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Abstract 

In this chapter we argue that metaphorical utterances often contain source-domain elements that are important for the overall meaning of the utterance but that should not themselves given a parallel in (mapped into) the target domain, either because it is difficult to do so or because doing so is not important for linking the utterance into the context supplied by the discourse. Non-parallelism goes hand in hand with metaphor understanding processes that are strongly guided by context. The chapter discusses various ways in which understanding might be guided by context. A particularly strong form of context-guided understanding is context-driven understanding, a form of which is used in an AI approach to metaphor understanding that the author and col​leagues have developed. 

1. Introduction 

On embarking on this chapter I happened to hear the following spoken comment on a TV programme (Newsnight, BBC2, U.K., 3 July 2007; plausible punctuation added): 

(1)       I don’t think strings are attached. If there are any they’re made of nylon—I can’t see them. 

The speaker was an African politician being interviewed about a new investment by China in mineral mining. In the first sentence, he uses stock metaphorical phraseology concerning strings being attached. We take the “strings” to refer to constraints affecting the politician’s country’s future behaviour with regard to the investment or related things (cf. the meaning for “no strings attached” given in the Oxford Dictionary of Idioms, 2005: no special restrictions or conditions apply to an opportunity or offer). In the second and third sentences, the politician then elaborates on the standard phraseology. We take him there to be saying, in source-domain terms, that he can’t “see” any “strings” because if they exist they’re made of nylon; and thus to be saying in target domain terms that he is not aware of any constraints, and that if any exist they must be somehow unnoticeable. 

The passage raises the important issue of the degree of parallelism (structured analogy) that the understander should seek between the source-domain scenario that is painted and the target-domain scenario that is actually being portrayed. It is plausible to say that the strings have a parallel in the target domain, namely the constraints. But should the understander seek something in the target scenario that corresponds to nylon? (Our answer will be: No.) Yet the nylon is clearly crucial to the target-domain meaning of the passage. 

There is a tendency for detailed processing models of metaphor to focus on constructing source/target parallelism as the way of understanding metaphor. Thus, psychological models of analogy (and hence to some degree, whether implicitly or explicitly, of metaphor) such as STM (Gentner, 1983, Gentner & Bowdle, 2001), ACME (Holyoak, Novick & Melz, 1994; Holyoak & Thagard, 1989) and IAM (Keane, 1988) are all models that seek to establish a strong degree of parallelism, by constructing sets of links between source and target from scratch. In AI, the models of Wilks (1978) and Fass (1997) have also had this flavour, and Martin’s (1990) model constructs links as extensions to existing analogies.

By contrast, however, some models in AI—those of Narayanan (1999) and ourselves (Barnden, Helmreich et al., 1996; Barnden & Lee, 2001; Barnden 2001, 2006a,b; Barnden, Glasbey et al., 2004) andparts of Hobbs’s approach (Hobbs, 1990)—have reduced the role of parallelism in metaphor understanding. They still sometimes rely on there being some mapping links between source items and target items, but economize on these by relying on possibly-extensive source-domain inference to link non-paralleled items in the source scenario to items that do have a parallel (i.e., are mapped). 

Also, conceptual metaphor theory tends to emphasize parallelism, for instance in discussions of the sets of mapping links involved in a particular metaphor, and in the claim that patterns of inference in the source domain are in some way carried over to the target domain (Lakoff, 1993). When non-parallelism is attended to it is rather in the spirit that some aspects of the source domain cannot be, or as a matter of fact are not, used in the conceptual metaphor in question, the implication being that therefore they do not have a metaphorical effect. Our point will be that non-paralleled items are often crucial to the metaphorical effect. 

To be sure, not all theories of metaphor stress parallelism. Two main exceptions are Relevance Theory (Sperber & Wilson, 1995) and the categorization model of Glucksberg & Keysar (1990). But neither do these attend explicitly to certain deep issues raised by non-parallelism. While to some extent sketching processes that lead from utterances and other information (e.g., context and world knowledge) to metaphorical meanings, they do not explicitly engage with the issue of the extent to which there may be source elements for which target parallels are not, or should not, be sought, but which are nevertheless crucial to the construction of the metaphorical meaning. 

On the other hand, one special case of metaphor where non-parallelism has been a salient issue is that of metaphorical idiom. For example, Langlotz (2006) has provided a detailed and extensive treatment of (non-)parallelism in addressing issues of systematicity, transparency and motivatedness of idiom. An example of the issues is the idiom “spinning [one’s] wheels,” where the wheels do not themselves have parallels, but the consequent lack of forward physical movement of the car or whatever does have a parallel. The considerations he raises need to become more salient in the field of metaphor as a whole. 

