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Abstract

This reportprovidesa measureof relatively objectiveevaluationof ourATT-Metaapproachto conduct-
ing someof the reasoningneededin the understandingof metaphoricalutterances.The approachis
partially implementedin our ATT-Meta system.The approachandsystemarenot describedin detail
here. The utterancesof most interestin this reportaremap-transcendingones: that is, onesthat rest
on metaphoricalviews (conceptualmetaphors)that are familiar to the understanderbut transcendthe
views by usingaspectsof thesource-domainthatarenot handledby thebetween-domainmappingsthe
metaphoricalviewsinvolve.Thereportevaluatestheapproach(nottheimplementedsystem)byapplying
it to fifteenexamples.Thesourceof ourexampleswasawell-known1997bookonmetaphorby Andrew
Goatly. We took all theexamplesthatcouldstronglybeclaimedto bemundane,map-transcendingand
non-sidelined(seebodyof reportfor this lastconcept).Thereportshowsthattheapproachsuccessfully
produceswhat we claim to be the main piecesof informationconveyed by the examples.The report
alsovindicatesour stancethatmetaphoricalmappingsshouldby default not beextendedto copewith
aspectsof utterancesthatarethosemappingsdo not dealwith: rather, within-source-domainreasoning
shouldbeusedto link thoseaspectsto source-domainaspectsthat thosemappingsdo dealwith. Also,
eventhoughof thefifteenexamplessix requiresomedegreeof map-extension,theamountof extension
is smallandits natureis mostlystronglyindicatedby thewording in theexamples.It requireslittle in
theway of elaboratesearchfor partialisomorphismbetweendomains.
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1 Introduction

The aim of this report is to provide a measureof objective evaluationof our “ATT-Meta” approachto
conductingsomeof the reasoningneededin theunderstandingof metaphoricalutterances.This approach
is partially implementedin our ATT-Metasystem.Theapproachandsystemwill not bedescribedin detail
here—thereaderis referredto otherpapers(Barndenetal., 1996;Barnden,1998a,b;Barnden& Lee,1999,
2001a).The presentpaperis intendedasan adjunctto anothertechnicalreport(Barnden& Lee,2001a),
andalthoughthepresentoneis self-containedit is bestreadafterabsorbingthelesstechnicalportionsof the
otherpaper.

The metaphoricalutterancesof most interestto us are oneswe call map-transcending: they rest on
metaphoricalviews (conceptualmetaphors)thatarefamiliar to theunderstanderbut transcendthemby us-
ing source-domainconceptsnot handledby thebetween-domainmappingsthemetaphoricalviews involve.
A possibleexampleis “McEnroestarvedConnorsto death”whenusedasadescriptionof a tennismatch.A
metaphoricalview of SPORT AS COMBAT mightbefamiliar to theunderstander, andthatview mightmap
combat-domainconceptssuchaskilling to target-domainconceptssuchasdefeating.However, theexist-
ing mappingmight not containany mappingrelationshipthatmapsthesource-domainconceptof starving
someone.(We regarda mappingto bea setof mappingrelationships,eachof which mapsanaspectof the
sourcedomainto anaspectof thetargetdomain.)

Formap-transcendingutterancesbasedonfamiliarmetaphoricalviews,ourapproachadvocatespossibly-
extensive inferencingin thetermsof thesourcedomainof themetaphoricalview, while avoiding asfar as
possibletheextensionof themappingstodealwith themap-transcendingsource-domainaspectsof theutter-
ance.Map-extensionis regardedasanexceptionalactionundertakenonly whenspecialneedsof discourse
understandingforceit to take place.

The source-domaininferencingis donein an attemptto derive, from the source-domainmeaningof
theutterance,informationthatcanbeconvertedby theexisting source-to-target mappinginto information
aboutthetargetdomain.Thesource-domaininferencingis donewithin a special,protectedcomputational
environmentwe call a pretencecocoon.SeeFigure1. The cocooncanbe thoughtof heuristicallyasthe
belief spaceof a hypotheticalagentwho believesthat thesource-domainmeaningof theutteranceis true.
This approachwill becomeclearerin the examplesanddiagramsbelow. In the above starvingexample,
the source-domainmeaningis that McEnroestarved Connorsto deathin the real, biological sense.The
inferencingwithin thecocooncanthenestablishthatMcEnroekilled Connors.Theexisting mappingcan
thenbeappliedto derive,in thetargetdomainandoutsidethecocoon,thehypothesisthatMcEnroedefeated
Connorsin thematch.Otherinferencescouldbemadewithin thecocoononthebasisof thedetailedform of
killing thatstarvingsomeoneconstitutes,andsomeresultinginferencesmightbemappedover to thetarget
domainby additionalexistingmappingrelationships.

Thereisagreatdealof understander-relativity in ourapproachtometaphorunderstanding.Foronething,
the questionof whethera metaphoricalview is familiar or not is an understander-relative issue. Thus,in
choosingexamples,wehave triedto assesswhethertheview wouldbefamiliar to atypicalordinaryEnglish
speaker. We did this partly by intuition, partly by consideringclaimsof othermetaphortheoristssuchas
Lakoff as to what views areconventional(andas illustratedin compendiasuchas the MasterMetaphor
List—Lakoff, 1994),partly on the basisof views we have discoveredto be commonin building our own
databankof metaphorexamples(Barnden,n.d.),andpartly by looking in dictionariesfor thephraseology
usedin theutterances.

Thereis furtherunderstander-relativity in thequestionof whatparticularmappingrelationshipsbetween
sourceandtargetareincludedin viewing somethingA assomethingB. For example,differentunderstanders
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may differ in detail on what a metaphoricalview of IDEAS AS PLANTS amountsto. We have tried to
includein theview only thosesource/targetmappingrelationshipsthatseemto beneededin many examples
wehave encountered.

We alsoassumethat stockEnglishmetaphoricalphraseology(i.e., phraseologythat is frequentlyoc-
curringandquitefixed,suchas“seetheproblem”)restson metaphoricalviews thatarefamiliar to typical
Englishunderstanders,and that the source-domainconceptsusedin the phraseologyaremappedby the
mappings,sothatthephraseologydoesnotcountasmap-transcending.

