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This paper explores the re/ationship between the rclevance·theoretic treatment of inference in terms 
oí implicatures ancl exp/icawres, and the Cognitive l.inguistics approach to metaphor and melOnymy 
as ways of unclerstanding and reasoning about the wor/c1. Re/evance theorists argue that exp/icatures 
are derived inferentially from the blueprint provided by the /ogica/ form of an ulterance, which invo/ves 
three subtasks: reference fixation, disambiguation, and enrichment. These procedures are based on 
the deve/opment or expansion of an initia/ assumption schema. We revise this view and conlend 
that explicatures maya/so be obtained through mitigation or through the modification of an assumption 
schema by means of a metaphoric or a metonymic mapping. The explicatures thus obtained become 
availab/e for the production of imp/icatures on the basis of the app/ication of a premise·conclusion 
schema. 

1. Deriving implications 

Consider Ihe following ullerances: 

(1) She's ready 
(2) Thal's so me dislanee from here 
(3) !'ve lold you a Ihousand limes nOI 10 louch 

Ihal wire 
(4) You're gelling nowhere Ihal way 
(5) r love Shakespeare 

In order 10 inlerprel (1) we need 10 assign a referenl 
10 she and 10 complele Ihe sentence by specifying 
whal she is ready foro Imagine Ihal she refers 10 

Ihe Queen of England. who is gelling ready 10 

allend a celebralion which cannOI slart ullIil she is 
pre en\. Elaboraling Ihe sentence into "The Queen 

is ready 10 allend Ihe celebralion" does nOI lell u 
in whal sen e (1) is relevan\. bUI in conjunclion wilh 
Ihe reSI oflhe informalion given above. il may serve 
as an indicalion Ihal Ihe celebralion lIlay slar\. 

1 ow Ihink of (2) in a conlexl in which speaker and 
hearer wanl 10 visil a new art gallery in Ihe cily 
cenlre bUI Ihe speaker would ralher drive Ihan walk 
Ihere. That refers 10 Ihe gallery: here 10 Ihe place 
where speaker and hearer are lalking. However, Ihi 
c1aboralion is nOI enough for inlerprelalion ince 
Ihe expre~sion SOl/U! dis{(///ce is vague. It has 10 be 
devcloped inlo somelhing like "farther away frOIll 
where we are Ihan you Ihink". Thi . allows us 10 

lake (2) as an indicalion by Ihe speaker Ihal he is 
nOI willing 10 walk 10 Ihe gallery. 

l. Financial ~upport ror lhi, rescareh ha, bcen pro\ ided by lhe DGES. granl no. PB96-0520. 
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Then, lhink of (3) a~ utlered by an angry falher who 
is chiding his disobedienl litlle son, The implicalion 
is lhal lhe falher is nOl only warning lhe child nOl 
lO louch lhe wire again bul also lhal he has had 
enough, Hyperbolic Sla!emenls like lhis are very 
consislenl in implying lhal whalever is described 
by lheir proposilional conlenl is judged by lhe 
speaker lO be excessive. The meaning 01" (3) could 
be paraphrascd as "1 have lold you many limes, 
more lhan I believe il necessary, nOl lO louch lha! 
\Vire". Once lhis meaning has been workcd OUl, lhc 
utlerance may be laken as a warning from lhc 
speaker lO lhe hearer nOl lO disobey again. 

Lel us now consider (4) in a conlexl in which lhc 
hearer is a rebellious leenage son who pays no heed 
lO hb falher\ advicc. Obviously, (4) is easily 
inlerpreled as a warning, one based on lhe prcvious 
underslanding 01" lhc utlerance as "You are nOl 
going lO achieve any goal if you aCl lhal way". In 
order lO develop lhe meaning of (4) along lhese 
line ,il is necessary lO lhink of goals melaphorically 
as deSlinalions allhe end of a palh, and of whalever 
a person does as lhe roule he lakes. 

