Cognition g8 LICH1T 5 X 4 7 7 — G DEER()
— Murphy D FiE—

# B GAEH

1. XL®HI

19964E 5 H19974E 12T T, 7 A V) I DFRHE ML Cognition BEEIZBW
T, Murphy & Gibbs ORI TEHMA ¥ 7 7 —BRDOFROELHEICHE L TS
BiTbhil, AFETIR, Zhb=208X (Murphy, 1996; Gibbs, 1996;
Murphy, 1997) 5% DHmFOBETHEL, HICINS—EDRLOHEN
& 72572 Murphy (1996) 1281 2 ERDEY 2 L7z, ‘

AREOBHRIE, AEIEHIHRE, S2HTRASHEECBIA A 77 —H
ROV AZ BEICEAL, % 35T Murphy(1996) DRz T L0, %4
T, Murphy(1996) =39 % Gibbs @ X5 (Gibbs, 1996), & & IZZFHIIH
45 Murphy DERXZ (Murphy, 1997) OfEz T &, £5HICBNT
F1Z Murphy(1996) Dz R0 e LTEDRBICBEL THRET %, 6 ﬁﬂ
Ti&, Murphy(1996) »sAEFEL L TRE LTV\%%EE‘J@MT&*‘ETW%’F&
L, BMAY 77 —BROBMEEZER TS (58, THUI(EQ2)TERE
5

2. BASHEEIBIBAS 7 7 —HEROBE

Reddy (1979) #% 13 7= Lakoff and Johnson(1980) 75 SEISESEH X & 7
—WFRIIEEE 5728 W2 B, Metaphors We Live By (WTL &J) THhb,
TREHETHY, FETUSFADEERThHoTe L& JICEBAF T 7
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FAVE RS [CEERdE] %5445 35
—SHOFEIUTOLI LbDTH 5,

MCET2 X)) 2 ESBRHAT RS LERCBE L TCRYOHEMRY ELED
NTWaBZ Ebhrs,

(1) Is that the foundation for your theory?

o o

The theory needs more support.
The argument is shaky.

2 0

We need some more facts or the argument will fall apart.

The argument collapsed,

[N 0]

. So far we have put together only the framework of the theory.

Foundation (X8E), support (X Z), shaky (3&N3), fall apart (A 3),
collapse (3BT 3), framework (BHA) 7= EOEWOFRH #BHRICERAT
LZENIAARFECTHIRDZ LD TES, o8, HEETIE, 2% 77—DFKRL
LT (HRIIEWTH ) LXFERER, ( ) CHELEZ };fr%w (2L
ToRIiZLE, 1988 p564L D),

XBROLE D272
BIOBEROERK e F 2K L TV ien

. FOERBIIBEADL L TEERITER S 2w
YEBIZDOZHNLHLL o TS

(2)

a0 oW

FRoOERICES LTRSE, [8HE] Lid, CoBe, [HR] #8RE [E
Wl EBEV) T EIlhDB, ZOBE, [BH] ik, ZOo0HEBHEICERS
EOMNEEBRIHEIETHb, HICEBELTBEEL TBE-V0ik, EFRON
SEBEDA S 77 —%DOTiE %L, SBMRICHZ DL, FEETHLILTH
5,
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i - =27
BROEP L 2 DR, WROELS  «— +#&

BHROBE . B
BROBBABEDIS - Bihs

DT LiF, BEIERIZT TR, BRICBNS [#H] ICDRATWEZ
Ehbbhb, A¥ 77 —HEIIBIT A (inference/entailment) & i,
HHFERETHHBETHS. NZEWIE L TREVAEREE LTV 5, #
2T, QDEI%dDOTH5,

(3) a. TAFLo,Y LTI, BUEPIEEBTOALZW
b. TESHIANL, EPENE, EBMERTHLT L LA
BhD LIRS 2w
c. BUFSENSL I LIBMSRNAERELHLZLTHS
d. BEZEYIIELICW

BREOARLTY, BREPEWE L THELHAICI ) VoMb BiEsh
HRLEYD LI, BELRV 2 ODEHOERHERZOMIIINL S %
ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%%%ﬁ,:@ﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁ%%%gﬁtﬁxo5@?@@&@%?
PRIET B2 TR, BEZEROBEBIUVHEBRO Y AT AL TRTERS R
5o AT INZHEENXCBBREIFR LIZT 2,
F7, 2ODFEBMICIIFENHEIROND, Tabb, [BYI0MAEITHE
Wl OFFEELLTH O, [EY] CBLTRe 2 FOHRD [HH] 0&
ZIZAVONTWEDLIITHE, ZOHED [EY] 8t [Source Domain
(R4 ), [ ] f8i%d [Target Domain (BAEfER) | LTh T3,
Atk E MEB T REERE V) HELEHT 5,
Z ¥ T%, Theories Are Buildings DBl % W THRTLEUTO LI
%%,
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CAYTT—DER AV 77— LIIEBEOES (BENOXISEER) ThE,

« A% 77 —®DFKE : Theories Are Buildings ((B¥i3HEHTH 3))

SRR COBNIBITA [HiR] EEB LU [EY] H

- Source Domain (2R 5HIS, S 1K,V — X, € MEE) : ZOFICE
T [EY]