Additionally, we will only considerexamplesin which themetaphoricityis plausiblynot sidelinedfor
anordinaryEnglishspeaker. For example,anunderstandermight have a sports-domainlexicon sensefor
“kill, ” sothathe/she/itcouldusethatsensein understandingthesentence“McEnroekilled Connors”in the
tenniscontext, circumventingany needto proceedvia a senseof kill in thebiologicalcombatdomainand
a mappingfrom thatdomainto thedomainof sport. Clearly, whetherthemetaphoricityof anutteranceis
sidelinedor not is againanunderstander-relative matter.1

The evaluationof the ATT-Meta approachin this paperconsistsof showing how it could extract im-
portanttarget-domaininformationfrom (simplified variantsof) exampleswe found in Goatly (1997)—a
well-known work on metaphor. We concentratedon examplesthat plausiblyarebasedon familiar views,
arenotsidelinedandaremap-transcending.Goatlypresentsathoroughstudyof thedifferentformsin which
metaphorcanappearin discourse,andcontainsnumerousreal-discourseexampleshefoundeitherby him-
self in newspapers,magazinesandbooksandor by asearchoveracorpusthatwasaprecursorto thecurrent
CollinsCOBUILD Bankof English.Theexamplescomefrom awidevarietyof sources,bothmundaneand
literary. Most seemto usto beeither, at oneextreme,stockmetaphoricalphrasesor, at theotherextreme,
utterancesthatrestonunfamiliarmetaphoricalviewsfor thetypical,non-literaryunderstander.2 Thus,only
a relatively small subsetof Goatly’s examplesfit our criterion of restingmap-transcendinglyon familiar
views.

Another constrainton our selectionof exampleswas that we wantedthem to comefrom mundane
discourse.By mundanediscoursewe meandiscoursein conversations,popularmagazinearticles,popular
novels, news articles,popularsciencetexts and other factualtexts for wide consumptionby the public.
Whenit wasnot clearfrom Goatly’s annotationswhethertheexampleswerefrom suchdiscourse,we still
includedthemif we judgedthatcouldplausiblybeusedin mundanediscoursewithout lookingoutof place.
As a resultof applyingourvariousconstraints,weultimatelysettledonfifteenexamplesfrom Goatly.3

TheATT-Metaapproachis not asit standsa specific,completemodelof metaphorunderstanding.It is
parametrizedby whatever views arefamiliar to a particularunderstander, what mappingrelationshipsare
includedin eachfamiliar view, andwhatdirect, lexicon sensestheunderstanderhasfor words. Thus,it is
importantto understandthat the purposeof this reportis not to establishthat any particularmetaphorical
views arefamiliar to typical understanders,that any particularmappingrelationshipsappearin particular
views, or that the metaphoricityin any particularexampleis not sidelinedfor typical understanders.The
purposeis to show that,givenparticulardecisionsaboutwhat is familiar, what is mappedandwhat is not
sidelined,theATT-Metaapproachcansucceedin drawing usefulinformationaboutthetargetdomainfrom
a metaphoricalutterance;and also to show that very little hasto be includedin the mappingsin order

1Observethatwecanstill regard“McEnroekilled Connors”asbeingmetaphoricalfor theunderstanderaslongasthebiological-
combat-domainrouteis in principleavailableto theunderstander.

2Many of theseunfamiliar viewsareadhocimage-basedmappings.
3Wecountedroughly170mundaneexamplesaltogetherin Goatly, althoughcountingisdifficult becausesomearefromextended

passagesof prose. The fraction 15/170is not a goodguide to the frequency of non-sidelined,map-transcendingmetaphorical
utterancesin metaphoricaldiscourseat large,becauseGoatlymentionsparticularexamplesfor particulartheoreticalreasons,rather
thanto be statisticallyrepresentative. In additionGoatly neithercategorizesexamplesaswe do nor providesrelative frequency
statisticsfor thedifferentutterancecategoriesthatarerelatedto ours.
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to get greatability to draw out suchinformation. The lesssideliningwe assumeandthe fewer mapping
relationshipswe includein ametaphoricalview, themorethepowerof theapproachis demonstrated.

We believe our discussionof the individual examplesbelow covers the main informationalcontribu-
tions that theexamplesmake concerningthe targetdomainsof theutterances.We wereunableto find the
COBUILD precursorcorpusGoatlyused,evenwith his help(personalcommunication),andthesix exam-
plesfrom it in our chosenfifteendo not appearto be in thecurrentBankof English. We have not looked
at theoriginal sourcesof thenon-corpusexamples.Therefore,we have not checkedour suggestionsabout
intendedinformationalcontributionsagainstthediscoursecontexts of theexamples.But in mostcaseswe
doubtthatour suppositionsaboutwhat informationalcontributionswereintendedby theoriginatorsof the
examplesarecontroversial.

The planof the restof the reportis asfollows. Section2 summarizesan importantadditionalfeature
of the treatmentof source/target mappingsin our approach.Section3 discussesthosetenexamplesof the
fifteen selectedfrom Goatly that we judgenot to requiremuchif anything in the way of map-extension,
at leastfor thepurposeof obtainingtheparticularinformationalcontributionsthatwe claim theutterances
make. Section4 discussesthe remainingexamples,i.e. the five whereappreciablemap-extensionis def-
initely requiredor may well be required. (The sectionalsodiscussesoneexamplefrom Section3 where
somemap-creationis needed.)Even in these,theextensionsareeithervery circumscribedor moreor less
directlyprovidedby thediscourseitself anyway. Section5 summarizestheperformanceof theapproachon
theexamples.It pointsto limitationsof theapproachandopportunitiesfor futureresearch.

The implementedATT-Metasystemhasnot beenappliedto the examplesin this report. However, in
Lee & Barnden(2001b)we evaluatethe systemitself, as well as the approach,by applying it to real-
discourseutterancesbasedonmostof themetaphoricalviewsaboutmentalstate/processesthatarelistedin
theMasterMetaphorList (Lakoff, 1994).SeealsoBarnden& Lee(2001a,b)for detaileddescriptionsof how
theimplementedsystemworkson somesimplifiedreal-discourseexamples.Barnden(2001)evaluatesthe
approach(not thesystem)by applyingit to examplesfrom our own databank(Barnden,n.d.) of examples
of theusageof metaphoricalviews aboutmentalstates/processes.Althoughtheexamplesin thesevarious
papersconcentrateonmetaphorsof mind,theexamplesin thepresentreporthavenosuchlimitation,andin
any casetheapproachis in noway limited to metaphorsof mind.

2 View-Neutral Mapping Adjuncts

Barnden& Lee(2001a)specifyvariousview-neutral mappingadjuncts(VNMAs). Theseprovideadditional
mappingrelationshipsthat apply, by default, whatever particularmetaphoricalview is at hand. They are
parasiticon otherthingsthataremapped,in thesensethatthey areall of theform: if such-and-suchthings
aremappedfrom thepretenceinto realityspace,thenalsosuch-and-suchthingsaremapped.

Oneof thesimplestVNMAs is theNegationVNMA, which statesthatif a within-pretenceproposition
Pis mappedinto realityspaceto becomeapropositionR there,thenthenegationof Pis alsomapped,andis
mappedto thenegationof R. For example,if thepropositionthatMcEnroekilled Connorsis mappedto the
propositionthathedefeatedConnors,then,by virtueof theVNMA, theview alsomapsthepropositionthat
McEnroedid not kill Connorsto thepropositionthathedid not defeatConnors.Relatedly, theQualitative
DegreeVNMA mapsidenticallythequalitative degreeto whichpropertiesandrelationshipshold.