Finally, in (5) we readily underSland lhal lhe 
speaker loves nOl Shakespeare lhe wriler, whom lhe 
speaker cannOl have mel, bUl his lilerary work. (5) 
may be used for various purposes. For example, il 
rnay be used by lhe speaker as a way of a king 
lhe hcarer 10 buy some of Shakespcare's work for 
him, or of showing his lilerary preferences, or of 
counlcring crilici m on Shakcspeare. BUl for any 
such inlerprelalion lO be worked OUl, lhe hearer 
needs 10 underSland lhal lhe speaker is referring lO 
(al leaSl a rclevam parl of) Shakespcare 's lilerary 
produclion. 

From lhis bricf di cussion of our examples. il 
becomcs evidenl lhal lhe conlext conlribules lO lhe 
underslanding of an utlcrance in lwO differenl 
rnanners: one, by helping lhe hearer lO work oul 
lhe meaning of lhc utlerance on lhe bao is of a 
developmenl or paramelrizalion of ilS basic concep
tual slructure: anolher by providing lhe hcarer Wilh 
supplemenlary information which allows him lO 
derive inference. ba ed on lhe informalion oblained 
by lhe previous operalion. In Relevance Theory, as 
propounded by Spcrbcr & Wilson (1986), lhe 
developmenl of lhe basic conceptual blueprinl 

provided by lhe linguislic expression is known wilh 
lhe lerm explicalllre, while all olher implications 
(i.c. lhose oblained on a premisc-conclusion basis 
by bringing lO bcar supplemenlary informal ion 
from lhe cOlllexl) are called implicatl/res. Howcver, 
Spcrber & Wilson have only idenlificd lhree forms 
of producing explica!ures: disambigl/atiol/. referel/ce 
ji.ratiol/. and whal lhey call el/ric/¡melll , lhe lalter 
of which would apply lO lhe exprCS! ion Jome 
distal/ce in example (2) aboye. To lhese lhree 
procedures we may add olhcr lhree: whal we can 
call1llitigatiol/, which applies lO cases ofhypcrbolic 
ullerances, like (3), and whal in Cognilive Linguistics 
is known as mewp/¡oric and metol/ylllic lIIappil/gs, 
as in (4) and (5) respeclively. 

2, Metaphoric mappings 

Melaphor has been explained by Lakoff and his 
collaboralors as a conceplual mapping belween two 
discrele domains where one of lhem (lhe SOl/rce) 
is used lO help us under land, reason and lalk aboul 
lhe olher (lhe wrget). Lakoff & John on (1980) 
inilially made a semalllie dislinClion belween lhree 
broad melaphorical lypeS: strt/Clllral, oriel/tatiollal, 
¡md OIlfological. Slrnctural melaphors oecur when 
onc eoneepl is underslood in lcrms of anOlher, as 
in ARGUMENT IS WAR, \Vhere a portion of Ihe 
concepl of ballle charaelerizcs lhe eoncepl of an 
argumcnl (pcople arguing are conlcnders who plan 
laclics, allack, defencL ClC.). OrielllaLÍonal melaphors 
have lO do wilh spalial orielllalions like up-do\Vn, 
in-ouL fronl-back, on-ofL and celllral-peripheral. 
Thcy have a basis in our physical and cultural 
experience. For exalllple, from lhe facllhal humans 
and mOSl olher mammals leep Iying down and 
sland up \Vhen lhey a\Vaken, \Ve oblain lhe melaphors 
CO SCIOUS IS UP. UI CO SCIOUS IS DOW 
(ef. Get l/p. He Jell asleep). Finally, our expericncc 
Wilh physical objecls provides lhe ba is for 
onlological mClaphor which allo\V us lO underSland 
some feature of one eJ1lily in lerms of anOlher (e.g. 
lhe melaphor THE MI D [S A MACHI E, as in 
/"11/ a 1i((le /"/1st Y today). In lalcr work (Lakoff & 
Turner 1989: Lakoff 1993) orieJ1lational melaphors 
have been sludied as parl of image- chemalic 
pallerns, like lhe PATH and lhc COI TAl ER 
schemas. \Vhich have a richcr experienlial SlrUClure. 
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In Ihis sense. il is possible 10 regard Ihe up-down 
or fronl-back orientations as subsidiary to a palh 
schema involving verticalilY or horizontalily. 
Consider: 

(6) Our association is moving ahead. 

