(Y
G2

(e 503 85 - ks Dl B

T K2 H R AL



ST

Metaphor , Metaphorization and Demetaphorization

g F

B MK ¥l R A



BB R4 E (CIP) BiE

BRI : JU/INEE M M RE R,
2000.1

(FBEFXFBLEN BFTH)

ISBN 7-81037-611-X

g % M. Re-Brae-2e3C
IV .HOS

o [ h A B B4R CIP 3B 5 (2000) 56 22762 5

RIBFEEXFHLTRMAGESS)
Row #®
HEHE #MAHA

T K2 R AL IR & AT
otk : FMTATHEEET 1S BESR : 215006)
BN E R BT %
(bt EMTIERE S5 5 BRI : 226300)

HFA 850 x 1168 1/32 EP#K 23.75(3L =) F¥ 595 F
20005 1 A% 1A 2000 4E 1 A5 1 EDR
EN¥ 1 - 700
ISBN 7-81037-611-X/H-41  E#': 49.00 7T

(AMEHr: 15.00 JT)

TR R FA A ERER, A f 3 A



Acknowledgments

First of all, I would like to express my heartfelt gratitude to my su-
pervisor, Professor Zhu Yongsheng both for his intellectual guidance and
for his warm and constant encouragement during my three years of study
and research at Fudan University. From his insightful and thought-pro-
voking lectures, I obtain a better understanding of the theoretical con-
struct of systemic functional linguistics. Many of the ideas presented in
this book originate from the demanding questions that he proposed at the
doctoral seminars and the casual conversations he had with me. With pa-
tience and prudence, he labored through the drafts of this book and point-
ed out the defects in theorization. Therefore I owe all the merits in the
book, if any, to him, though I am fully aware that the book might still
contain some mistakes, for which I bear the whole responsibility.

My cordial and sincere thanks go to Professor Lu Guogiang, whose
interesting and informative lectures on text semantics lead me to a chal-
lenging yet fascinating domain of academic research. The profit that I
gained from his profound knowledge, remarkable expertise and intellectual
ingenuity will be of everlasting significance to my future research not only

in text semantics but also in other related areas.



FF

T KRESNEEEGE RO T — M RAEBELE, KT N
LM BUT R RFAREE , K Meaphor , Metaphoriza-
tion and Demetaphorization ({B3"i¥2)) F1 Discourse Functions of Prag-
matic Presupposition (1E FABUB 1B RS T RE) ) 3 W AR A2 43 51l ohy 7™ 1t
B XFERER, WA MEE, REIH A ROHR.

e ERMEE B RERBPRARE T THEERAMER
A 1B — Nk BILH , — R B ILAR (B2 HEL, Rl , e
ST TRENAH. AR RREARR, Hit#—Eitie,
MEYRE, 2ARS EBERTER, RPAR. MITREHAR
&—F BAEETER LRA R SREROERM, X EARPRAER
BEPE MIEOR AR EVRENEERE X BB A, Bff
FAES R MR E T E% BT K. BB, b
AR T RKEHFH, FERTABMER L, FBOURE THCK
WA

Tt X B B AR A 7 A R B AR DL R R HE R
IR, X & WIS TP R R R U RFERARET 2
R, 3T REE, MU T ZEREW IS K & &
PUBE — KRB T8, T HT AP EBEES AEERRK
Z K MR EFERRE T HB IEEANE T ET AR, BBt 2
— M EERAKWEE , B RAER, FERIEMNB S RE, H™
HEBET b, K B SRS FMEEE B Mk T, Wi B 95
ANHEHEHE, RAEMREE L RE RS EE N FTHERR
AP RFITHITHEIE, UEZREHREARTEA. R

u



WAEBEERMAY, EMAE, A AP HER B R
A, BARE RIS

BEXRERF, AR, ENEAERORRAITX M
T LR, BK T B, R T A XAy 59 A, Bk
Bt Tk A XS BRI ROARCE , o Al BB Je e A B
AR, A AXT XA R PRI A AT 2R BARES,
HEANERB N G AN RITEHEE T3 — 50 B, 7
AFTRERGE SRR T RATA C o MABBLITE MBUTHER 2 0t
&, BRAENBZB B S EREHERHETHT
Mo ARV TIY LB BIMMATH K s, B4 EE RS W
LT MR & E B, 5 AR AT LR TR — BRI B i
AKX — RN TR BT T R BB 4 FF th AR B, AR b/
B E SRR BB A )