TheCausation/AbilityVNMA identicallymapscausation,enablement,disenablement,ability, andeas-
inesspropertiesandrelationships.For example,considerthe within-pretencepropositionthat McEnroe’s
combatactionsenabledMcEnroeto kill Connorseasily. If themetaphoricalview mapscombatactionsto
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tennisactionsandkilling to defeating,thenthis propositionis mappedto the propositionin reality-space
thatMcEnroe’s tennisactionsenabledMcEnroeto defeatConnorseasily.

The Change VNMA mapsa changeevent that standsbetweentwo within-pretencestatesto a change
eventbetweencorrespondingreality-spacestatesif any. TheEvent-ShapeVNMA identicallymapsaspec-
tual featuresof events/situations/processes in the pretence,suchas whetherthey have a start or end, or
areintermittent,to correspondingevents/situations/processes if any in the reality space.The Time-Order
VNMA identicallymapsthe time orderof eventsin the pretence.TheDuration VNMA identicallymaps
qualitative durationsof events.

TheMental/EmotionalStatesVNMA mapsthemental/emotionalstatesof within-pretenceagentsover
to mental/emotionalstatesof correspondingreality-spaceagents,if any. Thementalattitude(e.g.belief)or
thequality of theemotion(e.g. anger)is preserved,but thepropositionalcontent,if any, maybemodified
by othermappingrelationships.TheValue-JudgmentVNMA identicallymapsvalue-judgments(e.g.by the
understander)aboutwithin-pretencehypotheses.

TheFunctionVNMA identicallymapsthefunctions(i.e.,purposesserved)of entities.

ThePhysicalSizeVNMA identicallymapsrelative,qualitative physicalsizeof objectsin thepretence.

FurtherVNMAs andmorerefineddescriptionsaregiven in Barnden& Lee(2001a).Our VNMAs are
inspiredin partby, but aredifferentfrom,postulatesaboutmappingputforwardby otherauthors,asdetailed
in Barnden& Lee(2001a).

3 Examples where Little or No Map-Extension is Needed

For eachGoatlyexample,wegiveapagereferenceto wheretheexampleappearsin Goatly(1997).Wegive
an indicationof the example’s genrewhenknown to us, or of whetherit camefrom the abovementioned
precursorcorpus(in the lattercase,Goatlyusuallydoesnot specifythegenre).Theexactcitationsfor the
examplesarein Goatly’s book. For eachexamplein this sectionthereis a Figureat theendof the report
depictingthecomputationalprocessingsketchedin thetext.

3.1 Infection Entering

The lymphatic tissueshelp to defendthe areasof the body whereinfection caneasilyenter.
[Goatlyp.321;from New Scientistmagazine]

A physicalstateof infection is often portrayedasa physicalsubstancethat canmove—e.g. infection is
oftendescribedas“spreading.” We assumethat this familiar metaphoricalview mapsthepropositionthat
an infection is in a bodyareato thepropositionthat the infectionaffectsthatarea,andmayalsomapthe
generalnotionof physicalmovementof aninfectionto its progressively arisingin differentplaces.However,
we supposethattheunderstandermaynot have a mappingrelationshipfor thespecificphysical-movement
conceptof “entering,” sothatthesentencewouldbemap-transcendingin this respectfor theunderstander.

Figure2 shows how theapproachcouldhandletheentering.For easeof illustrationwe have modified
andcurtailedtheexampleto getthemetaphoricalutterance“Infection caneasilyenterA” whereA is some
body area. Simplephysicalreasoningwithin the pretencecocoonfrom an infection enteringan areacan
establishthatat somepoint the infectioncomesto bewithin the area.We assumethat easeandability is
carriedalongby suchaninference,sothat in thepretencewe get theconclusionthat it caneasilycometo
bethattheinfectionis physicallyin A. Thecoming-to-bein thesource-domainmapsto coming-to-bein the
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target-domain,by virtue of theChangeVNMA. Theeaseis carriedover by theCausation/AbilityVNMA.
The overall effect is that theunderstandercanconstructthe target-domaininformationalcontribution that
theinfectioncaneasilycometo beaffectingthetissueareasin question.

Noticethatthereis noneedto extendthemappingsothatit now mapsenteringitself to someprocessin
thetargetdomain.Rather, theapproachexploitstheexistingmappingandthestandardextensibilityinherent
in theview-neutralmappingadjuncts.

The“defending” in theexamplecanalsobedealtwith. We assumethatonesensefor “defend” in the
domainof physicalentitiesis “preventingphysicaldamage.” Assumefor themomentthatthemetaphorical
view of INFECTIONAS PHYSICALSUBSTANCEmapsphysicaldamageof anareaof tissueto biological
damage(which is itself of coursea specializedform of physicaldamage).Thenprevention of physical
damagemapsto prevention of biological damage,becauseof the Causation/AbilityVNMA. The same
VNMA thenspecifiesthathelpingto preventphysicaldamagemapsto helpingto preventbiologicaldamage.

TheassumptionwemadeamomentagothatINFECTIONASPHYSICALSUBSTANCEmapsphysical
damageto biologicaldamageis not actuallynecessary. As explainedin sections3.3 and3.5, theVNMAs
allow damageto bemappedover automaticallyto a target-domainstateof theentity in questionnot being
asit shouldbeandbeingpartiallydefunct.

3.2 The Fast Hairdresser

(N) Britain’s fastesthairdresser... is hopingto snip five minutesoff his world recordtoday.
[Goatlyp.161;from Daily Mirror newspaper]

Themetaphorically-usedword“snip” is of courseapun,in thathairdresserssniphair. Weignorethisaspect
here—ourfocusis notonany humourassuch,but on theinformationalcontributionsto bedrawn aboutthe
hairdresser. Wesimplify theexampleslightly to getthesentenceshown in Figure3.

Thesentencerestson a familiar metaphoricalview of a measurement(here,a competitive record)asa
long physicalobject,with the lengthcorrespondingto thesizeof themeasurement.Within thesourcedo-
mainof physicalobjects,snippingoff impliescuttingoff, whichcausesreductionof length.By thefamiliar
length-to-measure-value mapping,theoriginal lengthbeforethesnippingandthe resultingsmallerlength
mapto theoriginal recordtimeandthelaterimprovedrecordtime. Theeventof shorteningmapsto become
aneventof improving, becauseof theChangeVNMA. Thecausationof theshorteningby thehairdresser
mapsby theCausation/AbilityVNMA to thecausationof therecord-improvementby thehairdresser.

TheFigureassumesthata snippingact is oneof easycutting. Therefore,theabove record-shortening
event in thepretencecocoonis easy. Theeaseof this eventcanbemappedover by theCausation/Ability
VNMA. Finally, theMental/EmotionalStatesVNMA allows thehopingto bemappedover.

Thereis noneedto mapthenotionsof snippingor cuttingto thetargetdomain.

