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Cognitive Type and Visual Metaphorical Expression

The purpose of this paper is, first, to present a systematic cognitive type theory, which we believe can
provide a better explanation of the semantic work of iconic signs than the iconic type theory proposed by
Groupe p (1992). The second objective is to present Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) and to show
its limitations in accounting for visual metaphoric phenomena. We suggest those constraints can be
corrected with the cognitive type model. At the end, we attempt to illustrate how the cognitive type
notion can explain visual metaphoric phenomena, taking into account the main aspects of CMT.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Conceptual Metaphor Theory (CMT) (Lakoff & Johnsd®980) offers an account of certain
conceptualization phenomena. George Lakoff (19688% to show it can provide an explanation of
how metaphorical expressions (known as ‘tropesh@rhetoric tradition) work. This has resulted in
linguistic metaphorical expressions being priviggehile other expressions, manifest in other
signification systems, have been overlooked. Weehtip show how visual iconic metaphorical
expressions can be understood within the framewb®MT, and why it should take into account
some of the peculiarities made evident by theirifeatation — even though such peculiarities are, by
no means, exclusively visual.

Among the visual semiotics concepts that have h@eposed for understanding how visual
iconic metaphorical expressions work — “iconic &sg by Groupe p’s (1992) definition — there is
iconic type suggested by that same Belgium group. Howevat,ritbtion — which primarily involves
perceptual knowledge or understanding (Klinkenb&8$6: 393) — has limitations when it comes to
explaining the semantic effects of iconic signsrtipalarly, how they remit non-perceptive
conceptual information. We propose replacing icaype withcognitive typea notion first advanced
by Umberto Eco (1997). We believe it helps estabéisbetter understanding of both the semantic
bearing of iconic signs and their purport in a wisigonic metaphorical expression. In our opinion,
this substitution improves the comprehension afialigconic metaphorical expressions in CMT.

The structure of this paper is as follows. Firsg describe and assess Groupe U’s proposal

concerning the notion of iconic type and its ratevisual metaphorization. Second, we outline
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Umberto Eco’s notion of cognitive type as an akgirre to Groupe p’s notion of iconic type,

together with our proposal for cognitive type’s falimensional internal structure. Third, we

introduce Lakoff's idealized cognitive models (ICihd compare them to Eco’s cognitive types, to
show how ICM can take advantage of information pegal and organized by cognitive types.
Fourth, we outline CMT and raise several criticalngs concerning its capacity to explain visual
metaphorical expressions, which, in our opinionn dze tackled by taking into account the
contribution of cognitive types. We end with an Igtieal proposal showing how cognitive types can

help to comprehend the semantic work of visual ptedeical expressions.

2. THE ICONIC TYPE

Iconic typeis one of the key concepts in Groupe W's semiwtimlel of iconic signs (1992). It is
presented as a mental model that organizes peetapfarmation and allows visual recognition of
objects and their iconic representations. The eign model (Groupe p 1992: 120-138) is grounded
in ‘co-typeness’ ¢otipie): any iconicity arises because both an eventutdreat and an iconic
significant, which pretends to represent it, retim& same iconic type.

According to Groupe W, iconic types make it possitd organize categorical and perceptual
object information. Any given iconic type functiores the definition of an object, including
information about the classes to which the objetbigs and the invariant perceptual elements that
comprise it (1992: 85). That said, when dealinghwiite notion of type in their work, the Belgian
group seems to suggest that perceptual informagiavhat really defines an iconic type’s semantic
role!

Serventi (2008) illustrates the problem with thimposal: namely, by privileging perceptual
information of the iconic type, the semantic fuoantf the iconic sign is limited misleadingly to rae
perceptual recognition. This implies that the fimttof the iconic sign in visual messages is
exhausted in recognition; for the same reason,rgrgdng an iconic sign consists merely of
recognizing the representation of this or that cbje its visual configuration. Obviously, this
oversimplifies the semantic function of the icosign: recognition of the object represented is flust
first step: one that opens the door to the asgoniaf a great deal of non-perceptual informatithe
solution to the problem is not achieved by distisbing two different types or forms (in Louis
Hjelmslev's sense): one concerning the plane ofesgion and the other the plane of content, as
proposed by Klinkenberg (1996) and Sonesson (200@)eveloping a theory of iconic motivation —

according to which one’s models of objects are oasjble for one’s ability to recognizkeir visual

! This is evident in several passages. First (1992: 82), doubt is voiced whether the repertory — as a set of types
— describes the expression or the plane of content. Second (1992: 130), the notion of type is associated with
that of ‘perceptual concept’, as previously proposed by Rudolf Arnheim (1989: 49-51). Finally (1992: 131),
iconic type is compared to linguistic meaning. Groupe u (2004: 76-77) associates Stephen Palmer’s early
model, which inspired the hierarchy supratype-type-subtype (1992: 89, 137), with referential semantic
articulation, or arborescence de type I1.
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iconic representations — it is important to asthdse models also contain non-perceptive informatio
about objects: information one also learns fromeegmce. A theory that accounts for how one
organizes the information one has about objectsmnsemore useful than distinguishing between
perceptive (plane of expression) and non-percephiodels (plane of content). As we will illustrate,

we believe that Umberto Eco’s notion of cognitiypée poses an accurate solution to this problem.

3. ICONIC TROPE

Groupe p definegconic trope as that phenomenon that gives rise to visual rhetégation. The
iconic trope is an iconic rhetorical figure whereay iconic entity (perceived grade) appears to
substitute for another iconic entity (conceiveddgfa insofar as a general zero grade puts it in
evidence. In other words: from a horizon of expéates imposed on the enunciate, stemming from
the redundancies amsbtopiesof statements and restrictions of the iconic caaeglement appears in
a statement that neither concords with the zerdegreor fulfills the iconic interpretation. Thuseth
interpreter must advance a new interpretation, imckv the content of the perceived grade
amalgamates with the content of the conceived gib@R2: 234-247).

Yet — regardless of how the iconic type organizescgptual information — the iconic trope
would not be a figure of content but of expressioor, at least, a figure whose semantic effectahas
bearing only on operations involving ‘perceptuahoepts’, as Arnheim indicates. Of course, Groupe
M is aware that tropes generate far-reaching sémeffiécts when one’s encyclopedic competence
intervenes (1992: 138, 259, 270, 274). Howevas, uinclear how their iconic sign model — where the
notion oftypeis fundamental, though insufficient — explainssth@emantic non-perceptual effects of
iconic rhetoric. They should rather be explainedabpealing to the generic notion of encyclopedia.
On Groupe U’s approach, an iconic trope only besodifferent from a linguistic metaphor at the
plane of expression, as the two function the samgat the plane of content. However, this seems to
contradict their own idea that iconic sign and lirsgic sign cut the plane of content differently.