- Target Domain (BiEMEE/ T #Hi8, /¥ —4% v MEE/ Y F45EE) : 20
2B [HEER] HIR

- ER RERRPEERL LI, BR BR BEONSERSSL L

SR T, A9 77—DEELRBSL LT, BEROER @EoT) »°
Hb, 2577 —OREBERMEBROEEMIZHE LT, Lakoff and Johnson (1980)
i, @D EHIFEELTWA,

(4) We feel that no metaphor can ever be comprehended or even
adequately represented independently of its experiential basis...
(Lakoff and Johnson 1980: p.19)

L AIRBRNEIE O L, PIZIEUTOL) 2b0THY, £ MEMEE
VR EHSHET 2 RELERICGERT S L, BILTERTHENFERLE

R5B,o

—EROEPL FLE L EADH DS (= More Is Up)
—BHBOHLHIL o TITHLTEY, RoTWd & ZFRIZKRLTEY (—
Conscious Is Up)
—REEFER» SMELZEET L Z L 2%\ (= Knowing Is Seeing)
—HHZERT HDICIZEI LTI RLTE 252V
(— Achieving a Purpose is Reaching a Destination)
FITRAY 77 —OREEBRIERE (BT CHLTUTOX)IZHENSZ
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EATE Bo

CRAF T —DERESI X5 T 7 —DEEST I, E NERE YRR
DILBERERTH 5.

L & J o€ MESE, Y3EEM, BEoTIE, sheh, BROXSY 77—
eIZBIT B, Vehicle (#45), Tenor (EH), Ground (HR#h) ICHET %, L
& JTid, MISERERBEL ANV TREEL NV E L, SFEIREA TS
BT BE LEIH Ly,

3. Murphy(1996) D FEROBEH

AE T, 2EHICBREHNSEFECBIT A2y 778 L &IBIV
ZFOBRDIDING T4 LIZBITBHF%E) DHERIE S 5 Murphy (1996) @
FRELDOBRICE-TET LD 5,

3.1 Murphy (1996) DR
Murphy (1996) &, AT D &) 2R T - T3 (FREBIIEH),

1. Introduction (FF#R)
2. Metaphor (X% 7 7 —IZD2WT)
3. Two interpretations of metaphoric representation
(X% 7 7 —RED_ZODHER)
3.1 The strong version of metaphoric representation
(AF 77 —RBEDHN—TV 3 V)
3.2 The weak version of metaphoric representation
(A 77 —REOFTHW/N—V 3 V)
33 An alternative view (ZHUZfb 2 RH)
4 . Strong metaphoric representation (GE\>X ¥ 7 7 —FHR)
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MERE [CBHE] F4BE3F

5. The weak view of metaphoric representation(X ¥ 7 7 —RRDFHFVEF)
51 Problems of circularity of evidence (FFHLOIEERM:DRIE)
52 Problems of multiple metaphors (8D X ¥ 7 7 —DORE)
53 Polysemy (%)
54 Motivation for metaphoric representation (X ¥ 7 7 —RRDEIHEST)
55 Metonymy (A F=3-—)
56 Linguistic and psycholinguistic evidence (E3ERVEHL & LB SFEAVEEHL)
6. Structural similarity alternative (&SRB & v 5 HEF)
61 The asymmetry problems (FERHriEDRIE)
6.2 Arguments against the similarity view GEEME & V) R IZx 5 KER)

7. Conclusion (¥3&)

FHRTEEREZTY, B2 TAY 77 —HRICHL TR HE,
Murphy (1996) &, L & J DERICH L CZHEEOBREEET 5. IhD5
EIEHTHD, TITRRHMAY 77 —HH/D [HBOEHER] LBMAS 77—
H@mO [FFVER] LRI LT 5, SHICELEHTRMRA Y 77 —HRD
[ERWER] OFBALKER, £5EHTRMAY 77 —BHO [HBR] o
LM R mE BT . E6HTIIRERE L UHEENEUSHZRRL
TWwh,

PAT i, 32T Murphy (1996) D E5RT 2 58H1 2 & 7 7 —EFR O[5
L IR B KER, 33T, Murphy(1996) OERT LAY 7 7 —Him
O [FHER] &L 2T 2K, S4THENEMSEROFHL Z s

FHIAY 77 —HEOREERF > TV RVEV) FEEZRTVELV,

3.2 Murphy(1996) DERT 383X 27 7~ [FAVER] EREGR

A/NEITIX, Murphy(1996) 12X B3H A % 7 7 —HHD [HRVER] &
Famowmg =l Lifs,
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3.2.1 Murphy(1996) IC&25BE X 47 7 —EHO [HUOER] OFRHRA
Murphy(1996) (2 X A2 BHMA ¥ 77 —BHDO [HVBER] T,
ARGUMENTS ARE WARS O # B ) LT D & 512 RTW5DT, LR

B H5 BT 5.

In the strong view, our direct representation of arguments is a set of
connections to another domain, which provides an interpretation of the
entities in the argument concept. For example the matter under dispute in
the argument corresponds to the object (land, power) being fought over in a
war. Each person is interpreted as a combatant; the arguments are weapons
used to protect one's own view or to attack the opponent’s; arguments in
favor of one's position are viewed as defenses; arguments criticizing the
other person’s assumption or position are viewed as offensive maneuvers;
and so on. On this view, when I think about arguments, I use my knowledge

of war to reason about and understand the argument.