We now come to a central point of this article, namely the connection of non-parallelism to the issue of how context enters into metaphor understanding. The claim is that one reason that non-parallelism has not been adequately attended to is a lack of sufficient attention to the details of how context is to help with understanding. Certainly, the idea that context is important for metaphorical meaning and understanding has often been put forward (see, e.g., Gibbs, 1994; Gibbs & Tendahl, 2006; Giora, 1997; Leezenberg, 1995; Stern, 2000), but few detailed processing models have appeared of how context is actually to be used. This is not surprising because of the immense complexity of metaphor on one hand and of the notion of context on the other. Context brings in the huge research questions to do with discourse structure, discourse relations, the nature of semantics in general (Stern, 2000), and so forth. We believe that focussing on context decreases the need to assume, use, or search for parallelism, and is simultaneously friendly to views of metaphor understanding that are based on source-domain inference and that thereby explain how non-paralleled source elements can play a crucial role. 

This article will, first, illustrate further how metaphor often involves extensive non-parallelism. It will then indicate how non-parallelism interacts with the question of how to use context to guide understanding. In the course of doing this we will examine various ways in which the metaphor understanding process might or might not be guided by context, and various directions in which processing might go (e.g., entirely forwards from utterances or entirely backwards from context). 

We will use the word “parallelism” rather than the more technical word “isomorphism,” as the latter implies a strict one-to-one correspondence between items in the source scenario and items in the target scenario. But we wish to allow for looser forms of parallelism.

2. Non-Parallelism 

2.1 Nylon Strings 

To return to the nylon-string example, (1), the issue is the following. A source-domain scenario is described in which there are strings, attachment of them (to the African parties involved in the business investment in question, metaphorically cast as physical objects that are somehow manipulable by strings), the substance nylon, the physical property of being made of a substance, and the ability of the speaker to physically see the strings. Which of these aspects of the source scenario correspond to anything at all in the target scenario?
 

Before going on we must note a complication. It could be argued that the interpretation of “I can’t see them” could be separate from the interpretation of the prior parts of the passage, and be based on interpreting “them” directly as referring to something in the target scenario corresponding to the physical strings, rather than to the physical strings themselves. (Actually, this raises large but largely unstudied issues about how metaphor interacts with anaphora generally.) If this is how understanding proceeds then it is furthermore possible that the understander can appeal directly to a non-physical lexical sense of “see” — e.g., a sense of abstractly being aware of something; in which case that non-physical scenario needs to be entertained in understanding “I can’t see them.” We will put these possibilities aside, as they would only force small amendments to our discussion, and in view of the patent coherence between the physical translucency or invisibility of nylon and the physical process of seeing. 

To simplify the discussion, let us assume that the (possibly absent) strings and the (possibly absent) attachment do have parallels: the strings correspond to possible future-behaviour-affecting constraints that the Chinese investors might have sought to place as a condition of the investment, and the attachment is that (counterfactual) placing and future-behaviour affecting itself. So what remains is the nylon, the being-physically-made-of, and the being-able-to-physically-see. In fact, in the following we break the last item down into being-able and the physical seeing itself. This article’s main claim about the example is that it mainly seeks to convey that the speaker is 

not able to determine the existence of any extra constraints affecting the future behaviour of the African side. 

Here, determining-the-existence-of corresponds to (i.e., is the parallel of) seeing, and the not-being-able associated with the existence-determining the target scenario corresponds to the not-being-able associated with the seeing in the source scenario. One can also interpret the passage as conveying that 

the speaker is allowing for the possibility that there are constraints, but if so then they are of a nature such that it is intrinsically difficult for anyone to determine their existence. 

That is, it is not just inattention, stupidity, or whatever on the part of the speaker that he can’t “see” them.

How is the above difficulty in the target domain arrived at by the understander? Presumably from difficulty of physically seeing nylon strings. And where does that difficulty come from? The translucency of nylon, combined possibly with the thinness of nylon strings. The crucial carry-over here is that of difficulty. Notice carefully that this does not of itself imply that the translucency needs to be mapped into the target scenario. Even less does it imply that being-made-of-nylon itself needs to be mapped (similarly for being thin …) and, even even less again, that being-made-of and nylon need separately to be mapped. 