BERESEFAILNET ERMAENIE. AHRXE
FEZi, REMEBEEE T —HEE R, o, RaRnE
HM KB SMETE S SRR R R A B R, E 2 ESMER
BAS REA BY AR A

KKH
19994 12 AFE B k¥

iii



i}

1]

AFTEE W RIS & B S M ZE Rl b 3 A A0 RS ki R R
ML ZRE , F 0 R AR A RN R B M R ST EEE 5 # K
BB L BRI B IS 2 A A0 R R R EAME R T HE IR R . £Z 1A
BHIEHLE FF VA B XS G R IS I RAR K Z K, il
L, TR A O RSN RSB, A B RS, T
K BT BRI TR 3 o

BRHT SR IR T S, PU 7 (BRI R R T B - 2 (s
VYRR )R ELE, T ENG T AR HNBEEE, hT
PEEHECERREGARIEFRE REH, MZABiTiE
KM SBHAP NS HFATEHE, A SEENNAT
FAHHEESN—SEEEL, FERBNE, ABXTEF G
BSHIN BRI B B P, TR FEXT H AR B 2R ¥ 20
42 LART B R ERIE 43 0 T B - o 182 R MM L B UK , 20 42
Y B B T U AR T SR R SO R TS T LA 48 A0
Wi, EALEATRE MG BRI WM AN B T X FEBE, AL
A A e Bt B L 5 4 3 SRR AR, T ELIR Ry i vk
Reurar ES AR BR FIe 2 RIE E 2 T R B AME

Mg 3 AIEMEE £ R S AR A X B T & AT 0 By
PR RIE . M8 30 S 58 VA R R AR TE M, A By
RAEF T E NS FH AL 0 A v] s SR AGEIE s e i &
XEMEAFEESHEFEE S (ECHES) XX L, A
HERRME TES 2 LW —F e . ABHATXFA
F IR B W EISEA , 1 M RGN X B — S SR, X

v



T RABRMMSNENE, A BEEESEALERN A RBR, R R
Beangi AL | Beany A4 B Ak X — 2R T SR UL B B M R . MR A
X, REAMURIE S KRS E , T H Bl 8B R E 5 ARG b
B EENH, RS BRI RTEE SR BER T L2
T AN, MERHE S RROIB TP NERE RGN
FORLIAAE Clnxd A SOk R HESIVE AT ) . R R RIS MR, B
WAHEBR AL IR 2N, TTRAKHAR TR, B S
FMAEXHAWANRNER. S EZ, il fndE b 28
# BSLAES ZE MR BEKE XN TFHIRZ &
SCHI— PR, T ANTE % 7 i Ba ey A X #iA BLAE L
Al ERTEMRBRMEZE N L, RIIA R RARKES
FRIAFI EA B, AR B,

B BRI . T T
B X — ARTE e R B e 3 SCHE R AR IR & X, BETT
18 7E B AL X — A 8 L R B Z IR sE MW, B, T
B R A2t AR A5 S (transference ) %54 & — %
W R T BN B, (A SEBR L AT AR A 3 6 B ey
FIPILTH , B 5RR M X S B FR AR S S A I AR, T R B 2 9] B
ARRFR, Hln, L TR AEHRER - EE" AR
HNAEMEEERF RO Z AL, TR E NFE A E®
—MRER, BE E U, Y R T X A B 5 S AR e
NGB A—MEE . B, X BTSN K SMENE
SFIER 5 1 3CF X Banmi 5 B — AR &, duIE B R
Prigns B IPE RS X R sh B sh T AN IR E R 1 S5
Z, HAMNZ PSR R TASSABHLR R, 2 B A B
EWE TR
F NS WA S — P & s L, TRTR
TWJB‘Jﬁ*@ﬁﬁﬂiﬁ%ﬁ%?ﬁiﬁﬁﬁfﬁE‘JJ\%’%%‘:%

v




WE& FrLL, FESE M B B JE B 40 AR E T BAXT e T 3
DOPTRI U e N A R 2 1 i — SR B gy, R X e Ba gy ik T 9
AR E TRAARKEESMAESE.