¥7-, L & J % Lakoff and Turner(1989) #Zi1C, UWTD X 2 FkzH
FELTW5,

Lakoff and Turner(1989, p.5) say that the LIFE IS A JOURNEY metaphor
shows that the “structuring of our understanding of life comes from the
structure of our knowledge about journeys.” This claim seems consistent
with the strong view, as does the statement (L & J, p.5), “The essence of
metaphor is understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of
another.” (See also Lakoff, 1993, p.206.)

5% 1Y, LIFE IS A JOURNEY ¥ 77—t [R7: b OBEM+T 5 [NL]
OEEE THR] OREICH®T 5 (comes from) | 2 EZRLTWADTH Y,
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ME R [CERE] E4BE3F

A5 T77—@R—RIC[HHHEOZL (D) 2BL5ZE (dD) 0 [Rih,
faEE, ##E] »5" (in terms of) BB LEBRT 2L THD] LI EME
BRILBIIBEAY 77 —BHROFREZHERR LTS,

3.22 Murphy(1996) (C&BBHA 47 7—HBO [HMOER] © [HEBR]
H/NESCRZBRZTTIE, £ LT [BRWER] 2 00BEETE 2\,
ROBIAERBLZD [FER] PPN A) (TRIZTNTEE),

Suppose that my concept of argument were carried by a set of pointers to

my war concept. (p.180)

If these pointers are like most other pointers described in theories of mental
representation (e.g. Anderson and Bower, 1973; Collins and Quillian, 1969;
Fahlman, 1979), then my concept of an argument would include a lot of
incorrect information. For example, I might think that when people argue,
they go to high locations, in order to shoot and kill their adversaries. I might

think that napalm and missiles are typically used in modern arguments, and

that the participants wear uniforms. I might think that the loser of the

argument has to pay reparations to the winner, and so on. (p.180)

2% ), ARGUMENTS IS WARIZBITE ) v 7%, LHIRKRERICBITS
WhWBLKRA I —72LTBE, NAITERTTHARICERICAZRLTCLE
Iy, EVIREEBRRTNVWE, TZTWIHRAS ¥ —¢ix, (Anderson and
Bower, 1973; Collins and Quillian, 1969; Fahlman, 1979) &K T, #l& LTI,
LT @ dog DBINVEITHN TV B,

dog — having fur

barking
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having four legs

a mammal

%I, ARGUMENTS IS WARIZBIF B ¥ 245, WbwaHA v & —Thk
WA IZEI L TR, Encyclopedias are gold mines W) BIDA ¥ 77 —D
BlxEEF, TERFRIIEHS] LI RAOEBS ARSI TV, 0
WEROEHR L LTRZODERZbD%2%C [V V7] OBFBANLZVWEE
‘LTW5,

This lack of explicitness in relating the topic and vehicle causes no problems
for a person understanding a verbal metaphor, assuming the person already
knows a considerable amount about encyclopedias and gold mines. It
becomes problematic, however, when it is taken as a model of mental

representation. The obvious question is. who is interpreting the metaphoric

link? Pfesumably there is no homunculus who knows enough about
encyclopedias and gold mines to work out the correct interpretation of the
metaphoric link. The link is supposed to represent the concept, so it can't

require knowledge about the concept in order to work.

2Fh, VYIEENLHRRIEETAE, Uy ra TERER] & [£4]
BT AHEBERLELR V. LoT, WhbWBRS 7 —ThiTE, EM (S
DFE, &) EHFofE (ZOBRE, [BREHR]) 202 2L TEL
W, EWn) ERTH b,

ARGUMENT IS WAR Dl %o TE L5 &, [HWER] ~o R
TDEIT% B,

D) ¥ 27 “normal” THhhiL, BRELEBFEERIERRATAL LV ERESE
BBz 5o
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@Y » 7% “metaphorical” ThhE, FOFEDRBIILETH B,

3.3 Murphy(1996) DEIRTHBMA 27 7 —HRD [HUVEIR] LR
Murphy(1996) 1333, ZRIFEERRT [RVBER] 2FELTWBEDT
BRIEHITHY, L, THCER] st hzvwhTnsz e
PHRBRULND, pl82SLIEE ATEVERITIX, 1. SENIFROEEME,
2. BEOXY 77— ORE, 3. $HROME, 4. BBOTORE 5. 2
I—ICELT, 6. LESEFENERICELTO6ODEBIZEHLTES
NTw3, CCTREACEHEL, JHVEELEDIS 1 —4IZBHLTRYIEK
Jo BB, [FHVEBR] FUTOLIICRESNS,

On the weak view of metaphoric representation, the representation itself is
direct. That is, arguments are represented via symbols that stand for
arguers (not combatant), claims (not battle positions), various argument
parts (not battles), and so on. However, the content and structure of this
representation is somehow causally influenced by the metaphor
ARGUMENT IS WAR. It is not clear from L & ] how this causal structuring
would work —that is, how war is chosen as the vehicle for interpreting

argument, and how it modifies the topic.