The PATH schema has a souree and a deslinalion: 
Ihere may be entities which travel along Ihe palh. 
impedimenls to motion, landmarks, elc. As is 
evident from (6). in which many of Ihe e elemenls 
are presento melaphors based on image-schemas 
share wilh struclural melaphors Ihe facl Ihat bOlh 
have a rich inlernal struclure. BUI Ihey crucially 
differ in Ihat image-schemalic melaphors have a 
very generic source some of whose ele mene are 
to be fleshed out by incorporaling olher less abSlracl 
domain .. which may be can'ied oul by means of 
an onlological melaphor. Thus. in (6) an associalion 
(which is a non-physical entilY) i. seen as the 
travelling entily (whieh is a physical enlily) and the 
expre sion II/oving ahead involves a melaphorical 
fronl orientation of Ihe entily. which suggesls 
uccessful progres IOwards a goal (the destination). 

Consider now: 

(7) He sank inlo a coma 
(8) He was led into a depression 

A coma is a negalive slate which herc is envisaged 
as a CO TAl ER in which a person is Irapped (cf. 
Ihe idea of a person sinking into quicksand). There 
is an implicil PATH schema, which is subsidiary 
10 and enriches Ihe CONTAI ER schema. whose 
destination is the "down" posilion, which correlales 
expcrientially wilh Ihe idea Ihal down is unconscious. 
Here, the up-down chema is subsidiary 10 Ihe 
PATH schema. In (8), in contrasl, Ihe CO TAl ER 
is seen as the (negalive) deslinalion al Ihe end of 
a path and Ihere is a front oriental ion of Ihe moving 
entily. which makes bOlh imagc-schemas subsidiary 
10 Ihe PATH schcma. 

It i. evidenl thal some image-schemas (Iike front
back, and up-down) may be subsidiary lO olhers. 
The greater their degree of subsidiarily Ihe simpler 
Iheir conceplual Slruclure and Ihe more they 
resemble onlological melaphors in Ihis respecl. 
Thus, while melaphors like 1'11/ feelillg up or /'11/ 

really lolV seem 10 work only on the basis of one 
relevanl correspondence (HAPPY IS UP. SAO IS 
OOW ), olhers like (7) above make use of a larger 
number of conceptual elemeJ1ls Ihereby providing 
liS wilh a larger number of meaning effects. In Ihis 
sense, an image- chemalic metaphor Iike HAPPY 
[S UP is comparable 10 an ontological one likc THE 
MI D IS A MACHI E, where Ihere is also jusI 
one relevanl correspondence: the way the mind 
works is Ihe way a machine works. as in f'm rusty. 
In conlraSI, in Ihe richer syslem ARGUME lT IS 
WAR. differenl melaphorical expressions make u e 
of differenl correspondences. In Your claims are 
indefellsible Ihe person's poor reasoning is seen as 
a place which is vulnerable 10 atlack. In His 
criricislI/s lVere righr 011 rhe r{¡/·gel. Ihe person's 
reasoning is seen as Ihe arrow, or bllllets shot al 
Ihe conlender. Melaphors like HAPPY IS UP or Ihe 
MI O IS A MACHI E may be aplly callcd olle
correspolldellce melaphors. while Ihe olher, may 
be called m(/lIy-correspondence rnetaphors. 

It is evident Ihal many-correspondence melaphors 
have a greater pOlenlial for explicalure generation. 
If we go back 10 exarnple (4) aboye. we see Ihal 
Ihere is one cenlral explicalure (9 below) and Ihen 
other less cenlral ones (see 10 below): 

(9) The addressee is no! going to aehieve any 
goal if he keeps aCling the same way 

(10) The addressee is not making the expected 
progress in [i fe 
The addressee's way of doing things is an 
erroneous one 
The addressee may make progress if he 
changes his way of doing things 
The addressee rnay nol have clear goals 
etc. 

In one-correspondenee melaphors, however, Ihere 
is only one possible explicature. 