3.3 Broken Railway

The railway’s recovery from recessionandlast summer’s strikeswas“fragile” andwould be
damagedby anotherdispute.[Goatlyp.320;from InternationalExpressnewspaper]

Theexampleis from anewspaperreport,andimmediatelyfollows thesentence“Mr Watkinsonsaidhewas
confidentthevastmajority would rejectindustrialaction.” Thusit is likely that thequotationmarksround
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“fragile” areto indicatethatthewordis oneWatkinsonhimselfused,ratherthanto markaspecialor unusual
usage.Thiscommonjournalisticuseof quotationoccursthroughouttheexcerptin Goatly.

We take theexampleto usea familiar metaphoricalview of ABSTRACT STATE AS PHYSICAL OB-
JECT. This view is manifestedalsoin a stockfashionby theword “damaged”in theexample.Onecould
felicitously talk, say, abouta stateof calm activity in a company asbeing“smashed”by a takeover bid.
Statesof healthor of the mind/emotionsareoften talked aboutin theseterms– indeed,“fragile stateof
health”or “fragile stateof mind” strike usasstockphrases.It maythereforebethatit is stockto describea
recovery asfragile,sothatthereis no map-transcendence.However, asweareunsureon this point we will
assumethatthereis anunderstanderfor whomthefragility is map-transcending,asawayof illustratingthe
natureof ourapproach.

Sincea fragile physicalobject is onethat canbe easilydamaged,it is an immediateinferencein the
pretence(seeFigure4) that therailway’s recoveredstate(metonymically referredto by “recovery”) is one
that canbeeasilydamaged.As for damageitself, it mayalreadybemappedby themetaphoricalview to
anundesirablemodificationof state.If not, theunderstandercaninfer anundesirablemodificationby the
ChangeandValue-JudgmentVNMAs. Easeof possibledamagethenimplieseaseof possiblyreachingthe
undesirably-modifiedstate,becauseof theCausation/AbilityVNMA. Thereis no needto mapthenotions
of fragility anddamageto thetargetdomain.

AlthoughtheFigureshows a view-specificmappingarrow from therailway’s recoveredstateto itself,
in fact the stateis to be thoughtof asan entity that is simultaneouslyboth in the pretencespaceandthe
realityspace.Notealsothatthepropositionmappedover (with thehelpof theVNMAs) is notalteredin the
process.

It is plausiblealsothattheword “recovery” is beingusedasa stockmanifestationof a view of ORGA-
NIZATION AS CREATURE,giventhata creaturecanrecover from a poorstateof health.This possibility
fits in well with thethestockuseof fragility to describehealth.If theunderstanderdoestreattheutterance
in this way, thenthe exampleinvolvesserially compoundedmetaphor:the currentstateof the railway is
beingviewedasa stateof health,which is in turn beingviewedasa fragile physicalobject. Our approach
andsystemcanhandlethis andanother, parallel,sortof compounding(Lee& Barnden,2001a)but we will
notpursuethematerhere.

3.4 People on the Line

And if you have to draw a line throughthewholecompany it would bea prettythick line, you
know, it would have two edges,andtherewould bea fair numberof peoplein it, containedin
it. [Goatlyp.156;partof aninterview reportedin anacademicjournalarticle]

Weanalyzethisasmanifestingthefamiliarmetaphoricalview of ORGANIZATION ASPHYSICALSTRUC-
TURE.Theorganizationis thecompany, andweassumethatthephysicalstructureis aconfigurationin the
drawing or picturethatis implicitly referredto by thesentence.4 Underthemetaphoricalview, partsof the
organizationcorrespondto partsof thephysicalstructure,androleof apersonwithin theorganizationcorre-
spondsto physicallocationof adepictionof thepersonwithin thephysicalstructure.Partof Goatly’sclaims
abouttheexampleamountto sayingthat theexampleconnotesthata fair numberof peopledo not have a
role in thetwo aspects—let’s call themA andB—of thecompany correspondingto thepicture-regionssep-
aratedby theline (but insteadhavearole in thecompany aspectC correspondingto theline itself). Fromthe

4Perhapsthe physicalstructureshouldnot be the drawn configurationitself but rathersomehypotheticalphysicalstructure
depictedby thedrawing, sowe thenhave to take into accountthestructuralanalogybetweendrawing andphysicalstructure.This
morecomplex accountwouldnotupsetour mainobservations.
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containmentin the line it canbeinferredby source-domainreasoningin thepretencecocoonthat thecon-
taineditemsarenotoneithersideof theline, eventhoughthey arewithin theoverallstructure.Thefamiliar
metaphoricalmappingin ORGANIZATION AS PHYSICAL STRUCTUREtogetherwith theview-neutral
NegationVNMA canthenallow theassemblyof the informationalcontribution thatpeoplewithin the line
have a rolewithin thecompany aspectC but donothave a role in aspectsA andB. SeeFigure5.

Thereis no needto have any mapping,into theorganizationdomain,for thepropertyof beinga thick
line or for theedgesof a line.

3.5 The Battered Trilby

And towardstheendof thecenturymenbeganto wear, so to speak,thevery symbolof their
bashed-inauthority:thetrilby. [Goatlyp.127,from corpus;hypheninsertedby us]

The focusof Goatly’s discussionis the metaphoricalview (ashe claims)of authorityas trilby hat. The
notionthatauthoritycanbebashedin exploits thecommonoccurrenceof hatsbeingbashedin. However,
for brevity wewill ignorethehatanddiscussmerelythesimplifiedsentence“Men’s authorityis bashedin”
without relyingonany mentionof ahatatall. Wecantake thissentenceto manifesta familiar, verygeneral
metaphoricalview of ABSTRACT ENTITY AS PHYSICAL OBJECT. Prototypically, bashed-inthingsare
rigid walls,doors,etc: perhapsexterior physicalsurfacesin general.As a resultof beingbashedin, sucha
physicalobjectis damaged—i.e.,it is undesirablymodifiedandis probablydefunctto someextent.Noting
thatthelattermeanstheobjectprobablylacksto someextenttheability to performits function,theValue-
Judgment,Function,Causation/AbilityandQualitative DegreeVNMAs allow theproductionof the target
informationalcontribution that the authority is undesirablymodifiedand is probablysomewhat defunct.
Noteagainfor theidentitymappingof apropositionin thepretencecocoon.

Thereis no needfor thespecificphysicalnotionof bashing-into bemappedto thetargetdomain.See
Figure6.

3.6 Going with the Flow

akind of psychiceddycurrent,somesortof spiritualdiabeticflow [Goatlyp.171;from corpus]

Thephrasebeforethecommamanifeststhefamiliar metaphoricalviews of MENTAL ENTITIESAS LIQ-
UID (a specialcaseof MENTAL ENTITIES AS PHYSICAL OBJECTS),MENTAL PROCESSINGAS
LIQUID FLOW, andMIND AS PHYSICAL SPACE.An eddycurrentis acurrentoff to thesideof themain
flow of a river (etc.). So thementalprocessis somewhatseparatedfrom themainsubregion of themind.
This leads,muchasin theAnne/Kyle examplein Barnden& Lee(2001a),to aninformationalcontribution
thatthementalprocessis somewhatabsentfrom consciousawareness.Theactivenessinherentin thenotion
of a currentmapsto the mentaldomainby the Event-ShapeVNMA, to get an informationalcontribution
thata processis beingtalked about,not a fixedstate.Thereis no needto mapthenotionof eddycurrent
itself. SeeFigure7.