331 EEMEEROBRM

Murphy(1996) X, Whorf D SEL BEICHETABRTLLITOs8H
2BURL, RASHEFIBITE A5 77 —EHOIAKOMELEAEL TS LR
B 5o

Whorfian: Eskimos are greatly influenced by their language in their
perception of snow. For example, they have N words for snow [N varies

widely — see Pullum, 1991], whereas English only has one, snow. Having all
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Cognition 36 LICBIT B A Y 7 7 —HFOEEK BE)

these different words makes them think of snow very differently than, say

Americans do.
Skeptic: How do you know they think differently?

Whorfian:; Look at all the words they have for it! N of them! They must make
a lot of distinctions between kinds of snow that we don't, since they just call

it all snow.
(HEg)

The same kind of criticism could be made of the evidence for the weak
metaphoric view. In L & J, a cultural metaphor is identified on the basis of
various idioms and collocations, such as I destroyed her argument, he
lambasted me in class; she undermined my position. Then a metaphoric
representation is proposed on the basis of these data, such as ARGUMENT
IS WAR. What predications or consequences are derived from this
metaphoric representation? In L & ], it is further idioms and cbllocations: He

can't defend against that argument, etc. There is an absence of other

psychological data given in support of this view. Lakoff(1993, pp.205, 246)

identifies five types of evidence for the metaphoric representation view: Four
of them are linguistic, and one of them is psycholinguistic experiment.

DI, EREFNLRAERUNOEREZRRLTEB LT, BERHICHR> T 5,
EWVHERTH S,

332 HEOA277—0ORE
BHEOAY 77 —OME (p184) T, RULYFEEHEZESTOICERDE
MESSFERAENTHE Z L2 BB HREZME TV 5, FHICIZETON
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FATERE: [C25RE] £54 %835
TARELERCETIEHDOA Y 77 — OB UTIZEST 5.

LOVE IS A JOURNEY

LOVE IS AN OPPONENT

LOVE IS A UNITIY (OF TWO COMPLEMENTARY PARTS)

LOVE IS A HIDDEN OBJECT

LOVE IS A VAUABLE COMODITY (IN AN ECONOMIC EXCHANGE)
LOVE IS INSANITY

ARGUMENT IS A CONTAINER
ARGUMENT IS A BUILDING
ARGUMENT IS A JOURNEY
ARGUMENT IS WAR

CHWZELT, UTok) 28tz inz Cwa,
Although L & J have mentioned this phenomenon of multiple metaphors as

included it in their account, it does not seem to actually be predicted by the

underlying theory. For example, once one has understood love by

conceptualizing it as a journey, it is not clear a priori why one would need to

further conceptualize it as a battle or union or whatever.

L & J (p.105) suggest that multiple metaphors “together serve the complex

purpose of characterizing the concept of an argument in all of its aspects, as

we conceive them” (see also p.221). However, this explanatin appears to be
directly contrary to the spirit of the metaphoric representation view. The

explanation assumes that there is an independent conceptualization of

argument, and multiple metaphors are needed to characterize all of its
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aspects. If correct, then metaphors are not serving as casual organizers of
the domain but are operating after the fact to describe or characterize the
directly-represented domain. (This issue will be duscussed further in regard

to the Invariance Principle below.)

There are other problems of multiple metaphors for a single domain. Suppose
that the metaphor LOVE IS A FJOUENEY has had a causal influence on our
concepts of love. So, the lovers are conceived of as people taking a trip
together toward a common destination, starting as strangers, having many
experiences, and then ending the trip (perhaps living happily ever after). If
this is a viable metaphor for love, then it is hard to see how there is also
room for LOVE IS A ‘VALUABLE COMMODITY. On this metaphor
(Kovecses, 1986, p.95), “a large part of the concept of LOVE is viewed as and
comprehended in terms of commercial transactions.” Here lovers are seen as
“merchants exchanging goods,” which are of equal value. But in a

commercial transaction, the goal is to maximize profit, so the participants

have opposing goals. This is contrary to the journey metaphor, in which

lovers begin with the same goal and work in concert.

2F0, UTOL) 2#tHTH 5,

QULODRAZ T 7=DHBEDIZE) LTHD A Y 7 7 —HLBELOH,

@k 4 € MESA R L VIS HBOT S, LHoH, FIER (S
OBA [HHR) CEEOEENSHLI IR, (A5 772 HEEMED
Hy] &) EREFETHOTIERVD

OB ZITERNE®ELE (k) A7 77— LAEIER TS (FEGI) 277
7 —CRFEVFELBDTR VD

IR LT, Murphy(1996) &, WREZEZ2»EX FIFTn5,
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One possible reply to this objection is that there are different concepts for
the same thing —for example, one love concept for the journey version,
anther for the insanity version, another for the commercial transaction

version, and so on.

Another possible way out of the multiple metaphor problem is to propose

that the different metaphors address different parts of the topic concept.

2%, ZOFTIILOVE DSV BEH S E 255, 7213, LOVE
DBSIZVEDED, FNZ SADHEFHBLEZDLIETH S,

EBIZHH)VEODOWEELRMZ L LT, Invariant Principle (Lakoff, 1993)
R+ B2 E R H B, Invariant Principle (RZEMER) L%, Invariant
Hypothesis (AEMAREE : Lakoff, 1990) »S5RE L5 DT, AEMRHIZ
Target Domain Override (V- F4EHA 5 0HI#) 2 2MA72bDTH B, 1 A
—TE LTI, HTXEBOEEICE, ERE L72BE (skeleton) P HFHET S
DHT, € MEED OV FEIBUK L TERPTONSE Z L1 o THF 3
HRfHF &N S (flesh added)o

LU, AEREEOBMETHEEO A Y 7 7 —OMBEIIFRL 2V ENVI,
R RV T Murphy (1996) (LT & 9 icak<5,

Unfortunately, the Invariance Principle cannot simultaneously preserve

metaphoric representation and solve the problem of multiple metaphors —

two incompatible properties must be attributed to it in order for it to do both
job.