We believe that these problems arise because @xeessivelyperceptualconception of the
iconic type that facilitates understanding peraeptnformation as part of the plane of contemit
neglects the systematic inclusion of another kihthfmrmation — non-perceptual — established in the
type production process. We propose replacing ttiem of iconic type with Umberto Eco’s notion
of cognitive typewhich seems better able to explain the visuabptairization phenomenon and the

semantic work of iconic visual signs, pursuanti tequirements of contemporary metaphor theory.

4. THE COGNITIVE TYPE

In Kant and the PlatypudJmberto Eco introduces a theory to explain hotemral objects participate

in semiosis (1997: 143-258). His proposal doesatllress the empirical object directly. However,

? Eco arrives at this same idea in Kant and the Platypus (1997: 419ff.).
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one’s experience with it — whether direct or indire bears on the structuring of a semantic model
(1997: 41%.) correlative to a cognitive model, which Eco refés as acognitive typgCT). On the
one hand, this model lets the subject organizenmdtion about the object that he has stabilizethfro
his past direct experience with it. On the othemlliows him to organize information that he has
culturally acquired from semiotic practices, where finds information about the same object. For
Eco, the CT is tantamount to a competence. Ovettal, model lets the agent determine those
contents that he believes interpret the objectt Tesubject determines which contents do or do no
interpret the object highlights the subject’s intdrconceptual organization: hence, the CT notion.
Those contents are manifest in several semiotictipess such as verbal language, visual imagery,
and, indeed, any type of representation used td 4aout an object.

Analyzing the contents manifested by subjects wihey interpret an object, Eco suggests that
the objectual information has four componentsinic, propositiona) narrative, and thymic The
iconic componenis the most important and the reason why the CEfierred to as a ‘type’ (1997:
153): it includes all relevant multimodal perceptiinformation for object recognition. The
propositional componeris not clearly explained by Eco. It can be undmdtas that information
about an object that is expressible propositiondligo includes Gibson’s (197@ffordances The
narrative componentncludes narrative schemas: action sequences dheubbject. Thethymic
componentecords information about the emotions that theailproduces.

In this way, CT organizes all the information relav for interacting with an object. Every
subject has a private CT organized according tooler experience. However, so as not to fall into
unbridled cognitive relativism, Eco suggests thatjescts negotiate semantic values through actual
semiotic practices: that is, the contents thatrjonet their cognitive types (CCTT) (1997: 160). Eco
distinguishes three types of contentsiclear contentsand two types ofmolar contents Molar
contentsare comprised of widened objectual knowledge ihabt needed for perceptive recognition.
They can either be individual (M¥or restricted to certain communities, such asehaof a scientific
nature (MG) (1997: 165).Nuclear contentdNC) are comprised of the most common interpretant
that circulate among members of a society. EcotlasCCTT correspond to nuclear contents. We
disagree. We believe that, because the CT is priviabas all the information a subject has acgquire
about an object. The distinction between NC andiMébcio-semiotical, relative to the encyclopedias
in force in a culture at any given time. The CCTiderlies concepts expressed by both nucear
molar contents.

Eco’s notion of the CT incorporates Groupe |'s aoidf iconic type, underscoring the semiotic
role of perception in object recognition. Eco linksthe CT three further components — narrative,

propositional, and thymic — thus allowing for thevdlopment of stronger visual semantics. However,

> We adopt Eco’s usage of ‘content’ in its public and not its mental sense (1997: 160-161). Thus, the CT has no
contents; rather, the concepts that structure the CT are interpreted by the contents.
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he is not clear about the CT's internal organizatidsing as guide one of the tasks proposed by
Serventi (2008), we consider it necessary to dgvelsystematic model of that organization.

Before presenting our proposal, it is importantharify the distance separating us from Eco’s
original view. We maintain Eco’s original architect, although we have changed some terms. Four
dimensions constitute our version of the @&rceptual propositional narrative, andaffective We
prefer the expression ‘dimension’ over ‘componeWe want to insist on the differentiated nature of
each dimension, even though all are conceptualpk§fer the expression ‘perceptual’ over ‘iconic’,
because ‘iconic’ refers exclusively to represental phenomena, and — in semiotic terms — the CT is
not a representation of the object. We have dedidagse the expression ‘propositional dimension’
and avoid ‘affordance’, on the conclusion that @iis affordances should not be included in the CT.
As stated by James Gibson (1979) himself, affordarepnstitute ecological information obtained
directly from stimuli. It is better, we feel, tom@mplate this phenomenon from within the framework
of egocentric semantics and not an allocentric éwwork? We prefer the expression ‘affective
dimension’ over ‘thymic’ because — as we will shewositive or negative affective valuation is just
one part of this dimension, which also includegmtidtion and intensity. Finally, we follow traditio
in using ‘iconic sign’ and ignoring Eco’s use ofyffoicon’. In the next section, we offer a tentativ

outline of the CT dimensions, as summarized in & &te.

*In our opinion, two types of semantic information are retrieved in the meaning attribution process:
allocentric and egocentric. Allocentric semantics accounts for information collected on common objects and
contexts and includes the CCTT. Egocentric semantics accounts for the visual scene in its spatial, on-line aspect,
which, we think, has received too little attention in visual semiotics; our present proposal makes it part of
allocentric semantics.
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( Vision
Audition
Perceptual  {  Taste
Dimension

Smell

Touch

Relational Information

Generic Information

Non-relational Information
Propositional <
Dimension
Specific information

Evaluations

r Use schemas
Body-centered Narrative Informatio

Agentsghemas
Narrative < Passive
Dimension Simple Transformation Schema:
Active
Non-body-centered
narrative infortien
Dispamnal Transformations
Complex Transfatimn Schem
Agentive Roles
Orientation
Affective Thymic

dimension

Intensity

Table 1: Cognitive type structure.

4.1 Perceptual Dimension

This dimension includes perceptual multimodal infation allowing for object perceptive
recognition — information that is both static anghamic. For instance, the CT of a human being
includes not only static perceptual informatiorg(evolumetric appearance) but also stabilized cues
that let the person be recognized as performirfgréifit activities (e.g., walking, grasping, hitfing

Perceptual theories of recognition should supporaecurate description of this dimension for
every sensory modality. It covers what Groupe peustdnds as iconic type, but goes beyond that
concept, including not just visual but multimodaflarmation, as well as dynamic/kinetic information
on objects that cannot be derived via Groupe pssiali de-codification model (1992: 79Most

importantly, this information should be stabilizdtlis difficult to say whether the CT of a brick

> This makes Groupe p's model ‘akinetopsic’.
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includes information about its taste, because omeeplly does not consider that relevant for

interacting with bricks — although they do, presbiyataste of something.

