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The Contrastive Study on two Suppression
Models in Metaphor Interpretation

LI Chang-an
( College English Department of Yancheng Institute of Technology, Yancheng Jiangsu 224051, China)

Abstract; Linguists’ construal of metaphoric expressions is based on the hypothesis, which has been verified in a cross — modal

lexical priming study, that metaphor interpretation involves enhancing properties of the metaphor vehicle that are relevant to inter-

pretation, while suppressing those irrelevant. The suppression of the irrelevant properties of the metaphor vehicle mainly involves

two models: Class —inclusion and Relevance Theory. Through the contrastive study, this paper finds that the main difference be-

tween the two models lies in meaning selection and meaning construction. The former focuses on the diagnostic category of the

metaphor vehicle while the latter stresses the analysis of the pragmatic process of the concept adjustment, i. e. how the communi-

cated

meaning is realized from the encoded lexical meaning in the ad hoc context.

Keywords : metaphor; concept; interpretation
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