(Hng)
In particular, what is to stop people from making inferences that are

empirically incorrect about the target domain? That is, without more content
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in the argument concept, the ARGUMENT IS WAR metaphor would allow
people to infer that guns are used, etc. In order to prevent this, the skeleton
must be detailed enough to specify which inferences are permissible and
which are not. No one infers that guns are used in arguments, because one
already knows that they are not. However, this turns out to be simply a form
of direct representation after all, since the inherent structure of the domain
must be detailed enough to determine what can and cannot be said about the
concept. That is, if the skeleton (or other literal information in memory)
truly prevents the incorrect inferences, then the concept seems to be directly
represented: if it cannot prevent them, then it is empirically incorrect. Thus
the skeleton needs to be both extensive (to prevent incorrect inferences
(and minimal (to allow metaphoric mappings.) If one does not assume that

information is represented metaphorically, then this paradox does not arise.

2R, M yvF-—2RETHEY, BTHIC, FIZE [ERIEROHT
FHRIRWV] OERIET 5 OFAEREEZE THUE, F 3RS [
WEBOSFIIFEHAL V] L) ZeHFEPNTHLUEND), TALILE
FTEINTVBYFEFHTHIIE MEBLOMR 2BED RV 25T 7
—EREBETLEDO CARENZEEVELLDTHD, LV IRETH 5,

333 SHOMEE
£HOMBEE LT Murphy(1996) X, KDL %flx L & J »oHEEELT
Vb,

Inflation has gone up.
Get up. Wake up.
You're wasting my time.

Her ego is fragile.

199




BTRE [CmE] £54 58535

The ship is coming into view.
We'll just have to go our separate ways. [about relationship] -
He ran out of ideas.

He's seeking his fortune.

INLELEIHAS 77 —ThbERLETWVS Z LI L, Murphy (1996)
BUTOLHIIZBRTINSGDPERETHLILEFRL TS,

It should be noted, though, that the same kind of evidence is normally taken
by linguists as evidence of polysemy, the fact that words have a number of

related meaning. (p.188).

However, this argument does not address the possibility that words like 7ise

are polysemous, and that the different meanings are related by similarity.

Numberg(1978), Numberg(1979) argues that the same word can have
multiple meanings if speaker can rely on listeners being able to recover the
intended meaning, given the usual use of the word. (I am simplifying
considerably here; see also Clark, 1991.) That is, given one sense of 7ise to
indicate physical movement, can I infer the use that means a nonphysical
increase, given the sentence and discourse context? In this case, since I know
that inflation cannot physically rise but that it can certainly increase, it is
possible to derive the intended nonphysical meaning. Metaphor does not
seem necessary to explain this example. Of course, the similarity here is not
of superficial features but of underlying relations. (ie., an entity undergoes a
change such that its value on a dimension increases). If we needed to
carefully distinguish physical and nonphysical rising, we could have separate

words in English to encode this distinction. However, it is generally quite
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obvious in context, which kind of rising is intended, and so the cost in adding

vocabulary is apparently greater than the need for greater accuracy in this

case.

334 BSOS ORME
Bi#lz, Bi%SIToRE L LT Murphy (1996) EM T X H IZ_Tw 3,

The primary motivation that L & ] and Kévecses(1986) give for the

necessity of metaphoric representation is that the source domain is too

difficult or abstract for people to grasp directly.

Z 2T\ source domain (&, target domain MFRY THA ) LBbh b,
L &J b Kovecses(1986) b £ o7 ZD L) 2 EE% L TwiRWwL, R -
B E L7-2 & (Target domain) %, EHRE - BEBROEH,ZZ & (Source
domain) TEVWBRABDNAT 77 =061, ‘

FhiE b H L, ZO/PEIT Murphy (1996) 13 Ortony (1988) @ Kovecses
(1986) #LEIEBALTUTOL ) cd~, BEFIE LT, UTEHBIFTw25,

However, Ortony points out that the emotions that are structured by these
metaphors have generally been experienced by children much earlier and

more extensively than the domains that are said to structure them.