4.2 Propositional Dimension

This dimension organizes information on the stafusn object. This information can be divided into
generic, specific, and evaluative.

Generic informationis information about the inclusion of an objectdiverse categorical or
paradigmatic sets, including relational and nomatiehal information.Relational informationis
information about the relations an object has witer objects. These relations constitute ‘contjgui
webs’, which let objects be strongly or weakly teth Consider a screwdriver. Objects strongly
stabilized by contiguity webs appear in the CT /strewdriver//. Thus, a screwdriver relates to
objects such as //screwl//, //garage//, and //meckhaNon-relational informations information about
the inclusion of the object in classes or categdrie

Specific informations object-changing information stabilized throumhe. It has a historical
nature. It can be shared as part of history, irugwal sense; or it can be individual: e.g., knowhat
John Doe’s cat fell sick of rhinotracheitis whennids a kitten. Shared, it corresponds to nuclear
contents; individual, it pertains to molar conter@pecific information should not be confused with
the narrative dimension, although it can be preskass such: e.g., ‘Napoleon died in 1821 on the
island of St. Helena’'. Specific information is coete and referenced to spatiotemporal frames;
whereas the narrative dimension, as we will shoansists of ahistorical — though culturally
determined — narrative schemas.

Evaluative informationis found in axiology values, deeply rooted in atdl or individual life,
emerging via various motivations revealed in cotedike «antiquity» concerning a cathedral,
«elegant» concerning a tuxedo, or «generous» coimcea person. These motivations are linked to

the affective dimension.

4.3 The Narrative Dimension

This dimension relates to what an object is doireg; about transformation from one state to anothe
Narrative information is schematic and independ#nts instantiation at a particular time or place:
i.e., regardless of any distinction between thecoete objects or subjects involved. It includesybod

centered and non-body-centered narrative informatio

®See e.g. (Rosch 1981, Lakoff 1987, Kleiber 1990, Gibbs 2005). We will not discuss the general problem of
categorization; but certain conventional categories are stabilized in the CT: e.g., «bird», to which «dove»
belongs.
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Body-centered narrative informatidncludes information on actions that can be pentx by
the interpreter’s own body. The object in questiom'Oc1’’, fulfills an objectual function. It is not a
subject-of-doing, but that which ‘suffers’ the acti It is something a subject would use — with his
body — in a certain way. This kind of narrativeoimhation further divides into use schensasl
agentive schemas.

Use schemasare organized in a structure where Subject (Sjopas Action (A) with Object

(Ocr) to fulfill Purpose (P). Table Two illustrates agsible use schema for a screwdriver.

Use Schema
Cognitive Type Subject Action Objest Purpose
«screwdrivers variable subject «unscrew» [Iscrevedt *to fasten or loosen a screw*

Table 2: Screwdriver use schema.

The action described in the table with the wordstrew’ should, in the CT, should consist of a serie
of instructions how to perform the action with aaéody. The most informative thing in this kind of
schema is the action, because the other elememtshesge. To understand the schemas that follow,
it is important to keep in mind the structure ttafines this use schema: S/AMOP.

Agentive schemamre explained by the notion ajenda(Gabbay & Woods, 2003). They may be
defined as a set of ordered actions or activitieg & subject performs to fulfill an aim or agenda.
Each activity can have its own sub-agenda. Considerngentive schema «fishing», whose aito is
catch a fish from a source (river, sea, lake, et€i3hing is really the set of ordered activities fo
achieving that aim, which, expressed in nucleaterus, would be something like: «to prepare the
fishing line, fishing rod, and lure», «to assemttle lure on the fishing rod», «to throw the fishing
line into the water», «to wait», «in the case dfipg, to haul in the fishing line to catch a fistach
of these activities is constituted by its own S/&/#B schema; each has its own sub-agenda serving
the ultimate aim: to catch a fish. The «fishing»emtiye schema is shared by several CCTTs,
including /ffishing line//, //ffishing rod//, //fishg reel//, lllure//, //bait/l, //fish//, and //fisrman//.

Meanwhile, non-body-centered narrative informatioimcludes information about objeet
transformations that do not depend on an interpseitetervention. Here, the objegtis a subject-of-
doing, though not necessarily an agent: i.e., iinges without an agent-interpreter's agency
intervention. This information can be sub-dividatbisimpleandcomplex transformation schemas

Simple transformation schemasmprise information organized on the basis ahadformation
(i.e., action) involving only one actant, whichtige objecir. It sub-divides into two types: passive

and active.

7 Expressions such as ‘O’ or ‘object-in-question’ refer to a possible object concerned with the CT alluded to.
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With passiveschemas, the objegtsuffers the transformation without the interventads its own
agency. Consider a withering flower: it is the sfammational actant, but one does not attribute
agency to it: i.e., a will to wither.

With activeschemas, the objegtperforms the transformation by virtue of its agertbat is, its
will to transform its own state. An example is akirdg dog, which transforms its own state from not
barking to barking.

Complex transformation schemamolve more than one actant: i.e., both a sulject object.
They sub-divide into dispositional transformati@msl agentive roles.

Dispositional transformationsiclude the objegt transformations that would be produced by an
external subject: i.e., if the object were subjddiz certain actions, its state would be transfatme
Consider the breaking of a wine glass, either tjesting it to pressure or smashing it against b wa
This dispositional schema could be expressed bgdhtent «fragility».

Agentive roledind inspiration in the notion able, defined by Greimas as a ‘denomination that
subsumes a set of functions or behaviors’ (1978:288). We define it as a set of agentive schemas:
i.e., a set of activities characterizing an ackmalgked social subject. An example is a police affice
A police officer performs a role that supra-ordesasuch agentive schemas as «to patrol», «to>arrest
«to guard», etc. Insofar as they are performed wlifects, each of these agentive schemas is
composed of use schemas. Therefore, agentiveaoiestitute highly complex narrative organizations

structured by the schemas mentioned earlier.

4.4 The Affective Dimension

A culture does not distinguish objects merely amlthsis of having different aspects, involvement in
metonymic or categorical relations, historical mrtpor narrative configuration. Objects can also b
distinguished by their affective values. Any objeain be described from an affective standpoint,
though some objects such as //rat//, /tarantwdal //vomit// have more salient affective valtheen
others.