Of course, if one asked the question of why the (possible) constraints in the target scenario are difficult to notice, one might look to the source domain and therefore seek some parallel of translucency. But certainly there was nothing in the actual context of the example as heard that could provide any specific target-domain parallel. The best that we can suggest is that some property or other of the constraints makes them difficult to notice. But you could work that totally vacuous and useless piece of information out without any metaphorical utterance or any information being at hand; and it’s a little like saying that sleeping pills help you sleep ‘because’ they have dormative power. 

So, we have arrived at the suggestion that a rich understanding of the passage can be obtained on the basis merely of the following parallels: 

strings — future-behaviour-affecting constraints 

attachment —the fact of those constraints being applied 

physical seeing — abstract noticing (coming to determine the existence of) 

inability —inability 

difficulty —difficulty 

possibility, counterfactuality, etc. — possibility, counterfactuality, etc. (respectively) 

Going back to a point we skated over above, it may be that the difficulty of noticing the constraints is deliberate on the part of the Chinese investors. This could come from a source-scenario inference that, perhaps, the strings are deliberately made to be difficult to see. This inference must be quite uncertain, because it is only in some contexts that a nylon constitution would be aimed at invisibility. So, we may wish to add the further parallel: 

deliberateness —deliberateness 

uncertainty —uncertainty 

We now move to considering other examples of non-parallelism. 

2.2 Conversational Cat Flaps 

In Barnden et al. (2004) we extensively analysed the following example:

(2)       I tried not to run down Phil too much - I felt bad enough as it was, what with screwing his girlfriend and all. But it became unavoidable, because when Jackie expressed doubts about him, I had to nurture those doubts as if they were tiny, sickly kittens, until eventually they became sturdy, healthy grievances, with their own cat-flaps which allowed them to wander in and out of our conversation at will. (Hornby, 1995, p. 12; italics added)

This exhibits considerable non-parallelism. We contend that it would be a mistake (a waste of time) to try to find parallels for the following source-scenario elements (and possibly others): 

the cat-ness of the doubts and grievances 

their sickliness 

the cat-flaps 

the at-will-ness of the wandering. 

The most obvious case here is the cat-flaps. The point about these is that they support the point (which is also explicitly stated) that the cats can wander in and out at will, this wandering corresponding to the grievances appearing intermittently in the conversation. It would seem pointless to try to work out some specific aspect of the conversation or some other part of the target scenario that corresponds to the cat-flaps. Also, the deliberateness (at-will-ness) of the cats’ wandering has no parallel with any feature of the grievances corresponding to the cats. Rather, the deliberateness of the cats’ wandering suggests that it is not the speaker and his interlocutor who are bringing the cats in and out: that is, the cats’ movements are non-deliberate on the part of the speaker and the interlocutor. This non-deliberateness maps to the non-deliberateness (on the part of those two people) with which the grievances appear in and disappear from the conversation. 

The main point of the sickliness (and tininess), arguably, is to buttress the metaphorical notion of “nurturing” the kittens. Clearly this nurturing itself does have some parallel in the target scenario. Now, if the kittens are sickly and tiny then nurturing is especially natural and morally good. Perhaps therefore the point of the sickliness and tininess is to portray the speaker’s action in converting doubts to grievances as natural and morally good. More securely, it can be inferred in the source scenario that the kittens were helpless and were likely to die if not nurtured. From this, we might suppose that in the target scenario the doubts were likely to disappear unless the speaker acted. So, the tininess and sickliness certainly lead to source-scenario conclusions that map to the target in some way, but that does not mean that they themselves, or the steps connecting them to those conclusions, map to the target. 

Finally for the above list, the cat-ness is totally irrelevant other than for appealing to familiar domestic scenarios of nurturing kittens and cats using cat-flaps. So it contributes to the development of a coherent source scenario, but there is no reason at all to suppose that some specific properties of cats (aside from the being-nurtured, the wandering, etc.) are to be mapped to the target. This of course contrasts with cases where someone might say something like “John [a person] is being catty,” “Sally [a person] is a kitten”, and so forth. So an additional issue is that cat-ness or an aspect of it does sometimes have parallels, whereas it does not in our example above. 

2.3 Other Examples 

An example we have treated in various papers (Barnden, 2001, 2006a; Barnden, Glasbey, et al., 2004; Barnden & Lee, 2001) and implemented in our computer program for metaphor understanding system (ATT-Meta) is the following:

(3)       In the far reaches of her mind, Anne knew Kyle [her husband] was having an affair, but ‘to acknowledge the betrayal would mean I’d have to take a stand. I’d never be able to go back to what I was familiar with,’ she says. Not until eight months had passed and she finally checked the phone bill did Anne confront the reality of her husband’s deception. (Cosmopolitan, 216 (3), USA ed., March 1994. Italics added.)