LB EERRRER T R s itk o) B4 g X
EARZTEFHNEZEM, RTRE FENHEST RS
HE” “RamSeE” e Sai M pam 58 A s A%
U, 2B E A% R U |, R A T R AR
(Ricoeur, 1977/1986)4% i B9 “F5FX —FE " (the duality of reference )
it BIRR TR EIE S B ¥ A E BB % 4 5B 2 2 RiF 145
PRAE RIS, ar B R IB IR A MR L A AR TR, EIE B X
FETHR/R T 1EFRA A4, NI B 8 AR ThRE B T s
ftio MIXAMESC LT, BR TG M EE A ME LFEE A NS
A ELBESM R L IENIIZA — M i 188 (Goodman, 1979)FKZ K
“BRug L5t (metaphorical wruth) BIZRTE, i SR ¥ X RETE
THRART %R EREZ —, SFEELE EEA
BAREE N B RBER BT ¥R MA TR H =42l
LRABZELIE T VR, AR ERR A S W RBEREN—
HEW AT R, TURAREE BB AN IS K “aik i &K
B (dry truth) , BUMAZ B M LB M EE, YRARE¥
K—BAR, BRI R AR SR B, (B AR DS B A
FIRLH ) By vE BZ A5 E I R, B (R ik A AR Ak & B
MRPLIFTE T . BR M5 R X R AT B — 440 B8 iR
B, (B SRR Bt AR A T — 53 3 AR, BT, BB R
BEERME T RN AR E FFIGEIL MR, Mg B E RN
B RE OB R (5 2, PRRER S R o 54 , T 84 i ey Ul
BB XA, B a s 7Tirr RN ER
THEEABRBBEER AN DATH, B EELEFA SRS
A R 2 18] L Bl R 45 2R s TR 3, MR BT R 3878 T i k04

vi



FRAAMTIRES , TEiHeRMm S E B FHEN X RN, FH0
437 B HE 77 (metaphorical competence) FIBES: , B 1B S HUF
BLLASE SR 24 UL HARiE W (Rmter) B AR S, Ratdis
T R SUEA FrE— B R AT R el
A PHEANENESE T RE LR IE B EES T % L
(transference) Fl— B #4 ( congruence) BN HE &, FFEE L B RE F#83
EERE IS SRR ES Z RN EAME, THERM, B — 5
ALTERT BT S5 A B I BT U A 7% . (transformation ) 7E
X ERE-EBE WG, B iERRmALR LR EREE
B B TR A, B5AL A AR I T X LA
AR a2, H R E R 7= 4 W PLE, TR R S S R IR R,
BT X — R R AL S L B B R S R BT AE L 1B
HIH R UB A S A GARIHEME ISR, FEALINR
HABVEHBEEUAE ISR A (WES A5 L 55 AH
& ADUE UL I B PR , X BB SR 1R B AR IAIR K
JE 1 A P s B PR AT R 4 T 2 A 5 K B M (root metaphors ) ,
AL BT IR “ — B " SE bR b R85 X S A B — B
B RBEWEIER . =, 5N IE B ES R B
MG Z EA A 20T EAME . BB B X TR B e
MEXTET (1) BEREERW X — AKX ENEEHRES,
EATA KB B R B s ML R N2 R #4
PR A BREER; (2) B R RS MR R R P RE M T
FHLA; (3) 1B RMIESH B T8 R B 0 TAENLH; (4) 1B
B EE R — R T B A N L. T B B X E B B
WMERFRREEEEMIERE L (1) Bk Eie B AKX
HRBMZEFPRRNEIC RS AR TR BHER; (2) E/RY
EREMSESRARMERN U FESER, CFES HIE
BHEK; (3) EKEAMIAR LTSI IT RE S RIETE 1 B