It is important to remember that the affective digien is not aremotion which would make it a
matter of performance; nor is it amotional concepsuch as «anger», because anger is not an
objectr. Neither is it anevaluation which is an axiological matter of the proposidbdimension.
The affective dimension refers to trudyfectiveinformation of an instructional nature (Niedenthal,
2008) that has been learned through one’s direahdbrect interactions with objects. Think of the
negative response most people have to sharks,ietlery have never come into direct contact with
one. This ‘instruction’ can be described along ¢hages, inspired by tensive semiotics (Greimas &
Fontanille 1991, Fontanille & Zilberberg 1998, &lberg 2006): (1Prientationis the orientation
between a subject and an object, which attractiors jand repulsion disjoins. The resulting category

is attraction/repulsion (2) Thymicdefines qualitative affective values that label dbgect as positive
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or negative. The resulting categoryeisphoria/dysphoria(3) Intensitydefines affective intensity or
quantity relative to the object. The resulting gaty isintense/distenseAll three are discontinuous,
non-discrete, tensive categories. Something candre or less repulsive, euphoric, or intense.

Table Three shows the affective organization oesghobjects.

Object Attraction/Repulsior) Euphoria/Dysphoria| Intense/Distense

/[snakel// repulsion dysphoria intense
[ltrophy// attraction euphoria intense
/lchair// no repulsion no dysphoria no distense

Table 3: Affective analysis of several objects.

CCTT-stored information participates in interpretatprocesses in two ways: first, in the way
significance consists of the mere manifestatiowestain items and leaves the others ‘drowsy’; and
second, in the way manifest items are taken asaoperfor making inferences, whose products
transcend information particular to the CT.

To conclude, a CT model of this sort — in conttasGroupeu’s notion of iconic type — enables
one to understand the semantic universe of objedtenly in perceptual or categorical terms, babal
in narrative and affective terms. It is not difficto find visual images in which iconic represditas
require more than perceptual knowledge for intagti@en. In many cases, the most important
information may not be perceptual. Finally, thisdebcan be useful not only for visual but also for

objectual semiotics.

5. IDEALIZED COGNITIVE MODELS AND COGNITIVE TYPES

Idealized cognitive modeldCMs) are those cognitive models that account doe’s conceptual
system. According to Lakoff (1987: 271-292), thee @rganized on the basis of five structuring
principles into image-schema, propositional, metaigh metonymic, and symbolic ICMs.

Image schema ICMare directly meaningful, preconceptual, unconssi@nd highly flexible.
They are highly schematic gestalts that capturesthestural contours of sensorimotor experience by
integrating multimodal information. They include cbuschemas such a&ONTAINER, ‘PART-
WHOLE’, ‘LINK’, ‘CENTERPERIPHERY, ‘SOURCEPATH-GOAL’, and‘UP-DOWN’ (Lakoff 1987: 271-
280).

Propositional ICM include elements with properties, as well asrtiations between them:

particularly, part-whole relations. They come inefikinds: (1) simple proposition, (2) scenario, (3)
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feature-bundle structure, (4) classical taxononiacsure, and (5) radial category structure (Lakoff
1987: 285-288).

Metaphorié ICMs involve partial mappings from source to target dimmi is assumed that
other models structure the source domain. Fornostathe LINK’ image schema and the mapping
‘SOURCEPATH-GOAL' (see Section 6) help structure source and tatgeiains.

Metonymic ICM are, for Lakoff (1987: 288), those that involveapping inside a single
conceptual domain structured by another ICM. Th&S®s account for the construction of
stereotypes, models, or ideals where an individteds for the entire category. This ‘standing for’
uses aSOURCEPATH-GOAL’ imageschema.

Contra the other four types, which are purely cphga, symbolic ICM are closely linked to
language, stemming from the association of linguiséms with conceptual ICMs. They represent
those knowledge structures Fillmore calls ‘semafintimes’. The meaning of each lexical item remits
an element in ICM.

In the strict sense, these five types or structuipminciples are not equivalent to ICMs —
notwithstanding Lakoff's assertion (1987: 284) thiaty are. The fifth is the one possible exception.
In other words, these principles do not providdassification of ICMs, but they do account for the
way ICMs emerge. This is so because, first — aotiauggests (1987: 68, 113-114) — one ICM can
have its basis in several structuring principlesl,aecond, the image schema principle is the fasis
all the others.

5.1 ICM and CCTT

If one compares the ICM approach to that of CCTile @ould consider the four dimensions of
CCTTs criteria for information organization, buttrsiructuring principles in the way they are for
ICM. Whereas ICM structuring principles are meamtallow for conceptual system structuring,

CCTTs are models of ‘common object’ information amgation. Consequently, although one has
ICMs for concepts like anger, one does not havéd $o€it. Looking the other way around, the object
information afforded by CCTTs come not only fronffelient ICM structuring principles, but also

from different ICMs. Consider the notion of ‘screwkccording to what we proposed earlier, ‘screw’

presents roughly the structure presented in Tadnle. F

& We will not address the accuracy of Lakoff’s terminology. For a critical commentary, see (Haser 2005).
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Perceptive dimension helicoid, conic, grooved, mnagdetween such and
such sizes
Relational information screwdriver, nut
Propositional mechanic
dimension garage, hardware shop
Non-relational metallic instrument
information
Use schema vadiable Ascrew infunscrew up with screwdrivescrew Prastenfioosen
Narrative dimension| Agentive schema building/dismantling/rebuildingabject
Affective dimension middle intensity, middle atttian, slight euphoria.

Table 4: Oversimplified screwc.

This rudimentary analysis shows how tineage schematructuring principle generates embodied
information, such as concerning its functiolsOURCEPATH-GOAL’, ‘LINK’, etc. Likewise, the
propositional structuring principle oftaxonomic structureexplains the paratactic relations for
‘screwdriver’ — i.e., the conventional rules forreedriver use — and, at the same time, the
classification of ‘screw’ as ‘instrument’. Th@opositionalstructuring principle oscenarioexplains
the use schema in the narrative dimension.mianymicstructuring principle allows one to retrieve
a ‘typical’ screw: i.e., the ‘best example’ of kind, able to be held in the fingers and not reqgir
the entire body, used with the hand by means gpial metal screwdriver appropriately sized for
the human body — not a one-ton, truck-sized ‘scragd.

The metaphoricstructuring principle does not seem to be prese8crewr. However, one can
make use of it — the Screw— along with an image schema principle to say $bateone ‘unscrewed

his screws’, ‘has a screw loose’, or ‘needs totéghis screws’ (see Section 6).

