instance:

   (25)  Sally is a block of ice.     (Searle,1979)
Literally speaking, it is semantically anomalous, because the semantic feature[+HUMAN] “sally” possesses is contradictory to the feature[-HUMAN] “a block of ice” possesses. The linguistic knowledge of lexical meaning helps the hearer to understand the sentence metaphorically rather than literally.

   Non-linguistic knowledge includes the general knowledge about the world and the specific knowledge about the situation. This knowledge of context can have effect upon the interpretation and comprehension of metaphor. For example:

   (26)  The sky is crying.         (Indurkhya,1992)

The word “cry” cannot be applied to the target domain (sky) in a meaningful way while using its literal meaning. On the basis of an underlying similarity between teardrops falling down the cheeks of a crying person, and raindrops falling from the sky, most people would interpret it to mean that it is raining. But the same statement could also have been intended to describe a person with big pale blue eyes who is crying. The face of the crying person now becomes the target domain, and the sky and its related concepts become the source domain. Thus, context plays a dominant role in identifying the target domain, which, in turn, affects what is considered to be the source domain of a metaphor. Sometimes the target domain has not been explicitly mentioned in the description. Whether it is a metaphorical expression or not is related to the context in which it is described. For instance:

   (27)  The old rock is becoming brittle with age.   (Ibid)

The description might have been of a rock, in which case it would be interpreted literally. But in such a situation when “the old rock” is referred to as an old professor, the whole sentence must be comprehended in its metaphorical way. In this case, it is the context alone that specifies the target domain, and all the concepts used in the description become the source of the metaphor, and have to be given metaphorical interpretations. Usually, proverbs and sayings, though they have their own literal meanings, have to be understood metaphorically in a special situation, such as:

  (28)  a. A stitch in time saves nine.

       b. 雷声大，雨点小。
       c. 鹬蚌相争，渔翁得利。
The situation currently described is understood in terms of the situation the literal language describes.

   As knowledge of context varies from person to person, from culture to culture, production and understanding of metaphor vary from person to person, from culture to culture. For example, we call the water tap “水龙头”because, according to our knowledge of the world, it is similar to the head of the dragon in respect of physical shape and function. However, children have different experiences of the world from us, they will say:

   (29)  The water tap is pissing.

       水龙头尿尿了。

Whereas “dragon” is the totemic animal, quite familiar to Chinese people, it is not the case in other cultures. Different people from different cultures, as a result, will produce metaphor in a different way. The water tap in Japanese is called giagutchi(snake mouth), in French robinet(sheep head).

The focus of the Lakoffian approach to metaphor is what are generally regarded as conventional metaphors. In fact, these conventional metaphors have been so frequently used that their metaphorical meanings have become part of the conventional meaning. Such conceptual metaphors as “ARGUMENT IS WAR” “INFLATION IS AN ENTITY” “LOVE IS JOURNEY” can be interpreted independent of particular context because their metaphorical meanings have been conventionalized or internalized in the language user’s mind. Their conventional meanings have become part of knowledge or part of context. Metaphorical interpretation is largely dependent on human cognition, or to be more specific, on cognitive context. Cognitive context varies from person to person as different people have different experiences of social, cultural, and physical character. Since the Lakoffian approach proposes the mechanism of mapping from source domain to target domain, what mapping relationship is there between the two domains in the following example?

(30)  John is a Napolean.

As experiences about the world vary from person to person, cognitive context in different people’s mind differs greatly. Napolean may be “a winner in Jeana” to some people, but “a loser in Waterloo” to others, how do we interpret “John is a Napolean”? Different knowledge about the source domain directly influence the interpretation of metaphor because what part of the source can be mapped onto the target has to be decided by particular context and particular person involved. Cognitive context varies from person to person, whereas particular context varies from situation to situation, from culture to culture. Metaphorical mapping must depend not only on cognitive context but more on particular or immediate context. Such immediate context plays an important role in different interpretations of metaphorical meaning. Let’s examine the example(16) again. Most of us like to interpret it as John is unemotional. But in some situations it can be understood as John is strong-willed, or John is obstinate. Different interpretations are dependent more on immediate situations rather than cognitive context. As the Lakoffian approach fails to take context into consideration, the metaphorical mapping from the source to the target is insufficient to tell the whole story about the comprehension of metaphor. Context plays a key role not only in the specification and differentiation of the source and target domain but also in the understanding and interpretation of metaphor.

Chapter 6  Conclusion
Metaphor has been a heated subject at home and abroad, not merely in the linguistic field, but in the rhetorical, philosophical, anthropological, psychological field, and from a myriad of perspectives (rhetoric, semantic, syntactic, pragmatic, cognitive, to list a few). That I choose the cognitive perspective to discuss this subject is out of the consideration that cognitive science is a newly rising discipline, and to explore an issue frequently discussed from a new approach is a challenging, interesting, and even significant job.

This paper attempts to explain that cognitive approach towards metaphor differs from the traditional approach in two ways: different attitudes towards the nature of metaphor and different accounts for the creation of metaphorical meaning. As far as the nature of metaphor is concerned, traditionally, metaphor has been regarded as a figure of speech, that is, as more or less an ornamental device. However, cognitive linguists have shown that metaphorical expressions play an important part in everyday language. Metaphors are powerful cognitive instruments for our conceptualization of abstract categories. This means that metaphors are not just a way of expressing ideas by means of language, but a way of thinking about things. Metaphor is not merely a linguistic phenomenon, but a cognitive phenomenon.

As to the mechanism of metaphor, traditionally, metaphor has been understood on the basis of the notions similarity or comparison between the literal and figurative meanings of an expression. Setting out from such a substitution or comparison view of metaphor I.A.Richards (1936) and Max Black (1962) developed the so-called interaction theory of metaphor. They maintain that the essence of metaphor lies in an interaction between a metaphorical expression and the context in which it is used.

Different from this semantic or pragmatic approach, cognitive approach introduced the term cognitive domain. From a cognitive point of view, the crucial aspects of a metaphor are not only the properties inherent in the individual categories, but their role in the structure of an entire, cognitive model. What is transferred, then, by a metaphor, is the structure, the internal relations of the logic of a cognitive model. Cognitive linguists have called this transfer a mapping from a source domain to a target domain. In other words, from a cognitive perspective a metaphor is a mapping of the structure of a source model onto a target model. Finally this paper argues that, though cognitive approach can provide a new perspective for us to understand the nature and mechanism of metaphor, it fails to offer a powerful account for identification and comprehension of metaphor. It is concluded that metaphor is a complicated entity with multiple layers and facets. To approach it from one or two perspectives is insufficient to tell the whole story of it. Study of metaphor requires approaches from various perspectives，not only from cognitive perspective but from semantic and pragmatic perspectives.
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