
Lecture Two Handout
Metaphorical Meaning Making: Discourse, Language, and Culture

Meaning making: “Man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he himself has spun. I take culture to be those webs, and the analysis of it to be therefore not an experimental science in search of law but an interpretative one in search of meaning." (Geertz, 1973: 5). 
“culture shock” 
The brain (and the nervous system) is the organ that performs the many cognitive operations that are needed for making sense of experience and that include categorization, figure-ground alignment, framing knowledge, metaphorical understanding, and several others. 
The brain and the cognitive operations used are universal. 
However, these cognitive operations are not put to use in a universally similar manner.

Three examples of meaning making

Spatial orientation

“ego-centered,” or relativistic, spatial orientation system.

Guugu Yimithirr (Levinson 1996: 180): 

Take, for example, the case of the Guugu Yimithirr speakers of N. Queensland, who utilize a system of spatial conception and description which is fundamentally different from that of English-speakers. Instead of concepts of relativistic space, wherein one object is located by reference to demarcated to regions projected out from another reference object (ego, or some landmark) according to its orientation, Guugu Yimithirr speakers use a system of absolute orientation (similar to cardinal directions) which fixes absolute angles regardless of the orientation of the reference object. Instead of notions like ‘in front of,’ ‘behind,’ ‘to the left of,’ ‘opposite,’ etc., which concepts are uncoded in the language, Guugu Yimithirr speakers must specify locations as (in rough English gloss) ‘to the North of,’ ‘to the South of,’ ‘to the East of,’ etc. The system is used at every level of scale, from millimeters to miles, for there is (effectively) no other system available in the language; there is simply no analogue of the Indo-European prepositional concepts.

Social debates

categorization. classical view of categories is based on the idea of essential features. Prototypes. 
How do we make sense of social debates? 
The traditional conception of art.

a work of art represents objective reality. a work of art is representational. a work of art is a physical object. 

If they were essential features, they could not be so easily challenged and canceled. 
Concepts like art assume a prototype-based organization, and it is their very structure that invites contestation. 
Nature of categorization

Categories are mentally represented as frames, schemas, or models. 
different individuals can interpret the “same” reality in different ways: “alternative construal” 
similarity-based categories (family resemblance) vs. frame-based categories.

Metaphorical meaning making

real discourse. 

Metaphorical coherence in discourse

Intertextuality: 
Almighty God

Who called your servant Cuthbert

from keeping sheep to follow your son

and to be shepherd of your people.

Mercifully grant that we, following his

example and caring for those who are lost,

may bring them home to your fold.

Through your son.

Jesus Christ our Lord.

Amen.

the shepherd




(
Jesus

the lost sheep 




(
the people who do not follow God

the fold of the sheep



(
the state of people following God

the shepherd bringing back the sheep
(
Jesus saving the people

“intratextual coherence” 
Performance targets are identical to the puissance at the Horse of the Year Show. You know the one – the high-jump competition, where the poor, dumb horse is brought into the ring, asked to clear a massive red wall, and as a reward for its heroic effort is promptly brought back and asked to do it all over again, only higher. 


I’ve never felt anything but admiration for those puissance horses which, not so dumb at all, swiftly realize that the game is a bogey. Why on earth should they bother straining heart, sinew and bone to leap higher than their own heads, only to be required to jump even higher? And then possibly higher still.


Hard work and willingness, ponders the clever horse as he chomps in the stable that night, clearly bring only punishment. And so next time he’s asked to canter up to the big red wall, he plants his front feet in the ground and shakes his head. And says, what do you take me for – an idiot? (Melanie Reid, The Times, Monday, February 4, 2008).

puissance horses ( people
riders ( managers
red walls ( obstacles to the targets people have to achieve
having to jump over the obstacles ( being subject to assessment
clearing the obstacles ( achieving the targets
raising the obstacles ( giving more difficult targets
Horse Show ( life 
Thus it is with work-related targets. Most of us will in the course of our careers be subject to performance assessments, where we are examined against the objectives we were set the previous year, then tasked with new ones.

Oh, the bar may be set at what the politicians regard as a reasonable height. Aspirational enough to keep them all in power. From the perspective of the weary horse, however, we’ve reached the point where whipping doesn’t work, but a carrot and a short rest just might.

Universality and variation in metaphor

spending your time is expressed in Hungarian as filling your time. Are there any universal metaphors at all? 
time is space: English, Mandarin Chinese, Hindi, and Sesotho. 
an angry person is a pressurized container: English, Japanese, Chinese, Hungarian, Wolof, Zulu, Polish, and others, possess the metaphor to various degrees. 
happiness is up: English, Chinese, Hungarian. 
Event Structure metaphor: causes are forces, states are containers, purposes are destinations, action is motion, difficulties are impediments (to motion): English, Chinese, Hungarian.

knowing is seeing and mind is the body
self control is object possession, subject and self are adversaries, the self is a child: English, Japanese, and Hungarian. 
How is it possible that such conceptual metaphors exist in such diverse languages and cultures? Three possibilities. 

Chinese:

happy is up

Ta hen gao-xing.

he very high-spirit

He is very high-spirited/happy.

Ta xing congcong de.

he spirit rise-rise PRT

His spirits are rising and rising./He’s pleased and excited.

Zhe-xia tiqi le wo-de xingzhi.

this-moment raise ASP my mood

This time it lifted my mood/interest.

Hungarian:

happiness is up

Ez a film feldobott.

this the film up-threw-me

This film gave me a high.-This film made me happy.

Majd elszáll a boldogságtól.

almost away-flies-he/she the happiness-from

He/she is on cloud nine.

universal bodily experiences - conceptual metonymies 
“complex metaphors” - “primary metaphors” 
theories are buildings: logical organization is physical structure 
happy is up 
more is up, purposes are destinations, and intimacy is closeness. 
animals are humans, humans are animals, humans are objects, objects are humans
Causes of Metaphor Variation

spatial relations are parts of the body 
What causes our metaphors to vary as they do? 
differential experience and differential cognitive preferences. 
Differential experience: differences in social-cultural context, in social and personal history, and in what we can term social and personal concern or interest (see Kövecses, 2005).

social-cultural context: 
- “four humors” 

- “nu” (corresponding to anger) bound up with the notion of “qi” 
pressurized container metaphor. 

human concern: sadness is down, sadness is a burden, and sadness is dark. 
depression is a captor. 
different cognitive operations: ‘experiential focus’ 
anger in English and Chinese.

metaphor versus metonymy: English and Malay. 
manner is taste: honey-tongued and lidah manis (‘tongue sweet’) - tight-lipped 
Conclusions

- how we make sense of our experiences—linguistic or otherwise. 
- universal aspects and cross-cultural variety. 
 - a large part of our making sense of the world based on metaphorical ways of speaking and thinking. 
- we make a large portion of our discourses coherent by means of metaphor. 
- the most important causes that make metaphors either universal or culture-specific 
- In metaphorical conceptualization, we are under pressure to accommodate both the force of the body and context. Our metaphorical meaning making is the function of these two forces.
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