5.2 ICM, CCTT, and Conceptual Structure

One of the fundamental principles of cognitive lifggics is that a semantic structure identifieslits
with a conceptual structure (Evans & Green, 20@®)1Likewise, one of Lakoff's central theses is
that ICMs explicate conceptual structuring (198V}. ¥When cognitive linguists refer to conceptual
structure, they mean cognitive informational stioetused as a resource for general cognitive
operations. In this field of research, conceptudbrimation includes perceptual information, in
contrast to other disciplines such as philosophys has important consequences, both for Lakoff's
proposal (see e.g. 1987, 1993) and Conceptual Metapheory in generdl. These consequences

relate to thaffectiveandperceptualdimensionf cognitive types.

° We will not address whether it is an appropriate consequence.
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To begin with, ICM structuring principles do notcaant clearly for the perceptual information
highlighted by CCTT for common objecfsThe structuring principles use sensorimotor infation,
but this does not imply that they contain percepiufarmation. Whereas image schemas are highly
abstract, perceptual information is not. Furtheemaot is unclear if the different types under the
proposition structuring principle include perceptugformation: e.g., in CT terms, thscenario
‘restaurant’, which structures ‘waiter,” seems tgamize information about an agentive role but not
about that role’s perceptual features. For radidégories such as ‘color’, what is important ist tha
their members generate graded prototype effecteravbome individuals are a better fit than others
(Lakoff, 1987: 24-32) — and not the perceptualdesg of ‘color’. The same can be said of the other
propositional kinds: from their presentation, orsnmot determine clearly whether propositional
structuring principles can account for perceptusgdeats. Likewise, although metonymic principles
generate prototype effects, it is not apparent they carry perceptual information — among other
reasons, because they presuppose image and prapaisichemas (Lakoff, 1987: 154). If, as Lakoff
claims, metaphorical understanding is groundedimmetaphorical (1993: 232), then perceptual data
must be taken to be non-metaphorical. In the emeryef image metaphgmnental imageare used
(Lakoff, 1993: 215-217) and so contain perceptika-Information, but ICMs do not say how those
mental images emerge.

In short, perceptual information is a cognitiveawse found in conceptual structure. It is used
for object recognition and implicated systematicail image metaphors. It is not clear how ICM can
account for it.

Second, ICM structuring principles apparently canaccount for the affective dimension of
CCTTs, at least as it is usually conceived. Thisoto say that structuring principles cannot acto
for emotional concepts such as «anger». On theramgntLakoff (1987: 380-415) and Koévecses
(2000) have shown marvelously how this can be dbleither does it say whether the metaphoric
structuring principle is at work behind the emeiggef the attraction/repulsion, euphoria/dysphoria,
and intense/distense axes. What it does say ishatffective dimension of CCTTs generates a serie
of affective valuesunderstood as the product of the intersectiomestfilts showing the different
valences of the three affective axes for each oldpgonvhich one has a CT. Such values display the
affective valuation of those objects. Finally, wi@CTTs, these affective valuations can have
conceptual evaluationas counterparts. Certainly, they appear in thegsitional dimension as

evaluationsrelative to the axiology systems of different ageand cultures. Let us illustrate this

1 We remark again that ICMs can presumably explain the entire organization of conceptual structure, whereas
CCTTs only gather and organize ‘common objects’ information, which always has a perceptual dimension (Eco
1997, Serventi & Nifio 2009). The list of ‘uncommon objects’ includes certain representations (melodies),
institutions (Supreme Court of Justice), and mathematical objects (m). Second, whereas ICMs have a
hierarchical organization because different structuring principles can be presupposed, the different
dimensions of CCTTs are not hierarchical. Finally, whereas ICM structuring principles can account for
conceptual organization’s origin and emergency, CCTTs try to give an account of conceptual organization’s
results.
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through the example of «rat». One factor is théilktad affective valuefor «rat»: ‘dysphoria,
repulsion, intense’; another is igxiology evaluation by virtue of which the rat igvaluatedas
‘destructive’ and ‘invasive’, based on its ‘negatibehavior (relative to the axiological systenm. |
addition, its presence can be evaluated as e.thdganic’. One must distinguish betwesmotional
concept evaluation andvaluation ICMs account for the first two, but it is not ateif or how they
explain the third.

In sum, CCTT theory offers ICMs a direct way tolde#h perceptual and affective information.
Whether these aspects are otherwise absent frons liEMinclear. This lack of clarity becomes a

weakness, particularly when they are meant to gf@mexplanation of visual rhetoric phenomena.

6. CONCEPTUAL METAPHOR THEORY

In our opinion, Conceptual (or Contemporary) Metapheory (CMT) can be considered an
extension or specification of ICM theory, mainly Way of the metaphoric structuring principle. The
most important concept in CMT — borrowed from math&cs — ismapping(Grady 2007: 190).
Lakoff writes (1993: 191): ‘metaphors are mappintt is, sets of conceptual correspondences’.
Mappings are established conventionally and opefiads a source to a target domain. The
correspondences can be both ontological and epcst@rakoff 1987: 387; 1993: 191). The source
domain structures specify the constitution condsgiof the target domai@as in the well-known cases
‘LOVE IS A JOURNEY and ‘A DISCUSSION IS A WAR (Lakoff & Johnson 1980, 1999; Lakoff 1993:
191-194). The source domain / mapping / target dorsaucture depends on the image schema
‘SOURCEPATH-GOAL', as is true of all metaphorical structuring. A image schema is oriented, so
is the resulting metaphor: this is the origin af gource-to-target asymmetry, not vice versaldtal

for inferences about the target domain in ternthefentities and knowledge — i.e., cognitive togglo

— one has of the source domain. Any similarity ket the target and the source domain is a
byproduct of the structuring of the target domayntlee source domain and not a reflection of prior
similarity between the domains.

Second, in CMT, the mapped domains are chosendtgpra-ordinate not basic-level categories
(Lakoff 1993: 195). For instance, in the metapharVve IS A JOURNEY, the love relationship is
understood primarily as a ‘vehicle’ and not as a.(car’, ‘train’, or ‘boat’. Both cognitive topolyy
preservation and supra-ordinate mapping categacesunt for metaphorical systematicity.