The phraseafter the commais puzzling. We suspectthat the word “diabetic” is eithera typo or an
illiteratesubstitutionfor “diabatic” (meaningto do with theflow of heat),andthatnometaphorin termsof
diabetesis intended.On this assumption,thementalactivity underdiscussionis alsobeingmetaphorically
viewedasflow of heator of somethinghot. Sinceit is commonfor certainemotionsto bemetaphorically
viewed in termsof heat(e.g.: somepositive emotionsaswarmth; angeras[intense]heat),the intention
couldbeto connoteanemotionalactivity. Thismightfit with theword“spiritual” aswell.
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3.7 The Nanny State

Planetarycontrolwouldrequiretheexistenceof somekind of giantpanglossiannanny whohad
looked after the earthsincelife began;or committeesof organismswith foresightwho could
planthefuture. [Goatlyp.308;from aNew Scientistarticle]

This is from anarticle by J. Lovelock putting forward the theoryof “Gaia,” wherebythe planetforms an
integratedorganismin whichbiologicalorganismskeeptheplanetfit for life. But thequotedexcerptis part
of asummaryof acriticismof thetheoryby anotherscientist,F. Doolittle, who is reportedasrejectingGaia
on thegroundsthatplanetaryself-regulationwould needforesightandplanningby living organisms.Thus
Doolittle is claiming(accordingto theclausebeforethesemicolon)that therewould needliterally to bea
thinking agentcaringfor andcontrolling the planet. (NB: Lovelock himself makesno suchclaim in the
article.)Thisagentis, accordingto Lovelock,describedmetaphoricallyby Doolittle asapanglossiannanny.

This metaphoricalstepcanbe regardedasa useof a familiar metaphoricalview of CARING, CON-
TROLLING ENTITY AS NANNY (witnessphrasessuchas“nanny state”andtheverb “to nanny”). But
thepassageis presumablymap-transcendingat leastin its useof theword “panglossian.” Thisword means
believing that all is for the bestin this bestof all possibleworlds (seeWebster’s Third New International
Dictionary, 1961). So, in the pretencecocoon,the nanny believes that what goeson in the world is the
bestpossible,including,presumably, her own control/caretakingactions. SeeFigure8. By meansof the
Mental/Emotional-StatesVNMA theunderstandercantransfertheoptimisticbeliefsof thenanny to become
optimisticbeliefsof theplanet-agent.In this processingthereis no needto extendthemetaphoricalmap-
ping. SeeFigure8, wherewe just dealwith two optimisticbeliefsthenanny presumablyhas.We needto
assumethatthemetaphoricalview appliestheidentitymappingto realphysicalobjects,suchasnaturallife
forms,thatarepartof thecontrolledentity, theplanet.

Finally, to handlethe word “giant” we either needto assumethat gigantic size is attributed by the
utterancedirectly to theplanet-agent,or that it is appliedto thenanny in thepretenceandthenmappedto
thetargetby thePhysicalSizeVNMA, asassumedin theFigure.

3.8 The Neck-Cricked Managers

Thisall meansthatgeneralmanagershave cricksin their necksfrom talkingdown to theCom-
munityHealthCouncilsandDistrict HealthAuthorities,andupto RegionsandtheDepartment.
[Goatlyp.162;from Daily Telegraphnewspaper]

This manifestsa familiar metaphoricalview of ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL AS VERTICAL POSI-
TION. Themanagerscontrol theCouncilsandAuthorities,andarecontrolledby theRegionsandtheDe-
partment.(It doesnotseemthat“talking down to” is beingusedin its stockmetaphoricalmeaningof “being
condescendingto.”) SeeFigure9 for the processing.In the pretencecocoon,the managersget cricks in
their necksbecauseof their contortions.Themanagersthereforeexperiencephysicalsuffering, andhence
emotionalsuffering. The causationand emotionalsuffering map to the target by Causation/Abilityand
Mental/EmotionalStatesVNMAs. Noticealsothat talking is anaspectbothof thesourcedomainandthe
targetdomain,andthatanidentitymappingrelationshiplinks them.

It couldfurtherbeinferredfrom theutterancethatthemanagershave someinability to continuetalking
easilyto theircontrollersandcontrollees.Thiswould follow from inferringwithin thepretencecocoonthat
thecrickscausesomeinability to turnheads,sothatthereis difficulty in talking,andthenapplyingVNMAs.
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TheCausation/AbilityVNMA mapsthecausationandtheinability to the targetdomain.Also, thedegree
of inability is mappedby theQualitative DegreeVNMA.

Thereis no needto find a mappingrelationshipthathandlesnecks,cricks,physicalsuffering or head-
turningthemselves.

3.9 Political Flotsam

Theexamplehereis morecolourfulthantheonesabove,whilestill beingin mundanediscourse.By showing
thatevenin sucha relatively fanciful examplethereis no needto extendtherelevant familiar mapping,we
supportthecasethatthis is a reasonableapproachin morestraightforwardexamples.

... until JamesCallaghanis washedup onto the pebblesof the UpperHouse[Goatly p.109;
from Daily Telegraphnewspaper]

ThispassageisaboutJamesCallaghanmoving fromtheHouseof Commons(theLowerHouse)to theHouse
of Lords(theUpperHouse)in theU.K. Parliament.Wetake thepassageto manifesta familiarmetaphorical
view of INSTITUTIONS AS SPATIAL REGIONS,with membershipof an institution correspondingto
presencein a region. Plausibly, a map-transcendingaspectof theexampleis that it caststheUpperHouse
asbeinga specificsortof spatialregion: a land-masswith a shore.Anothermap-transcendingaspectis the
notionof beingwashedup.

Theinformationalcontribution to theeffect thatCallaghanjoinedtheUpperHousefollowssimplyfrom
viewing theLower House(Houseof Commons)andUpperHouseasregions,reasoningwithin thesource
domainof physicalspacethatCallaghanmovedto thelatterregion, usingtheknown mappingrelationship
betweenpresencein a region andmembershipof an institution,andusingthe ChangeVNMA to infer an
eventof membershipchangefrom thephysicalmovementevent.SeeFigure10.

Althoughthereforetheparticular, mentionedeventof physicallybeingwashedup from theseamapsto
theeventof joining aninstitution,thebeing-physically-washed-up propertyitself neednotmapto anything.

Whena personis washedup by the sea,it is reasonableto infer that the personarriveson the shore
non-deliberately, andmaywell bephysicallyexhausted,unconsciousor deadandthereforeat leastpartially
defunct.Thenon-deliberateness canbemappedoverby theNegationandMental/EmotionalStatesVNMAs.