vil



BIS L OB RS

FHLERGEEP, BEDL T 2R Ee, Rl 1
A PR BRI — e B, FEA LTI : (1) A5 kartk
TR PR 1 R 2 R R Ty S R R BSR4 5 (2) B A9
TR R OB LR N B IE SR ; (3) BHGER B 2
R MERZ BRI G EIR , 5 SMUF-ti 8 R I T A R
FARBHST ; (4) B 558 ZiE = BUEZ A M U1 K R FIHE 57 B
RE M EBEERE, RAINEFSOHEERBWEM , HHTHH
BUFRBR T (5) A 43 i R X R ALIE R A BriB 3 B4R 525
MR, S5 ST (1992) B i i 8 4R B i S B 18 Ve — &
HUE 730 g

viii



Foreword

With a brief introduction that associates the reduction of metaphor to
a mere figure of speech parasitic upon language with the word semantics
tradition in the European culture, this book aims at bringing back to life
the ancient issue by looking into its nature, mechanism and function,
with the historical account of metaphor being the point of departure for
discussion ( Chapter 2) and the discussions of the complementarity be-
tween lexical and grammatical metaphor theories as a further indication of
the complexity and perplexity of the issue ( Chapter 6). The approach
adopted in this book is genuinely polemical as well as integrative in that
nearly all the previous views on metaphor mentioned in the book have
been examined or resorted to critically, though my own views on the im-
portant aspects of metaphor ( that is, its nature, mechanism and function)
indicate my favor of and indebtedness to the constructivists.

The historical account of metaphor in Chapter 2 falls into two parts.
The first part examines the Aristotelian and Platonic schools of thought on
metaphor in a basically chronological order, aiming at exploring the theo-
retical matrix of the metaphor theories prevailing in the classical period.
In the second part, [ have followed Ortony’s (1979) distinction between
nonconstructivism and constructivism to sort and review the 20th century
metaphor theories, though such a categorization itself seems far from being
adequate. Under the heading of nonconstructivism are subsumed the rhe-
torical views, the comparison/substitution views and above all the TG
views. Comparatively speaking, the introduction and assessment of the
constructivist views are more elaborate, mostly because constructivism as

ix



a trend of thought is gaining more and more recognition not only in the
linguistic literature but in the humanistic domain in its entirety. It is indi-
cated in my discussions that constructivism experiences a history of devel-
opment from Richards’ tension theory through Black’s interaction theory
up to the cognitive metaphor theory proposed by Lakoff and Johnson et al,
with the essential status that metaphor holds in language and perhaps hu-
man culture as a whole being identified and emphasized. In addition,
Halliday s grammatical metaphor theory is also placed under the heading
of constructivism not only because Hallidays view on the nature of meta-
phor has much in common with that of the mainstream theorists who show
exclusive concemn for lexical metaphors, but also because grammatical
metaphors may prove an indispensable aspect of the metaphor issue in
general .

It is pointed out in Chapter 3 that metaphor should be taken as a dy-
namic phenomenon and studied from what Ricoeur (1977/1986) terms a
panchronistic approach, so that the terms metaphorization and demeta-
phorization are employed from systemic functional linguistics (Halliday ,
1985; 1995;1996) to capture the dynamic feature of metaphor. The na-
ture of metaphor may be briefly summarized as: (i) Metaphor is not only
the impetus that gives rise to language development but also one possible
mechanism of language formation; (ii) It should be noted that while the
metaphorization process in the making of language might be fragmentary as
well as kaleidoscopic in nature, the metaphorization process that happens
in our application of language is often marked by systematicity though we
might be unaware of it ourselves; (iii) Human experience is the ultimate
impetus to the metaphorizing process, which indicates the culturalness
and relativity of metaphor; (iv) Metaphorization and demetaphorization
are not to be taken as two clear-cut processes. Instead, they do interact
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in observable ways so that it is possible for us to tell whether an expres-
sion is metaphorical or not, though intuitively in most cases; (v) Meta-
phorization and demetaphorization are the mechanisms by which culture,
language and human cognition interact to make sense of the chaotic world
human beings live in or to structure social reality and create it, with met-
aphors being the observable products scattered in the linguistic system,
although the metaphoricalness of certain expressions may or may not be
construed by man.