Third, metaphors are relative to conceptual stmectnd not to linguistic expressions. Lakoff
writes (1993: 192): ‘the metaphor is not just a terabf language, but of thought and reason. The
language is secondary. The mapping is primaryhai it sanctions the use of source domain language
and inference patterns for target domain conceptther words, in CMT, linguistic expressions
as manifest in concrete discourse — must be digshgd from (conceptual) metaphor proper, which

is a matter of content.
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Finally, CMT explains novel metaphor — that whigems poetic as opposed to conventional and
used systematically in the cognitive economy -hile¢ ways: as extension of conventional metaphor;
as generic-level metaphor, including phenomena sigcpersonification, proverbs and analogy; and
as image metaphor (Lakoff 1993: 217-223). Theitatte most relevant for visual semiotibgcause
it ‘map[s] one conventional mental image onto aadtfLakoff 1993: 215) — as in Breton’s line ‘my
wife... whose waist is an hourglass’ (Lakoff & Turri89). The image metaphor differs from other
kinds of metaphor — extensions, generic-level nieapand analogy — since their mappings are
developed on conceptual dominions, where variouxems intervene; whereas, with theage
metaphorthere is a ‘one-shot’ mapping produced by supergimgpone mental ‘image’ onto another
(Lakoff 1993: 215).

6.1 Some Problems with CMT

In Section 5.2, we showed that ICMs could not ant@ccurately for both perceptual and affective
information relative to common objects. As we nogarlier, CMT can be considered part of the ICM
approach. As such, it inherits both its pros angsco

At first glance, it might seem that the aforememid limitations of ICMs are partially resolved
by introducing the image metaphor, which makesieitpise of perceptual-like informatidh.This
would be misleading: image metaphor explicatiohighly partial and creates new problems, as we
will show. In explaining image metaphors, Lakoffsasies that they work the same way other
metaphors do: i.e., by mappings. Howewhis mapping is special, because it is a one-shot psoce
Lakoff writes (1993: 215-216): ‘image metaphors..e &one-shot» metaphors: they map only one
image onto one other image.... In particular, we @aspects of the part-whole structure of one image
onto aspects of the part-whole structure of anothérhe proliferation of detail in the images limits
image mappings to highly specific cases’. In theecaf image metaphor, both source and target
domain operate with mental ‘images’. This means thay operate with the object information of
basic-level categories and, therefore, with peragike'? information (Lakoff 1987: 46-47). The
idea that mappings are fashioned from supra-orelinategories does not seem to apply. Moreover,
CMT does not say clearly what the origin of thecggtual information for any mental ‘image’ is, or
if it depends on some ICM structuring principlesdfar as perceptual information seems to be
directly meaningful — derived from ‘experientialsgaits’ — mental ‘images’ would seemingly not be
metaphorical (Lakoff 1987: 267-268; saleo Section 5.2) Accordingly, in ‘my wife... whose waist

is an hourglass’, the mental ‘image’ of the sowloenain (hourglass) doe®t structure the mental

" The problem of affective values in CMT, as in the ICM approach, remains unsolved.

2 Lakoff does not say whether ‘conventional mental images’ (1993: 216) also contain non-perceptual
information. In what follows, we assume they do not and, thus, conventional mental images, with visual
information, will be close to ‘iconic types’.

B Saying something is ‘directly meaningful’ means only that one is not aware of the processes that make it
meaningful — not that it has an intrinsically meaningful nature.
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‘image’ of the target domain (woman’s waist). Theeqeptual — or at least the imaginistic information
in both images — has been obtained separatelyr&grb other metaphor types, mapping is not the
foundation for similarity: perceptual similarity ggrt of the metaphorical foundation. The asymmetry
thesissimpliciter does not seem to apply. Indeed, one can also imabe metaphor ‘the hourglass
has been broken at the waist'.

On the other hand, the ‘one-shot’ mapping of imaggaphor does not mean that interpretation
stops at that point. When Lakoff quotes the Navabem ‘My Horse with a Mane Made of Short
Rainbows’, he adds (1993: 216): ‘we know that raimb are beautiful, special, inspiring, larger than
life, almost mystic, and that seeing them makesaypy and inspires us with awe. This knowledge is
mapped onto what we know of the horse: it too is-invgpiring, beautiful, larger than life, and almnos
mystic’. At the same time, what the poem is talkaigput here is more than direct derivation of
additional or collateral information. It is not jusne shot'. It is one thing is to speak — as Bsrg
does in defining metaphor — of establishing ‘themeatary contact of two images’ (1952: 662). It is
quite another to say of this or that mental ‘imatygit it should be considered in a certain way. In
Breton’s line, it is from the ‘waist/hourglass’ atibn that one might think that time passes for the
wife as the sand passes through the ‘waist’ of Hoerglass. In the Navaho poem, the
‘mane/rainbow’ relation opens the path to relevaah-perceptual information that seems to be
organized, in this instance, on the basis of sopdéiate categories: particularly, the propositlona
categories of CCTT. In other words, it is one thingestablish an image metaphor and anctther
follow it: movement that is part of the interpretativektda establishing the metaphdhe mapping
relation is constituted — in an image metaphor,rttagping involves mental ‘images’; in following

the metaphqrother correspondences are projected from thaimitapping*

" The CMT and its theoretic assumptions (see e.g. Lakoff & Johnson 1980, 1999) have been criticized both by
their adherents (Grady et al. 1999; Stern 2000; Croft & Kruse 2004; Zlatev 2005, 2007, 2010) and their
detractors (e.g., Aron & Jackendoff 1991, Haser 2005). Haser is particularly important, given her wide influence
—although it is certainly true that not all scholars accept her criticism: see (Fontaine 2007). According to Haser,
the CMT — in its standard version — should explain better (1) why certain linguistic expressions are selected for
manifestation and not others, and (2) what the criteria are that allow one to determine that a set of linguistic
expressions is structured by one conceptual metaphor and not another. We agree with Haser that any
theoretical proposal about metaphors needs to respond to these criticisms; and, in our proposal for visual
iconic metaphorization, we answer them directly. The visual recognition of objects and their iconic
representations clearly defines the CCTT from which the information is projected; this answers (1). Point (2) is
not a problem for us, because the organization of conceptual information inside the CCTT is not established
through metaphorical mappings.
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6.2. A Proposal for Visual Metaphorical Expressions

In visual semiotics, it is important to bear in phithe distance that separates the linguistic use of
mental ‘images’ — as in image metaphors — fromube of perceptual ‘images’ in the recognition of
objects and interpretation of visual iconic messade linguistic expression serves as an indirect
access point to an evocable mental image; a pe@ejphage serves as a direct access point to
awareness of the presence of an object or its domgresentation — the precision of which can be
graded. Compare the construal of Breton’s line imife... whose waist is an hourglass’ to the two

images in Figure One.

Figure 1: Two hourglass images (1A/1B).