ANGER IS A HOT LIQUID IN A CONTAINER

ARGUMENT IS WAR

LIFE IS A GAMBLING GAME

PROBLEMS ARE PRECIPITATES IN A CHEMICAL SOLUTION

Fht, [FHLEN] XOWTESHNS, [BY] 250, [EF] 2o
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TERENC [BW] 20, [Frr 7] 225802 TAE] 250, T
W LV BSEERT LRI [ME] OWTERTLOEDPG, 2577
—IZBVTHE MEEAY FERL ) D LY BIRAPRNEEZES 2V EVS
HBHETH 5,

35 BEHOELD

PAE, Murphy(1996) 2 & ARB5012 % 77— T A2RIES DR
By EiF7. Murphy(1996) &, £3°, BExs 77 —BEBHOEERE [HW
R & TSR] (20T, THEWER] 2SIERENTH 5 Z L ol /-1%,
(GRS LT, 1. SREMIEROERYE, 2. #0257 7 —-0ORE,
3. ZHEROME, 4. BIBROTOME, 5. AP=3I—CBELT, 6. LEE
h$%ﬂMkﬁLf®6owﬁﬁkﬁLfﬁﬂ%ﬁorwéo$ﬁfu,xb
I L OHEENERICET ARG R RV EERA RICBELTEOEREE
L7z 2% D, 1. SEFNLERIIBERFZVWTHVENTHS, 2. BH
DAY 77— ORETHRBIBERT S, 3. A 77-LLTHETFOATNS
ZLIEHRTHD, 4. DAY 77— LB ZOBBITHHEELE Y, &
WHIERTH D, T/, BHAY 77 —FFV (KREHET IV
Metaphorical Mapping theory: MMM) OEFRL L THENEUMEET IV
(Structural Similarity Model: SSM) %12/~ L, SSM 7% MMM ® L2 ORIE S
FHELTRZVEFRL TSI I NIIE 6 HiCTEHRETT %0

MMM (23 2 HHNI T 2 EZE DO KGR, B LU SSM OBMEICH T 5%
HEORGIIESHICEA L LT, ?kﬁn’(t;t ZDHRDEM, $7%bbH, Gibbs
(1996) DX Fw& Murphy (1997) OBRH*HH T 5. MEEIFTEICLTED
T ) Murphy(1996) D¥H5EELDT, MELDIDET S,

4. Gibbs & (Gibbs, 1996) & Murphy DE K& (Murphy, 1997)

LA i, Murphy (1996) 12543 % Gibbs (1996) K # % 4.1C, Murphy (1997)
DERGEE42THRYIED o
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4.1 Gibbs ®F& (Gibbs, 1996)
Gibbs(1996) Tix, LAT D & 9 2##H T Murphy(1996) X3 5 Rz 1T
2 VC‘/‘ZQO

1. Why do people speak metaphorically?
(EIYLTAAERAS 77— % EoTHETOH)
2. Are metaphorical concepts independent?
(X% 77 —BSEMIZL TR B 0%)
3. The need for nonlinguistic evidence (GESERFEHOLEMIZE L T)
4 . The embodied motivation for metaphorical concepts
(A% 7 7 —BRaDSEHEET)

5. Conclusion (#&3&)

1 & 3% Murphy(1996) 51 (AFETILRIET331) AL, 1 O—EAS
53 (A TIIATHEI333), 2452 (KR TIIRTHE332), 42%B4 (FFETIZE
#i3.34) WL T3,

4.1.1 Why do people speak metaphorically (€5 U TA%ZIIX 27 7—%1E
> TETOH)
Z ZC, Gibbs(1996) %, ®kD & ) ZRERE,SBD TV 5,

Perhaps the most fundamental problem Murphy has with the cognitive
linguistic evidence in favor of metaphoric representations is that it is based

on the analysis of linguistic expressions.

ZHICRTAEEZE LT, UTOL ) ICRRTEMSEFOER T FHER
TWh,

I agree that cognitive scientists must be cautious in inferring direct links
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between language and thought. At the same time, it is interesting and
important to ask why it is that people talk about the world and their
experience in the ways that they do. Until the emergence of cognitive
linguistics, scholars never recognized the systematic ways people talked
about love, to take just one example, in a wide variety of languages, nor did
scholars consider the idea that such talk might reflect important

generalizations about people’s metaphorical conceptualization of love.
RIZ Murphy (1996) DORIEZEHL TV 5,

The problem with Murphy's position is that people generally can't
understand or talk about journeys in terms of love for the important reason

that we don't generally talk about journeys in that way.

C DI PRMEDRIRE & Mkt L CHaH L, [JOURNEY %5 LOVE & ) ##EIfT
»H5125 9 H»] & Murphy 12 & 5 typicality DFHBTIZ 45 Tldhwvwe§ 5,
EBIZ, UTFD &) IR T, Murphy (1996) OARBHAZ#EI L, [5EV R
v WS Do

Moreover Murphy dismisses the strong view of metaphoric representations
in part because it remains a bit unclear as to which aspects of the source
domain are mapped onto the target domain.

(HHRE)

The fact that there remains disagreement over this, and the fact that

Murphy seems to not have his own response, should not be taken as a reason

to reject the idea of metaphoric representations.