Theproductionof theinformationalcontributionsin this exampledoesnot requiretheidentificationof
anything in thetargetdomainascorrespondingto beingwashedup,beinga pebble,thepebblesthemselves
or theshore.

3.10 The Staid Strippers

Whenthecontestantsstripoff theirdesignersuitsto revealripplingmuscularity, they metaphori-
cally shedtheirshacklingcloaksof staidmundaneness.[Goatlyp.170;fromanewsor magazine
article]

This rathercolourfulpassageis complex. It providesinformationalcontributionsconcerningthetemporary
abstractappearanceof thecontestants(temporarystaidmundaneness)andconcerningtemporaryconstraint
on thecontestants.Weconsidertheconstraintaftertheappearance.
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We take “cloaks of staidmundaneness”to specifythat the staidmundanenessis, metaphorically, the
fabricoutof whichtheimaginaryshacklingcloaksaremade(cf. “cloaksof velvet”). A cloakof aparticular
fabric causesthe externalphysicalappearanceof the wearerto be (that of) that fabric. Accordingly, we
take thesentenceto beusinga familiarmetaphoricalview of ABSTRACT APPEARANCEAS PHYSICAL
APPEARANCE,with thestaidmundanenessbeingtheabstractappearancein this case.This metaphorical
view is often manifestedin expressionssuchas “wear an appearanceof [conciliation, say]”, “put on a
[conciliatory, say]face”and“wear / putonamask”whenthis is usedmetaphorically.5

In the metaphoricalpretence,beforethe sheddingof the cloaksthe contestantshave the appearance
of the staid-mundanenessfabric. In fact, this is so to a high degreebecausea cloak is a relatively all-
encompassingcovering. Thus,in reality the contestantsinitially have to a high degreethe appearanceof
staidmundaneness.But thesheddingof thecloaksin thepretenceimpliesthat thephysicalappearanceof
thecontestantsceasesto bethestaid-mundanenessfabric.Therefore,by theEventShapeVNMA, in reality
theabstractappearanceof thecontestantsceasesto bestaidmundaneness.

In fact, we cango further thanthis andinfer that initially thedesignersuitscausedthe contestantsto
have theappearanceof staidmundaneness,but thenafterthestrippingthis wasno longerthecase.For this
inferencewe needa a small amountof mapcreation. As explainedin section4.1, the sentencestrongly
suggestsa metaphoricalcorrespondencebetweenthe real suitsand the imaginaryshacklingcloaks(and
betweenthe stripping-off of the suitsand the sheddingof the shacklingcloaks). This meansthat in the
pretencethesuitsandcloaksareidentified.Thus,in thepretencethesuitsinitially causethecontestantsto
have theappearanceof staid-mundanenessfabric,but thenafterbeingshedthey nolongercausethis. By the
Causation/AbilityVNMA, sincethesuitsdo exist in reality we find that thesuitsinitially causedbut then
ceasedto causetheabstractappearanceof staidmundaneness.SeeFigure11.

We turn now to thequestionof constraint.Theexampleusesa furtherfamiliar metaphoricalview. The
mundaneness-cloakis shackling,so that we have a useof ABSTRACT CONSTRAINT AS PHYSICAL
CONSTRAINT. This view is familiarly manifestedin utteranceslike “Bill is chained/shackledto his job”
and“Pensionincreasesshouldbe tied to inflation.” In the presentexamplethe physicalconstraintis of a
strongsort, so that by the Qualitative DegreeVNMA the abstractconstraintis too. The sheddingof the
cloaksimpliesthatthephysicalconstraintceases,sothatin reality theabstractconstraintceases.(Thelater
cessationis not includedin theFigure.)

Thesentenceismap-transcendingwith respectto theabovepairof viewsin atleastthefollowing respect:
it usestheword “shed,” whereasit is plausibleto saythatneitherview containsa mappingrelationshipfor
shedding.But thereis no needto createa mappingrelationshipfor the notion of shedding.Equally, the
word “shackling” is plausiblymap-transcending,but doesnotneedto bemapped.

Finally, theword “metaphorically”in theexampleis, of course,usedasa hint of metaphoricityto the
understander, a hint thatis perhapsneeded.Thesimilarity of cloaksto suitstogetherwith thepossibilityof
literally sheddingeithertypeof clothingmight leadtheunderstanderup a theliteral garden-pathof taking
thesuitsto be,actually, cloaks.Goatly(1997)discussesthefunctionof wordssuchas“metaphorically.”

5Indeed,in many suchexamplesthephysicalbjectthathasthephysicalappearance(in themetaphoricalpretence)is someform
of clothing: noticethe words“wear” and“mask.” The verb entry for “cloak” in Webster’s Third New InternationalDictionary
(1961)givesasonesense“to clothe[sic] in a givenoftenfalseor misleadingform or appearance”andincludestheexamples“the
stories... perhapscloakedin symbolicform anold quarrel”and“self-assurancecloakedby aquiet... manner.”
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4 Examples Where Map Extension/Creation Seems Necessary

In this sectionwe will look at five further map-transcendingexamplesfrom Goatly. Theserequiremap-
extension(a form of map-creation).As well asthesefive we will alsocontinuewith the StaidStrippers
example(section2.10),whichinvolvessomemapcreation.Wehave juststartedto investigatewhattypesof
map-extensionareneededin practiceandhow they mightbeperformed.Thecontentsof thissectionshould
thereforeberegardedasapreliminarydiscussion.

To actuallyincludemap-extension/creation in our approach/system,thereis thepossibilityof selecting
from andadaptingthelargebodyof work thathasbeendoneoncreatingentirelynew mappingsby asearch
for partial isomorphismof the target andsourcedomains(asin Falkenhaineret al., 1989). However, we
conjecturethatin actualitythefull power of suchprocessingis often,andperhapstypically, not neededfor
performingmapextensions,becausethe discourseitself givessuchstrongcluesasto what the additional
mappingrelationshipsshouldbe.This is demonstratedby thefollowing examples.

4.1 The Staid Strippers Again

In section2.10 we pointedout that the suits metaphoricallycorrespondto the pretendcloaks, that the
stripping-off of thesuitsmetaphoricallycorrespondsto thesheddingof thepretendcloaks,andthat these
correspondenceshave to becreatedby theunderstander. But thecorrespondenceof thestripingandshed-
ding is virtually statedby thesentenceitself, in its useof “When.” Triggeredby this word, a very simple
instanceof analogyfindingbetweenthetwo clausesin theexamplecanpair thementionedstrippingaction
with thementionedsheddingaction,andthereforepair thesuitswith thecloaks.