Here we claim that the point of the “far reaches” is to generate the source-scenario conclusion that Anne’s conscious self (metaphorically conceived as a person located in the middle of Anne’s mind-space) has great difficulty in physically operating upon the idea that Kyle was having an affair (this idea being metaphorically cast as a physical object physically located in the far reaches of the mind-space). There is no need to, and it would probably be very difficult to, find some component or aspect of Anne’s mind that corresponds to the far reaches themselves. Again, we could postulate some such component, and say that the affair-thought was in some sense “in” it, but what would be the point? The message of the utterance is the fact that Anne is in a mental state of having difficulty in consciously involving the affair-thought in her thinking. (The article from which the passage is taken is about denying things to oneself.) And this difficulty comes from the difficulty of, in metaphorical terms, physically operating upon the idea. The far reaches are just a tool for conveying this physical difficulty. 

In Barnden (2006b) we discuss the degree of parallelism in fifteen examples taken from real discourse. We briefly summarize here the conclusion about non-parallelism in one of those examples. 

This all means that general managers have cricks in their necks from talking down to the Community Health Councils and District Health Authorities, and up to Regions and the Department. (Goatly, 1997, p.162; from The Daily Telegraph)

There is no need to consider or discover parallels for necks, cricks, physical suffering or head-turning: rather, the point of the passage is emotional suffering. 

Finally, we must note that there is an important distinction that should be made in the study of non-parallelism: the distinction between a concept or property used in the source scenario having a parallel, and a source-scenario individual that comes under that concept or property having a parallel. For instance, in the cat-flaps example, the individual cats do of course have parallels: they are the doubts/grievances. However, the concept of cat, or if you like the property of cat-ness, has no parallel. On the other hand, in the far-reaches example, neither the particular far reaches in question nor the concept of far-reaches needs to be taken to have a parallel.

3. The Link to Context 

How does the question of (non-)parallelism engage with the issue of contextual aspects of metaphor understanding? 

We claim, based on the work on our ATT-Meta theoretical approach and implemented computer program, that one crucial strategy in metaphor understanding is to use questions or issues generated by the context of a metaphorical utterance to drive the process of understanding. This contextual-issue-driven strategy has the effect of drawing from a metaphorical utterance, or indeed from an extended passage containing several such utterances, just what is needed to illuminate those issues. This is not only a powerful way of combating the indeterminacy of metaphorical meaning (see e.g. Stern 2000) and ensuring relevance, by tending to select only relevant inferences from the source scenario, but also serves to limit the use or discovery of source/target parallels to those really necessary to illuminate  the contextual issues. If it turns out that, for example, the far reaches of Anne’s mind need not be given a parallel for that contextual purpose, then no parallel is even sought. We see this as boon in that (a) even when a parallel could in principle be found, it could still be a computationally expensive process to find it (see, e.g., the comments on computational expense in Falkenhainer et al., 1989), and (b) often it is difficult to conceive that there could be a parallel at all (again, the far reaches may be like this, or the nylon in the strings example, or the “wheels” in the idiom “spinning one’s wheels”).

The Anne/Kyle example, for one, shows how context can raise issues. The segment starting “but to acknowledge the betrayal” and proceeding to the end of the excerpt shown raises the target-scenario issue of how able Anne was (before the eight months had passed) to think consciously with the affair-idea. Then, through the use of a familiar metaphorical mapping between physical operation on ideas conceived of as physical objects and mental operations on them, the parallel source-scenario issue is raised of how able Anne’s conscious self was to physically operate on the idea. This issue then exploits common-sense knowledge about the far reaches of physical regions to get an answer. Further detail on this process is given in Barnden (2001, 2006a) and Barnden & Lee (2001).

Now consider “If [there are any strings] they’re made of nylon—I can’t see them” from example (1). Here we consider the if-clause as one unit, with the seeing clause as part of its immediate context. Note the high indeterminacy of meaning that “The strings are made of nylon” would have in isolation, when taken metaphorically. There could be connotations other than relative invisibility, such as ones to do with tensile strength, durability, modernity, acoustic properties (cf. some stringed musical instruments), non-biodegradability, etc. But the ‘seeing’ clause raises the contextual issue of how visible the strings are. The visibility issue then draws upon the translucency of nylon to infer intrinsic difficulty of being seen. 