RIZHEHRICELTUTO LS 1285,

204



Cognition 3 EI2BITB A% 77 —HRFDOEKR HBE)

A related part of Murphy's argument against metaphoric representations is
seen in his discussion of the cognitive linguistic work on polysemy. Once
again, Murphy questions whether demonstrations of the metaphoric nature of
the way people speak necessarily inform us about people’s mental
representations for words and concepts. Murphy argues that polysemy can
be best described in terms of the abstract similarity between physical and
nonphysical senses of a word without any need for postulating the existence
of metaphor Thus the use or rise to refer to both physical (e.g. The water
level rose) and nonphysical (e.g., Inflation is rising) meanings can be
explained by the literal similarity of these meanings — there is no reason to
assume that speakers metaphorically infer that nonphysical meaning from
the physical one.
()

2% ), Murphy(1996) X, A% 77 —Ilk A% HE RO T\ L 15
LTw5,

The cognitive linguistic research has demonstrated that metaphor, in
addition to metonymy and several other relations, provides an important
process by which the different senses of words are linked together to form
linguistic representations (Brugman and Lakoff, 1988; Lindner, 1983; Rice,
1992; Sweetser, 1990)

B, BHMEE¥TIEIAY 77 DA I=I —ROBRLE EHE L TESH
DEELBPRIZE>TWVAEI 2L TS,
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4.1.2 Are metaphorical concepts independent? (X 47 7 —8l&(3IRIIL T
WaND7H)
Z OET Gibbs(1996) 134D 2 ¥ 7 7 — DRIEEZ B k>, Murphy (1996)
DERICELTUTOEIIZ, SHERIE [V 7V —nX] OEHTTRT
Uo7 EBEWICHUTIIESLLDTIdhVEETW S,

These different metaphors appear, at times to be inconsistent with one
another and it is unclear, in Murphy's view, how one resolves such
inconsistencies in the mental representations for our concept of love.

(i)

This argument appears to preserve a view of mental representations in

which the attributes of each concept must fit together like pieces of a jigsaw

puzzle.
(HHEE)

The so-called problem of multiple metaphors for concepts can be easily

handled if we view concepts not as fixed, static structures but as temporary

representations that are dynamic and context-dependent.

4.1.3 The need for nonlinguistic evidence (FESEBRVEEHIDLHEMICEIL T)
ZZiE, BY b ib o7z Murphy (1996) D56IZMIET BEHAFHRDTI Z
THLEET 5,

4.1.4 The embodied motivation for metaphorical concepts (X %7 7 —#=:
DEFHERDT)
Gibbs(1996) ZEELMEL LT, A ¥ 77— OB IOFICEL TiHR5,

Murphy raises one important question on the motivation for metaphorical

representations. Why is it that certain conceptual metaphors, but not others,
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are used by people in speaking about abstract concepts? In discussing this

question, Murphy never considers the large literature suggesting that much

metaphorical thinking arises form our embodied experiences in the world
(Johnson, 1987; Lakoff, 1987, 1990). For example, central to our
understanding of the conceptual metaphor ANGER IS HEATED FLUID IN
A CONTAINER is the embodied experience of containment We have strong

kinesthetic experiences of bodily containment ranging from situations in
which our bodies are in and out of containers (e.g. bathtubs, beds, rooms,
houses) to experiences of our bodies as containers in which substances enter
and exit. An important part of bodily containments the experience of our
bodies being filled with liquids including stomach fluids becoming heated.
These various, recurring bodily expeditions give rise to the development of
an experiential gestalt, called an image schema, for CONTAINMENT
(Johnson, 1987).

TiE, Murphy 22X % 7 7 —OFEFEEHZ/M ) TsZ L 25HEL, 2
HEEFTREANEEOITE LTI TRBEVWEEYF R ENTWAE I L%
HLTw5,

(v

n't'h (v

4.2 Murphy OB (Murphy, 1997)

Murphy (1997) T, LT D& 5 % T Gibbs (199) x4+ 2B RGHE%
ToTwWh, ZOWEIL, FLALHEERBESEL I ETHERMRLONS
FLOFTHY, F-rBEERRAEALHEZ) ETHL0TIRER,

. Empirical evidence (ZEIFHIEEHL)

. Linguistic data (EE7— %)

. Idioms (tBHA)

. Conceptual consistency (28— EM)

e
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5. Asymmetry and similarity (GExFRE & M)

6. Conclusion (#3%)

4.2.1 Empirical evidence (SERERYEEHL)

9, Murphy(1997) &, REMNERL OB THAOEME LR RS
LOEERZIEIET 5, KIZ, Gibbs(1996) 2 Murphy(1996) % Bz
FEEHMH LA E2BMEBR, KDL HIZGibbs(1996) IZHEET 5,

Gibbs argues against the view that polysemy can be accounted for by
monosemy, or abstract features or relations of similarity that underlie all the
different senses of a polysemous word. I agree completely that this view is

unlikely to be true.

LL, SHAVBASHEFOETRHF TRV LZEML, KT T
AFT7—XETIE, EHLT, AFT77—TREVEEERFBRLZVD
P,

But there are many possible accounts of polysemy besides this one that do
not refer to metaphoric meanings (see Cruse, 1986; Nunberg, 1979; Rice,
1992). My own work has investigated the possibility of chains of similarity
that can motivate extended meaning (Murphy, in press), as 7ise has been
extended from a physical use to a related abstract use (e.g. Inflation is

rising, discussed in my original article).
My purpose here is not to promote my own theory of polysemy, but simply

to point out that articles on metaphoric representation often do not develop

such plausible nonmetaphoric theories for comparison. (p.101)
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RICAZ 77 =DBEFNVELTHETR2NZ LiRN, LHERROER
(Anderson, 1991; Brooks, 1987; Estes, 1994; Hintsman, 1986; Kruschke, 1992;
Medin and Schaffer, 1978; Nosofsky, 1988) (2B} 5HijiE, F#EEHE ot
AEFNVREDHEBE 2V LO0FIL LTEITS, Tz, EERLVHT I
— (Rosch et al, 1976) DOFfFEHEFHIEST 50 THIIHT B A 77 —E@R/DDH
WEWEERD L ) IZBR 5,

The point of these examples is to contrast two well-known domains of
research in the concepts field with metaphoric models of concepts. In my
view, there is no single well-defined model of metaphoric concepts in the
literature that can match the specificity of these theories.