4.2 Stolen Love

Sooneror later the stealingceases,for the love that wassymbolicallystolenin the form of
money or goodsis now given. [Goatlyp.127;from corpus]

This restsat baseon on a familiar metaphoricalview of POSITIVEMENTAL/EMOTIONAL ORIENTA-
TION AS TRANSFERREDPHYSICAL ENTITY. In particularit is stockto talk about“giving” one’s love
to someone(asindeedtheGoatlyexampleitself does),or “taking” someoneelse’s love. It is commonto talk
of giving “all” one’s love to someone;andit wouldbeunexceptionalto saythatonehad“no love left over”
for someoneelse.Reaffirming a stateof beingloving to someoneis viewedasgiving a physicalobject,the
love itself, to thatperson.Similarcommentsapplyto positive orientationsto peopleotherthanloving them,
suchashaving respectfor someone(cf. “awardinga tremendousamountof respectto someone”).

In the example,we presumethat someoneelse’s loving was not obtainedin the past,so the stealer
tries to stealsomelove from elsewhere. Let usassumethat theunderstanderhasno mappingrelationship
for stealing,money or goodsas part of the above metaphoricalview (even thoughsomeunderstanders
may of coursebe familiar with the ideaof peopletaking physicalobjectsto symbolizelove). Thus, the
sentenceis map-transcendingin theserespects.The stealingis easilyhandled,becausea simplewithin-
pretenceinferencetells theunderstanderthatthestolenmoney or goodsweretransferredto thestealer. The
transferringcanbehandledby theknown mappingin thefamiliar metaphoricalview. But, clearly, in order
to understandthepointof thesentencetheunderstandermustidentify (i.e.,establishamappingrelationship
between)the love andthe money-or-goods. However, this identificationis fairly explicitly statedby the
sentenceitself, partly throughthephrase“in theform of” andtheword “symbolically.”
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4.3 A Mechanical Smile

it wasthatmechanicalsortof smile thatsuggestedgearsandpulleys [Goatly p.181;from cor-
pus]

This restson a familiar metaphoricalview of CREATURE AS MACHINE. Theadjective “mechanical”is
a stockmanifestationof this. (Of course,therecould be groundsfor sayingthat, scientifically, creatures
reallyaremachines.But creaturesarecommonsensicallynotviewedasbeingmachines.)Movementsbeing
mechanicalis mappedto theirbeingdoneby therigid following of aprocedure,withoutemotionalwarmth,
etc. We assumethe metaphoricalview doesnot map gearsand pulleys themselves to the CREATURE
domain,sothattheutteranceis map-transcendingin this respect.

Clearly, the “gearsandpulleys” addextra vividnessto the stockmanifestation.It could be that they
serve merelyto enhancethemechanicalnesswithin thepretence,sothattheeffect couldbehandledby the
QualitativeDegreeview-neutralmappingadjunct.But it is possiblealsothatanunderstanderwouldimagine
theperson’s faceto containpartsthatplay rolesanalogousto thoseof gearsandpulleys in a machine.For
example,theunderstandermightcomeupwith jointsandtendons.However, sincenoparticularstructureof
gearsandpulleys is givenby thediscourse,thereis noneedto searchfor complex structuralisomorphism–
aroughsimilarity of role is all thatneedsto belookedfor. Thesimilarity needgono furtherthanthatjoints
andtendonsarebodypartsthatcontrolmovement,andgearsandpulleys aremachinepartsthatdoso.

4.4 Economic Osmosis

thisprocess,a kind of economicosmosis[Goatlyp.181;from corpus]

This manifeststhe familiar metaphoricalviews of MONEY (etc.) AS LIQUID (cf. flow of capital; liquid
assets)andPOSSESSIONAS LOCATION. Physicalosmosiscausesslow transferof liquid througha bar-
rier.6 Therefore,thepossessionof theeconomicassetsin questionchangesslowly, thechangebeingcaused
by thementionedprocess.Herethecausationis mappedby theCausation/AbilityVNMA, andtheslowness
by theDurationVNMA. Thephysicalflow is inhibitedby thebarrier. Assumingthebarriercanbemapped
to somethingspecificin theco-text or situationalcontext, thentheinhibition of thephysicalflow is mapped
to inhibition in theeconomicdomainby theCausation/AbilityVNMA again.

Presumablythecontext makesclearwhateconomicassetsarein question.Oncetheword “economic”
hassuggestedthat the target itemsareeconomicentities(seeGoatly on adjectivesbeingfrequentlyused
to hint at target domains),it is not muchwork to conjecturethat the target itemsare the already-salient
economicassests.The remainingisomorphism-findingwork for the understanderis detectingsomething
inhibitory that can correspondto the barrier in the osmosisdomain. This examplethereforeinvolves a
modicumof searchingfor relationalisomorphism,but only amodicum.

4.5 The Super-Horse

aslongasweconsidertheautomobileasortof super-horse[Goatlyp.183;from corpus]

6Actually, osmosisis morecomplex thanthis, but thepassagemayonly rely on a primitive commonsensicalunderstandingof
osmosis.
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This transcendsan arguably familiar metaphoricalview of ARTIFICIAL LAND VEHICLE AS CREA-
TURE,wherethecreaturemaywell bea horse(cf. “iron horse”for train). It transcendsit in talking about
super-horses.Of course,the understanderdoesnot have to work out a mappingrelationshipfrom super-
horsesto automobiles— themappingis given by the sentence.But neitherdo the particularqualitieson
which automobilesare to be consideredsuperiorto real horsesneedto be worked out by any analogy-
discovery process,becausethey arepresumablythesamequalitiesasaremappedby theexistingmetaphor-
ical view. Thesearequalitiessuchasbeingableto carrypeople,going fasterthana person,having great
endurance,and(possibly)indicatingrelatively high socialstatus.So, the utteranceis talking aboutauto-
mobilesbeingsuperiorto horsesin their greaterability to carrypeople,their greaterspeed-advantageover
people,etc.

This doesnot meanthatthesentencecannotalsobetakento convey thattherearealsofurther respects
in which automobilesaresuperiorto horses.But it is arguablethat theunderstandercansimply notethat
theremaybesuchrespectswithout working out whatthey are.To claim thatheunderstanderis obligedto
work themout would beasunwarrantedasclaimingthattheutterance“carsarelike horses”shouldinduce
theunderstanderalreadyfamiliarwith ARTIFICIAL LAND VEHICLE AS HORSEto work outsimilarities
over andabove thosehe/she/italreadyknows,asopposedsimply to recallingtheknown similarities.

An unusualfeatureof theexampleis thatit postulatesanimaginarycategory (super-horses)in another-
wisefamiliar sourcedomain.Most metaphor, evenwhenmap-transcending,usesjust thefamiliar realistic
aspectsof thesourcedomain.