3. Metonymic mappings 

Metonymies are ca es of one-eorrespondence 
mappings where one of the conceplual domains 
involved is a subdomain of Ihe olher. We may 
dislinguish belween IwO basic metonymic types: 
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one. where the target is part of the sOllrce. as in 
(11) below, and another in which the sOllrce is part 
of the target. as in (12): 

( 11 ) Chrysler has laid off 1000 workers 
( 12) The ham sandwich is waiting for his bill 

In ( 11) ell/)'s/e,. stands for the person or persons 
in charge of employment reglllations within the 
company. the target being a slIbdomain of ollr 
knowlcdge abollt the SOllrce. In ( 12) -in the 
context of two waitresses talking in a restallrant
the SOllrce dornain (i.e. the harn sandwich) is a 
sllbdornain of the metonyrnic target (i.e. the cllstomer 
who has ordered a ham sandwich) As with 
metaphoric one-correspondence mappings. there i~ 

only one po sible explicature for each of these 
melOnymies. which may roughly be worded as 
follows: 

( 1 1 ') The person or pcrson in charge of 
ernploYll1ent regulations at Chrysler have 
laid off 1000 workers. 

(12') The customer who has ordered a ham 
sandwich i waiting for hi bill. 

The status of (11') and (12') as explicatures is 
evidenced if we observe that they are nece sary to 
construct other ill1plications which have implicatllre 
status. Thus. in a context in which the addressee 
is always complaining about his own cornpany's 
employment policies. (11) ll1ight implicate that the 
addre see should not cornplain since he is 11Ickier 
than those who work for Chrysler. In a restaurant 
context (12) may be lIsed as a way of calling a 
waitress' attention to a prospective problem with 
a cu tomer and of asking her 10 do sOll1ething abollt 
il. 

Finally. there are two ill1portant differences between 
the explicature. obtained through the metonYll1ic 
operation. in (11) and ( 12). Firs!. the rnetonYll1ic 
target in (11 ') involves a reduction 01' the initial 
sOllrce dOll1ain: in contras!. the target in ( 12') is an 
expansion of the source. Second. the ll1etonyrnic 
target in (1 1 ') is a rather ill1precise conceptual 
domain. while the one in (12') is fully developed. 

4. Interaction 

The importance of the role of domai n reduction and 
expansion through rnetonyrny b further evidenced 
in cases of metaphor-rnetonYIl1Y interaction. Take 
the following two exarnples: 

162 

( 13) She has broken my heart 
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( 14) He left with his tail between his legs 
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Example (13) is a case of melonyrnic reduclioll 01" 
Ihc 'hear!' domain and has a Iwofold effecI: on Ihe 
one hand. il allows us 10 refer lO a ralher vague 
subdomain euhurally associalcd wilh Ihe hearl 
(emolions. envisaged as if cOnlained in Ihe heart): 
on Ihe olher hand. using Ihe wholc cOlllainer for 
Ihe par! Slresse. Ihe damaging effecI of Ihe 
prolagonisl's aClions on Ihe affeclcd enlily. Example 
(14) is a case of expansiono In facI Ihe overall 
framework is an claboralion of Ihe onlological 
melaphor PEOPLE ARE ANIMALS inlo a richer 
slruclural melaphor based on Ihe slereolyped scene 
of a dog's leaving wilh ils lail belwecn ils legs afler 
being bealen. Since Ihe linguislic expression only 
gives acceso lO par! of Ihe conceplUal malerial in 
Ihe scene. in order for Ihe mapping lO lake place 
Ihe melaphoric source needs lO be devclopcd 
mClonymically. whilc Ihe selcclcd conceplUal ma
lerial focuses on Ihe mOM relevanl par! 01' Ihe scene 
(Ihe one suggesling defeal and humilialion). 

5. Conclusion 

Our discussion slrongly suggesls Iha! melaphor and 
melOnymy are cognilivc mechani ms. like reference 
fixa!ion. di. ambigualion. enrichmelll. and miligalion. 

whosc main purpose is lO make Ihe informalion 
provided by uUcranccs meel conlCXlual requiremenls. 
This resuhs in Ihe produclion 01' (seIs of) explicalures. 
On Ihe olher hand. further inferelllial work. 
particularly Ihe one resuhing in Ihe generalion of 
implicalures. is nOI based on cognilive procedures 
bUI on Ihe applicalion of Ihe premise-conclusion 
reasoning schema. 
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