The semantic construction of the line gives an auranafertainty and vagueness to the woman in the
poem, including details of her age and her othegssigll attributes. In other words, the situation is

semantically underspecified. In the semantic contion of figures 1A and 1B on the other hand,

those details — and many more — are stated exglibitit their grade and mode of manifestation is
very different. For instance, Figure 1A is realiBigure 1B is not. This is so, in part, because the
resolution of the two images is different. The @mgent granularity of the mental images one has
access to allows one to attribute them differenamimgs'® i.e., the cognitive mnemonic/perceptual

resources used to process the information in tlagé® are different. This is so because perceptual

* Mental images can have varying grades of granularity from high to low. They can be classified into general,
specific, contextual, and episodic/autobiographic (Cornoldi et al. 2008: 108).
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information — from a realistic image or otherwisés-significant in itself, in all its richnes8(The
other dimensions are meaningful as well.) This magk fundamental difference in meaning
construction compared to linguistic expressionsthé account is correct, it has consequences for
CMT and cognitive semantics in general: if meargngstruction pervades all of cognition, then the
perceptual richness offered by objects and theiresentations should be taken seriously in sensantic
— as should their affective, propositional, and-aére dimensions.

In the rest of this section, we put forth a propo®s understanding visual metaphorical
expressiond that involves aspects of both CMT and the ICM-basgpproach, as well as
incorporating CCTT theory. Our goal is to addressia of the limitations in CMT/ICM discussed

above. To introduce and illustrate the proposalpffer the cartoon in Figure Two.

< N\
~(ANY
A

Figure 2: A visual metaphor, from (Quino 1989:13) .

By meanof visual icons and redundancy, it is visuallyageizable as a typical scene where people

are walking their pets. However, this ‘zero grageimmediately affected: one expects to see dogs,

1¢ .As we tried to show earlier with CCTT.

"1f one follow- Forceville’s (2008, 2009; see also Ortiz 2011) approach, the type of visual metaphorical
expression we address is classified as monomodal. However, CCTT theory says that one can interpret visual
icons by associating multimodal perceptual contents. For example, confronted with the image of a frothy beer,
one may find tasting or smelling contents to be manifest (see Footnote 18). In the language we introduced
earlier, the distinction between monomodal and multimodal metaphorical expressions is useful with respect to
the establishment of metaphor, but not its following. Addressing the latter is central to our proposal.
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but one gets mice and mousetraps instead. On atas@nination, one sees that each person with a
mousetrap is pulling it along behind, whereas gamison with a mouse is letting it go ahead. These
egocentric values of forward and behind, up and rdawtervene in the cartoon’s interpretation.
However, we wish to focus only on the metaphoricahic phenomenon.

In the picture, one can recognize the establishroémivo visual metaphorical expressions or
iconic tropes reiterated several times over. In the first, soeirce domain is ‘mousetrap’ and the
target domain is ‘dog’ — because one expects dugiead of mousetraps. In the second, the source
domain is ‘mouse’ and the target domain is ‘dogt fessentially the same reason. In visual
metaphorical expressions, the substituting entitywhat prompts the source domain, while the
substituted entity belongs to the target domain.

Establishment of the ‘mousetrap’/‘dog’ and ‘mou%ksg’ relationships opens the door to further
mappings: i.e., the visual discourse generatesa le-semanticization of ‘dog’ in terms of either
‘mousetrap’ or ‘mouse’. The relevant manifest cargeof mousetrag '® includeperceptive content
«armed mousetrap with cheeseon-relational content«mousetrap», «not-alive», «capture device»;
relational content«cheese», «mouse», «mouse catcher», «trappgdntive schemato catch/hunt
a mousex»gvaluation «strategic»; andaffective dimensian«dysphoric», «repulsive», «distense».
The relevant manifest contents of maysiacludeperceptive contenknon-aggressive mousean-
relational content «plague», «alive»felational content «cheese», «mousetrap», «invasion of an
inhabited space (‘plagued by mice’)agentive role «pest: invader, contaminator, infestator»;
evaluation «prey», «pathogenic»; aadfective dimensiandysphoric», «repulsive», «intense».

‘Mouse’ appears in the manifest contents of ‘mowagetand vice versa Consequently, a
solidarity relation arises between them in tbkkowing of this visual metaphor, and the contents of
both become projectable onto the target domaidag” In the one case, ‘dog’ is re-semanticized as
pest-extermination trap. In the other, it is re-aatitized as a pest to be exterminated. In boteszas
the result includes information belonging to thegéd domain ‘dog’, whose relevant concepts,
maintained in the interpretation, aren-relational content «pet», «alive»;agentive schema
«walking»; andevaluation «company», «naivety». These concepts are proiegito the source
domain. Mousetraps are to be understood in thiaaras living domestic companions, mice as
naive pets. That is to say, there can be a feediféait in thefollowing of the metaphor, whereby the

original contents of the target domain are retrgjgmted onto the source domain.

¥ The notion of manifestation requires a semantic theory that cannot be offered here. All we can say is that
encyclopedic information about an object is stored in each CT. Some of those informative elements — not all —
are manifest in various instances of interaction with the object and its interpretation. Each time, the
information chosen is that which is cognitively and semantically relevant — comparable to Langacker’s (2002:
189-201) active zones in cognitive grammar, except that something is considered relevant or irrelevant only
with respect to a certain purpose. In this way, the notion of purpose is indispensable for establishing the
interpretability conditions of statements of all types (Nifio 2010).
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In the manifestation of both ‘mousetrap’ and ‘mdutee relational contents of «mouse catcher»
and «plagued (invaded) by» appear respectivehh@he responsible for the mousetrap and the
pest’s victim. Insofar as ‘mousetrap’ and ‘mousavé a solidarity relation, it is possible to advarc
follow — their counterpart contents, which appear andrecsalient: «trapped» (captured) and
«plague» (invader). Insofar as ‘mousetrap’/‘dogd amouse’/’dog’ are ‘walked’ by their ‘walkers’,
these contents can be projected onto the walkerheaw/ho traps» and «he who is trapped».

By appealing to the proverb ‘pets are like theinevs’, one concludes that the solidarity relation
between ‘mousetrap’ and ‘mouse’ can be projeetéallowed— onto their ‘owners’/'walkers’. Thus,
the «naivety» of the ‘dog’/'mouse’ becomes the wagi» of its ‘owner’/‘walker’. At the same time,
the «strategic» dimension of ‘dog’/‘mousetrap’ (botised for hunting) is projected onto its
‘owner’/‘walker’ as «scheme-ness» «not-naivety»this way, the image shows not only mousetraps,
mice, and dogs, but hunters hunting men and memglminted — even though it is not possible to
distinguish the two interpretations perceptualljthdugh the men might seem at first to be equals,
some are as naive as mice, while others (the orits mousetraps) are the schemers. These
personality features ‘accompany’ the men — anoguejection — just as their pets do. Finally, the
‘hunter’/‘hunted’ solidarity relation allows exteimg) — following — the metaphor to other relations

such as ‘swindler’/'swindled’, ‘murderer’/‘murdereetc.