4.6 Worm Squirm

Thewormsof loathing[Goatlyp.220;from Punch magazine]

We cannottell from Goatly(1997)whetherthis is from mundanediscourseor from a literary work. We in-
cludeit herefor interestin any case.It manifeststhefamiliarmetaphoricalview of MENTAL/EMOTIONAL
ENTITIES AS ANIMATE BEINGS(cf. theexamplesof IDEAS AS PERSONSOR OTHER ANIMATE
BEINGScategory in our databank:Barnden,n.d.). It is common,for instance,to talk of troublesomemat-
ters“gnawing away” at people.Also, thephrases“worm of care”and“worm of conscience”arenotedin
Webster’s Third New InternationalDictionary (1961).However, for thesake of example,let usassumethat
themetaphoricalview doesnotcontainamappingfor wormsin particular, thoughit doescontain,let ussay,
amappingfrom “gnawing” at theagentto causationof sometypeof continuouspsychologicalsuffering by
theagent.Webster’s mentionsthewormof conscience“gnawing.”

The phrase“wormsof loathing” plausiblyconveys a metaphoricalcategorizationof loathingas (i) a
collectionof worms(paraphrase:“the wormsthat symbolizeloathing”), ratherthan,say, (ii) a possessive
or part-wholerelationship(paraphrase:“the wormsbelongingto loathing”)or (iii) a causationrelationship
(paraphrase:“the wormscausedby loathing”; cf. “tearsof anger”for tearscausedby anger).SeeGoatly
for many examplesof type-(i)usageof thegenitive, includingin metaphoricalcontexts. Strangely, however,
Goatlyhimselfsaysthat theexampleis to beanalyzedin termsof wormscausingloathing(thereverseof
iii), astancethatwefind highly unintuitive.

Give our stanceon the example,we might considerwhetherthe understanderneedsto searchfor or
createadditional,associatedmappingrelationships,betweenaspectsof wormsandaspectsof loathing.But
we claim that it is enoughto notethatwormsgnaw, wheregnawing is alreadyknown to bemappedby the
familiar view to productionof a typeof psychologicalsuffering, andthereforethereforeinfer that loathing
causesthat typeof psychologicalsuffering in the loather. If this is consistentwith what theunderstander
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knows aboutloathingin general,thenthereis no needfor theunderstanderto look further. If it is not, of
course,thentheunderstanderdoesneedto embarkonamoreelaboratesearchfor ananalogy.

5 Conclusions

Thereporthasshown that theATT-Metaapproachcanderive, at least,whatseemto usto bethemostim-
portantinformationalcontributionsfrom fifteenreal-discoursemetaphorexamplescollectedindependently
from ourown work. Theevaluationwasrestrictedto mundane,non-sidelined,map-transcendingutterances
basedon familiar metaphoricalviews, astheseutterancesarethemain target of our approach.Clearly, as
we only treatedfifteenexamples,andin any caseGoatly’s setof examplesis not claimedto bestatistically
representative, theevaluationis limited, but theobviouswide diversityof contentof theexamplesandthe
factthatwerecollectedby Goatlyindependentlyof our own concernsprovidesa measureof assurancethat
theapproachis apromisingonein general.

Goatly(1997)includesabout170examplesthatwejudgeto comefrom mundanediscourseor thatcould
easilybeusedin mundanediscourse.The15exampleswehave addressedareall of the170thatwe judged
couldstronglybeclaimedto benon-sidelined,map-transcending,mundaneusagesof familiarmetaphorical
views. Wedid notexcludeexampleson thegroundsthatthey mightcausedifficultities for ourapproach.

A particularhypothesissupportedby the report is that whenmap-extension/creationis necessary, no
extensive elaboratesearchfor partial isomorphismis required,andthe discourseitself generallyprovides
muchguidanceasto which specificmappingrelationshipsshouldbe created.Six of thefifteenexamples
(the five in Section4 plus the StaidStrippersexamplein Section3.10)werejudgedto requirenon-trivial
map-extension/creation, but in all six casesthehypothesiswasborneout. Thisgivesgroundsfor supposing
thattheATT-Metaapproach’s default of trying not to domap-extension/creation is on theright track.

Thereportdid notneedto gobeyondtheparticularview-neutralmappingadjunctssuggestedin Barnden
& Lee (2001a). In fact, thepresentreportdid not needthewholesetthat is includedthereon theoretical
grounds.
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Figure1: General nature of reasoning in the ATT-Meta approach. The bold box shows the pretence
cocoon.Bold arrows show theactionof mappingrelationships,betweensource-domaininformationin the
pretencecocoonandtarget-domaininformationin reality. (Target-to-sourcemappingactionsareallowedin
theapproach,for reasonsexplainedin Barnden,in press.An exampleoccursin Figure10.) Otherarrows,
apartfrom theoneat thetop,show reasoningactionswithin realityor within thepretence.



VNMAs

Figure 2: Infection Entering. In this and later figures,a mappingarrow labelledVNMA or VNMAs
shows the actionof oneor moreview-neutralmappingadjuncts.A mappingarrow marked with a circle
showstheactionof amappingrelationshipspecificto aparticularmetaphoricalview, hereINFECTIONAS
PHYSICAL SUBSTANCE. Note that the view-specificmappingactionin the presentfigure requiresthe
fact thatA is a bodyarea.Thesource-basedmeaningof theutteranceis shown in a smallbox nearthetop
of thediagram.Thepropositionswithin thecocoonboxandto its right areEnglishglossesof expressionsin
someinternalrepresentationschemeusedby theunderstander. In ourfiguresonly aselectionof thepossible
propositionsandinferentiallinks areshown.
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Figure4: Broken Railway.
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Figure5: People on the Line. The “structure” is a configurationdrawn in the diagram,andcorresponds
to thecompany. A’ is region of thestructurecorrespondingto work-roleA in thecompany. Similarly B’.
Thefact thattheline, L, is within thedrawn structureis includedwithin thesource-domainmeaningof the
utterance,but analternative approachwould beto have it asanancillary factobtainedfrom context. This
fact(andthefactthatL separatesregionsA’, B’) couldbein reality spaceasopposedthepretencecocoon,
becausefactscanin any casebeimportedfrom theformerinto thelatter(Barnden& Lee,2001a).Relatedly,
theexampleis specialin thatthesource-domainscenario(thedrawn diagram)is itself real.
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Figure6: The Battered Trilby. Identitymappingof men’s authorityis notshown.
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Figure7: Going with the Flow. The exampleadditionallyprovidesa simpleillustration of the fact that
metaphoricalunderstandingmayrequirereasoningwithin therealityspaceaswell asthepretencecocoon.
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Figure8: The Nanny State. Note that in this examplethe “reality” spaceis from the point of view of
Doolittle’s critique(seetext), accordingto which theplanetarycontrollerreally is a thinkingagent.
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Figure9: The Neck-Cricked Managers. Thecausationlink in theright-handsideof thepretencebox is
derivedby transitivity from thecausationlinks to theleft.
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Figure10: Political Flotsam. This exampleincludestarget-to-sourcemapping,thoughit is not strictly
necessaryfor the exampleto work. Also (in this exampleand others),tensein the English glossesof
propositionsis actuallyhandledby the Time-OrderVNMA. Therefore,the mappingarrows marked by a
circleasview-specificrepresentin actualitythecombinedoperationof aview-specificmappingrelationship
andthatVNMA.
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Figure11: The Staid Strippers.