The investigations into the mechanism of metaphor ( Chapter 4) are
initiated with the efforts to clarify the concept of metaphor. My discus-
sions indicate that Aristotle’s observation of analogy and resemblance in
metaphor is not so much incompatible with the interaction theory, but in-
stead can be accepted with reservation. Nonetheless, since similarity,
analogy, transference and the relationship therein are the central topics of
traditional rhetoric, tropology and parable researches, they can not fully
account for the dynamic nature of metaphor. To make up for such a de-
fect, I have devoted one section to discussing Ricoeur’s predication theory
of metaphor. Meanwhile, by taking the sociocultural perspective of sys-
temic functional linguistics into account and pointing out that human cog-
nition is only the intermediary stage that perceives, processes and possibly
mports the influence of culture into our linguistic performance, I emphas-
ize that metaphor has to be grounded in the human experience, while the
quest for it should be, accordingly, culturally rooted as well. Therefore,
the last section of Chapter 4 attempts to explore the cultural aspect of met-
aphor’s mechanism with a comparative study.

The function of metaphor is an area that attracts attention from almost
all the scholars who have shown some concem for metaphor. In consider-
ation of the multi-facetedness of metaphor’s function, I have adopted a se-
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lective approach by focusing on the following topics: “metaphor and
truth”, “metaphor and science”, “metaphor and poetry” as well as “met-
aphor and second language teaching” . The discussions of the relationship
between metaphor and truth not only ascertain the referential function of
metaphor, but also point to the existence of what Goodman (1979) terms
metaphorical truth. The relationship between metaphor and science has
never been attended to in the traditional nonconstructivist studies of meta-
phor. However, owing to the influence of logical relativism, the contem-
porary philosophers of science come to recognize the futility of logical em-
piricism for the development of modern science. Such considerations lead
to the dismissal of “dry truth” and the approval of relativity in knowledge,
whereas the function of metaphor in the progress of human cognition is at
the same time recognized. However, the denial of absolute truth or the
access to the real world does not necessarily mean that the contemporary
philosophers of science are pessimistic about man’s quest for knowledge
and truth. The attention to the function of metaphor in the processes of le-
arning about the universe shows their concemn for a more sophisticated
representation of man’s epistemological processes. So what has been re-
jected might not be the quest for knowledge itself but the blind optimism
of the modern man. Furthermore, even if the dry truth or real world is in-
accessible, the unique metaphorical mentality can surely lead us closer
and closer to truth. The relationship between metaphor and poetry used to
be investigated by stylisticians and literary critics, with their focus on the
function that metaphor performs in the bringing about of poetic diction.
Our discussions show that the constructivist thinking has stimulated a rev-
olution in almost every facet of the metaphor-poetry issue, although the
limited space of the book only allows for a mere mentioning of some im-
portant aspects. The traditional view of metaphor as a frill or ornament to
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language places metaphor in a marginal position in applied linguistics and
only occasional attention is paid to the importance of the so-called con-
trastive rhetoric in second language teaching. The constructivist metaphor
research, however, shows special concern for the cognitive aspect of the
metaphorizing and demetaphorizing processes not only in language use but
also in language acquisition. I have introduced the term “metaphorical
competence” invented by Gardner and Winner (1979 IN Sacks, 1979)
and have pointed out that the mechanisms of metaphorizing and demeta-
phorizing processes should be considered the important aspects of second
language teaching.

The revisit to the grammatical metaphor theory in Chapter 6 chiefly
aims at posing cases for grammatical metaphor, elucidating the evasive as-
pect of Halliday s theorization and most important of all, demonstrating the
aspects of complementarity between the lexical and grammatical metaphor
theories. By establishing the isomorphism between the Hallidayan notion
“transference” and the Chomskyan term “transformation” I attempt to
show that the phenomenon of grammatical metaphor has already been at-
tended to by the mainstream linguists though they may be reluctant to ac-
cept Halliday's terminology. The second part of the chapter (6.2) chiefly
discusses the implicitness and the possible ways of elucidating the term
“congruence” and the conclusion drawn from the discussion is that in the
early stages of human cognizance man tends to take his own body as the
reference point, to which the Hallidayan notion “congruence” may be ul-
timately attributed. The final part of Chapter 6 indicates that the lexical
metaphor theory and the grammatical metaphor theory are mutually com-
plementary and illuminative in various aspects.

Chapter 7 offers a brief summary of the whole book, some tentative
conclusions and some suggested topics or issues for future researches.
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