In that example the invisibility or translucency of the strings is implicit, but there are cases of attached metaphorical strings being explicitly “invisible.” One attested examples is as follows, with italics added to the relevant phrase: 

[Brad Meltzer’s] fourth novel, The Millionaires, is the story of two brothers who work for a private bank. A secret, abandoned account containing three million dollars provides them with the key to a new life - but then they discover the invisible strings that were attached to the account. (http://www.ex.ac.uk/̃RDavies/bankfiction/related.html, accessed 11 July 2007)

Thus, our nylon example may be an extension of an existing elaboration involving explicit invisibility. To the extent that the understander is familiar with this elaboration, he/she/it may be biased in the direction of inferring invisibility or the related property of translucency as opposed to other things. Nevertheless, context is still needed in order to confirm that translucency or invisibility is the relevant property, and the point that nylon and the made-of relationship themselves need not be paralleled in the target still stands. 

We do not claim that all metaphorical understanding is driven by contextual issues. In particular, the meanings of fixed, highly entrenched metaphorical phraseology may perhaps be directly extracted from a mental lexicon without any need to appeal to context. There are intermediate cases where the meaning can be partially derived from the utterance without appeal to context, and partially derived by such appeal. The main point of this article is that when and to the extent that the understanding of a metaphorical utterance is contextual-issue-driven, there is a tendency only to use/create as much parallelism as is needed for those issues. 

Non-parallelism can also arise for independent reasons, however. Thus, it is possible to conceive of the understander trying to find a parallel for something in the utterance but failing (and yet nevertheless extracting rich meaning from the utterance). 

4. Broad Forms of Contextual Guidance and Directions of Processing

Contextual-issue drivenness is just one form of contextual guidance. It is possible to conceive of other forms, in particular one where understanding is driven by the nature of the metaphorical utterance itself but the processing is nevertheless channelled in some way by context. This would, after all, just be an application of the standard technique of “forwards” and “informed” search in AI (Russell & Norvig, 2003). The following example illustrates this notion. Consider trying to find one’s way to a noisy party at a house located in an open plain covered in a dense fog. Every step you take is from your current position, but (barring obstacles) the step is in the direction you perceive the noise coming from. So each step you take is “informed” by your perception of your nearness to achieving the desired goal. A more complex variant of the example is when there are lots of obstacles so that at every stage only a limited number of steps is possible, and at every stage you have to try out various steps from your current position; you then choose the step that seems to lead to the noise getting loudest. 

Details aside, the crucial aspects of the broad type of search being considered is that it is forwards from some starting point, and that it is informed by some readily calculable measure that tries to estimate the “nearness” of each state reached to some goal state (or, possibly, to the nearest one of a set of alternative goal states. The nearness is typically expressed numerically in search algorithms but in principle need not be—there could be instead a way of working out qualitatively that one state is nearer a goal than another. 

It is important to realize, however, that an important aspect of some types of “forwards” search is “backtracking.” A partial path one has uncovered may lead nowhere, so one needs to return to an earlier point and make a different choice from the choice(s) that one previously took at that point. The “forwards” movement of the search is really a spatial metaphor for the fact that each step taken is intended to take one nearer to a goal, not for it actually succeeding in doing so. 

In the case of the understanding of metaphorical utterances, forwardness corresponds to trying to build up a meaning for the utterance by working from the utterance itself, until a meaning is constructed that appears to fit with context. A quick case of this is when there is a fixed, conventional metaphorical word or phrase whose metaphorical meaning is stated in the lexicon, in which case all that may be needed is to look up that sense and check that it fits context. But in other cases a semantic representation may need to be pieced together from a syntactic parse of the sentence and by also doing various steps of inference; where more than one parse may need to be tried, and at every step of semantic construction or inference there may be several choices available, so that a search process of some sort is needed. 

The informedness of such search would consist in having a way of estimating, quantitatively or qualitatively, how far what one had derived so far from the utterance was to fitting with context, or otherwise using the nature of context to guide what step to take at every stage. As a simple example of this “otherwise,” if the prevailing topic in the discourse were healthcare, then whenever a lexical choice is needed in the forwards process preference might initially be given to senses that are perceived to be within the healthcare domain. 