Ga))

Any theory of conceptual structure needs to spell out in detail exactly what

a metaphoric concept is, and how it operates in any given task.

4.2.2 Linguistic data (§8&7— %)
SEHLE LTOEET— # OFEAICE LT Murphy(1997) & Murphy (1996)
WHIEBREBENRRBZ BN,

The dependent measures of studies of concepts include category learning
and formation (e.g, Kruschke, 1992; Nosofsky, 1988; Spalding and Murphy,
1996) induction (Gelman and Markman, 1986; Malt et al, 1995; Osherson et
al, 1990), typicality (Barsalou, 1985), categorization decisions (Rips et al,
1973; Rosch et al,, 1976) and so on.

(FRg)
A central point of my article is that the linguistic evidence by itself is

dubious, because it assumes that a certain pattern in speech directly reflects
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conceptual structure.

(HEg)

Taking verbal metaphors and idioms as evidence about conceptual structure
is assuming a particular answer to the question - an answer that is not yet

well supported in my view.

4.2.3 Idioms ({8H€)
INIECZEFTEELTELERIONET 2O TEE TNV,

4.2.4 Conceptual consistency (BIZRY—E14)
Z 2T, Gibbs(1996) DERIC—EDEFEZE RE TV 5,

I think that the strongest point that Gibbs make is' his argument that
concepts may not be entirely consistent entities that fit together like a jigsaw

puzzle.

LirL, BFO &S ICREATICHIT 288 2475 TV 2,
Especially for very abstract complex concepts, this seems unlikely. Yet, it
seems to be equally unlikely that radically different metaphors for the same
entities can structure the same concept regardless of what conflicts they

may engender.

425 Asymmetry and similarity (GEXIFRiE & FLIME)
IHLZZETEELCELERIHETLOTERBE TNV,

43 FAWDELD
LPLE, Murphy(1996) Z%+3 % Gibbs(1996) @ X & Murphy (1997) DF
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RGAOMEL T LDz, &RICHTHEIRE LTIiX, Gibbs(1996) #% Murphy
(1996) W LTHh2 &) FALLREEMATEY, ThIZHLT
Murphy(1997) i Gibbs(1996) DFRERMICIEV 2o &fkit Lo Lk
2R b= % LA S Murphy(1996) OFERZBEERETLIEVIE
BICoTWA L) ICEbNSE, $72, £#%IZ Murphy (1996) D#tH & Fik
1% LT Gibbs (1996) D KA TSI PAE > T b EiZB b, £2 T,
ESETIY, FAHOARTLHEEMZ 245, F3HOMNAEICIH> T Murphy
(1996) 12 X 2RBHA ¥ 7 7 —HEEII T HHHNIEZ T KICE6HIT,
Murphy(1996) »SREFL L CIRRTAEENEUEET LV (SSM) & Kk
EHEFNV (=AY 77 —Hik : MMM) #lEL, #0257 7B
DHPENRTHBEZ L2 EHRT 5,

(#E<)

b3

1) in terms of DFRFED—B (Progressive English-Japanese Dictionary, Third edition ©
Shogakukan 1980, 1987, 1998/ 7u ' L v ¥ 7¥.fIshirit 4 38 ©/N¥£FE 1980, 1987,
1998) :

2) Target Domain Overrides (BE{RIZERE N5 4 FHED 6 OHl#)
Lakoff(1990) T Lakoff i¥ A % 7 7 —IZBAL T, AEMIKSL (Invariance Hypothesis) &
LT, (i) 2lRTw3,

(i) AZEHES (Invariance Hypothesis)

Metaphorical mappings preserve the cognitive topology (that is, the image-schema
structure) of the source domain. (* ¥ 7 7 BRi&V — A EOZEHM M Ra Y — (0F D,
ARXA—=T - Ax—<HiE) 2HRFTD) (B2 (2000) )
Lakoff (1993) Tit, THIC—MBEXMb Y, LH b AL HEE (Invariance
Principle) £ZEboT\W 3%,

(ii) Metaphorical mappings preserve the cognitive topology (that is, the image-
schema structure) of the source domain, in a way consistent with the inherent structure
of the target domain. (Lakoff 1993: p.215)
Zhig, (i) KRB X HIZ, 22008 ITHIT 5N B, Bid i Lakoff (1990) T
Invariance Hypothesis & L TEBENZD D, ThHETEL L LTBEE LTAEHE
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BEETHIMHTME N8B r 0 %ETH 5,

(iii) @ Metaphorical mappings preserve the cognitive topology (that is, the image-
schema Structure) of the source domain, @in a way consistent with the inherent
structure of the target domain.

Thbb, 2777 —TIEEMABOA A -V AF—<HBESRESNLY, FHER
DEHOEEFET 2HEREZRINE, L)L Thb, Zhid Target domain

overrides (BRIZFRE N2 4 F A, 5 0HlK) LIFIEN TS, FMIZHE (2003e)
2,
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