7. FINAL REMARKS

With respect to the Groupe p proposal versus thahe CMT approach, a crucial point is the
acceptability or otherwise of the idea that metajglab expressions — particularly visual metaphdrica
expressions — are the product of some sort of tlemiaOn the Groupe p proposal, the iconic trope is
understood as the deviant identification of a peetkdegree (source domain) rather than a conceived
degree (target domain) — based on the regularitffethe iconic code, or degree zero, and the
contextual and discursive constructions, or loegjrde.

Consider the mental image produced by the imagaphet ‘my wife... whose waist is an
hourglass’ while looking at Figure One. The supplodeviation consists of replacing the waist with
an hourglass, thus arriving at a superpositiomefaerceived grade (source domain) «hourglass» onto
the conceived grade (target domain) «woman’s waiBlke problem with this explanation, as said
earlier, is that its reach is strictly perceptualdoes not allow one to see that the waist/hosgla
comparison in Breton'’s line and in the two imaged-igure One can also be understood as having
manifest non-perceptual semantic values: catedoviglhies such as «voluptuousness», affective
values such as «attraction» and «intensity», amcainge values such as the transformative passive
schema «passing of timex».

CMT, on the other hand, understands the rhetogerdé as an expressive addition to the usual

conventional system of fixed conceptual corresponds; metaphorical meaning depends not on
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expression, but on conventional conceptual mappifigss, there is no deviation in the metaphorical
expression.

The problem with CMT is that, although it offersvay of following conceptual values, it does
not say how those values attach to objects withgmuoal characteristics — which is also the problem
with the ICM-based approach. At least for commoyjeats, the CT-based proposal offers a way to
deal with both perceptual and non-perceptual in&drom in a non-deviation way. In our opinion, both
Groupe W’s proposal and a ‘literal’ translation @MT to the visual entities would be faulty or
imperfect.

Figure 3 (source: http://osocio.org/message/verbal abuse can be just as horrific/).

Visual semiotics faces an additional challenge witeis called to deal with a target domain
(conceived grade) without perceptual charactessggen as the source domain (perceived grade) has
those characteristics. Such is the case in Figtwe€el where ‘uttered words’ constitute the target
domain and ‘punch’ the source domain. One canredlspf iconic trope, because the ‘uttered words’
are not a visual entity recognizable via an icdppe. This image seems, instead, to be a novealisu
metaphorical expression derived from a conceptuataphor such asDISCUSSION IS A
WAR/STRUGGLE (Lakoff & Johnson 1980). It seems that one netdspeak of a phenomenon that
involves dominions of a different conceptual nature

Not at all similar are the cases where symbolicresgntation is based upon iconic
representation. If one considers Figure Four, amerstands that, if the /bald eagle/, as a predator
grabs the /dove of peace/ ( the iconic part), &edbald eagle’s behavior represents the behavior of
the US (the symbolic part), the interpretatiorh&ttUS intervention makes peace impossible.

A complete explanation of such cases would recair@xpanded CT theory that addresses not
only common objects but also contexts and instihgi e.g., countries; as well as a set of critibtda

specifies which mappings are or are not releVa8tich a theory will be the subject of a future gtud

 An expanded, iconic-type model would not suffice, because it would only include perceptual information.
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Figure 4: The bald eagle and the dove of peace.

Returning to the present proposal, note that, anaoalysis, Quino’s cartoon (Figure Two) differs
both from image metapharla Lakoff and iconic trop&é la Groupe p. First — apart from the obvious
fact that Figure Two is visual, whereas Lakoff'salyses are linguistic — establishment of the
metaphor is not accomplished by virtue of a perc@gtomological superposition, even though there
is one between ‘dog’ and ‘mouse’. It depends inktea the manifestation of categorical contents —
relational, but not perceptual — to generate sotiaelations. This same kind of projection allows
establishment of the expression ‘Achilles is a’lidn which the perceptual homology becomes
irrelevant — at least in principf8.

Second, the substitution of one entity for anotiwarstitutes expressive evidence whose semantic
bearing remains unaccounted for. Even if any dewids involved, its detection would hardly be a
step to establishing the metaphor. On Groupe ysoagh, Max Earnt’s collage and Hergé’s Tin Tin
(Figure Five) are both iconic tropes. Ernst's apilg1992: 232), which replaces the head of a human
being with the head of a bird, is just as muchcamic trope as is the Tin Tin image, which replaces
Captain Haddock’s pupils with bottles and the cofkhe bottle — which Haddock sees with his
‘bottle’ eyes — with Tin Tin’s head.

In Ernst’'s collage, the substitution allows esttoinent to take place at the level of non-
relational propositional content: «bird» vs. «humb@ing». In the case of Captain Haddock,
establishment obeys the narrative contents of agestchemas: «hallucination due to desperate

thirst». There is no way to make this distinctiom @roupe p’s account. Likewise, our notion of

2 we anticipate one possible objection. We said previously that CTM and the ICM-based approach do not
account accurately for perceptual information. Here we seem to be saying that perceptual information is not
important in metaphorical establishment. One can object that metaphorical establishment presupposes the
recognition of iconic entities: specifically, if metaphorization is present, the entities recognized perceptively
constitute part of the source domain, which allows for metaphoric establishment. Whenever the initial
mapping determines a superposition of homologous perceptive information, one sees the establishment of
(visual or verbal) metaphorical expression. Nevertheless, as Quino’s cartoon shows, this is a possibility in the
visual iconic case, but not a necessity.
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following has no counterpart in their account. Both ouramstiofestablishmenandfollowing are but
special applications of CMT’s notion afapping.Whereas the usual mappings privilege conceptual
structure phenomena, a rhetorical approach bringthe manifestation, with the mappings being part
of the interpretation. The result does not necégdaad to a new conceptual structuring, althoagh
local and partial re-semanticization/blending diaé® place.

Finally, our proposal bears on CMT. CCTT theorpwahB Lakoff's project to reconsider the cognitive
role of both the perceptual and affective dimersiaof common objects and thereby reconsider
conceptual metaphor — and, by extension, both gtuoak structure and verbal metaphorical
expression. In return, CMT affords CCTT theory aywa become more ‘cognitive’ by allowing
mappings between CCTTs. Therefore, our proposal dasequences that go beyond visual

semiotics; however, clarifying this must be thejeabof a different paper.

L3

Figure 5: Hergé’s Tin Tin and Max Earnt’s Rencontre entre deux sourires.
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