Clearly, on the other hand, a contextual-issue-driven process can metaphorically be re-described as going backwards from contextual issues. Goal-driven or backwards search is also standard in AI. The contextual issues, or rather the requirement to answer the questions implicit in them, can be thought of as the goals in a backwards search process. Recall that in the discussion in section 3 of the Anne/Kyle example, (3), the contextual issue that is raised leads to a backwards application of the mapping between physical and mental operation on ideas, thereby setting up the issue of the degree of Anne’s conscious self being able to physically operate upon the idea. A reasoning process searching backwards within the source domain from this issue can work its way back to the fact that the idea is in the far reaches of Anne’s mind. This backwards search goes via common-sense knowledge that large distance of an object from an agent affects the agent’s ability to operate on it, and that, if an object is in the far-reaches and the agent is in the central part of the region, then there is indeed large distance. 

Again, backwards search process can be informed, where now the informedness consists in having a way of evaluating how near a state is to the initial state: in our case, how near to the utterance, to put it roughly. And, it should come as no surprise that the idea of combined forwards/backwards search is often entertained, and there are other less obvious possibilities.

As an alternative to using the metaphor of forwardness to describe a process or searching for an utterance meaning, we can say that the process is utterance-driven. So we have utterance-driven and contextual-issue-driven understanding of metaphorical utterances (or indeed any utterances) as two extreme possibilities, but it should be clear that there are many intermediate, mixed or otherwise fancier possibilities. And this is all still within the framework of traditional symbolic approaches to language understanding—statistical and connectionist approaches add further possibilities of combining utterance-based and contextual influences in rich ways. Also, we should acknowledge that there could be ways of going backwards from context without being contextual-issue driven, so in the following we will sometimes use the more general term contextually driven. 

A main point to draw from our discussion is that contextual guidance does not imply contextual drivenness. An informed utterance-driven process also has contextual guidance. But contextual drivenness is one especially strong form of contextual guidance. 

6. Conclusion and Additional Remarks 

We have argued that metaphor often involves non-parallelism but that non-paralleled elements often play a crucial role in implying the metaphorical meaning in context. A focus on non-parallelism goes hand-in-hand with a strong concentration on mechanisms for explaining how context is to guide the construction of metaphorical meaning. This is partly because a strong contextual orientation leads to the understanding process only taking from the source-domain scenario what it needs to illuminate the issues that are actually relevant to the discourse. Non-parallelism also arises from the fact often it is difficult to see what parallels some source-scenario elements could have possibly have in the first place, so that then some search needs to take place to link those elements to aspects of the source scenario that do have parallels. This search needs to be guided in some way, and clearly contextual guidance is natural.

We have identified a particularly strong form of contextual guidance as being notable, namely contextual-issue-drivenness. This works backwards from contextually arising issues rather than forwards from utterances, but we have emphasized that contextual guidance in general can take other forms, including forms that are compatible with utterance-drivenness. 

Another ramification of the ideas in this article is worth mentioning briefly here. We have suggested in Barnden, Glasbey et al. (2004) that it is misguided to think that the task of metaphor interpretation is always to find some metaphorical meaning (i.e., target-domain meaning) for every metaphorical sentence or other chunk in a discourse. Instead, when a metaphorical view or set of views is used over a stretch of discourse, it can be useful to view the stretch as holistically combining to describe a source scenario, from which mappings can selectively work to create target-domain information, in a contextually driven way. The aspects of a source scenario that a mapping operates on may have been contributed to by several metaphorical chunks (e.g., sentences) in the discourse, and equally any one metaphorical sentence or other chunk may contribute only indirectly to the source aspects that the mappings work on. The chunk about cat-flaps in example (2) is a case in point; and in a variant of the discourse the chunk could even have been a separate sentence such as “The cats had their own cat-flaps” or “The grievances had their own cat-flaps.” In that case there would still have been no need to work out a target-domain meaning for the sentence, any more than there is a need to do so for the chunk “with their own cat-flaps” in the actual discourse. 

This stance—that metaphorical chunks need not necessarily be given target-domain meanings of their own—is somewhat related to that of Davidson (1984), that metaphors mean what their words literally mean and nothing more. But we do not make such a sweeping claim: we just allow a metaphor not to be given a target-domain meaning, in some circumstances. We suggest that, in effect, context opportunistically selects which aspects of a source-domain scenario end up being mapped or transferred to the target domain, and thereby which metaphorical sentences or parts of sentences end up with target-domain meanings of their own, leaving other related metaphorical chunks merely to contribute towards building the source scenario. But these contributions may be crucial to the meaning of the utterance.
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�The word “scenario” is used loosely to mean just a situation (if a hypothetical one, in the case of the source scenario), and does not appeal to specialized notions of scenario such as that in Musolff (2004).


� But the following comments to a large extent go beyond or further explicate that analysis.








