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[Abstract]

This paper aims to make a pragmatic account of argumentation by Relevance Theory 

(RT), demonstrating and analysing the cases of some commercial advertisements, in 

which metaphor works. RT mainly focuses its theoretical direction on the process in 

which the speaker produces his utterance and the hearer interprets it by the 

communicative approach. It is why there have been few studies attempting to account 

for argumentation by RT. Unlike the theoretical stance of standard RT, I argue that 

even argumentation can also be explicated within the RT framework. This stance is 

based on the idea that every act of communication is, essentially, an act of 

argumentation. With reference to this position, as explaining argumentation by RT 

means that it is possible to integrate the various notions of argumentation theory 

(AT) such as ‘doxa’, ‘topoi’ and ‘polyphony’ into the domain of a single principle 

of ‘relevance’, it makes a contribution to seeking more economic account of 

argumentation. In other words, this paper has its academic significance in that it 

contributes to reinforcing the explanatory expandability of RT by presenting the 

potential that RT can cover examining the process of argumentation which aims to 

* I would like to thank three anonymous reviewers who gave me some precious comments 
and insightful suggestions. Of course, all remaining errors are mine. 
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persuade others, beyond the dimension of explaining only the inferential process of 

interpreting utterances and communication. 

Key Words: relevance, argumentation, metaphor, implicature, argumentative intention 

Ⅰ. Introduction

This paper aims to examine and explicate the nature of argumentation, which can be 

regarded as a type of communication, on the foundation of a single pragmatic 

principle of relevance, which holds that ‘human cognition tends to be geared to the 

maximisation of relevance’ (Sperber and Wilson 1995: 260). According to Sperber 

and Wilson (1995), principle of relevance intervenes in every stage of inferential 

communication without any exception. 

Then, what is ‘communication’? With reference to how ‘communication’ should 

be described, Sperber and Wilson (1995) hold the following:

Communication involves producing a certain stimulus with the following 

intentions:

Informative intention: to inform the audience of something;

Communicative intention: to inform the audience of one’s informative intention.

                                      (Sperber and Wilson 1995: 29)

Thus, RT views that communication is sharing communicators’ intentions. This point 

means that a speaker’s informing a hearer of the speaker’s intention is to make an 
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effect in the hearer’s mind. In other words, necessary conditions for attaining a 

successful communication are 1) the speaker’s yielding the evidence for his intention 

and 2) the hearer’s reasoning the speaker’s intention by the evidence.

Then, what is ‘argumentation’? In the discourse by ordinary language, interlocutors 

communicate with each other by interchanging their messages, which are carried out 

by their utterances. In this process, the speaker intends his utterance to guide the 

hearer to a conclusion designed by the speaker. Following Perelman and Olbrecht- 

Tyteca (1958)’s point of view, it is possible to hold that whereas argumentation is 

the process of vindicating one or more contentions and presenting one or more 

grounds for retaining them, argument is a kind of illocutionary act carrying them out. 

With reference to this point, for instance, if Mary says Tom is an eager beaver, 

when she knows that Jerry is dithering over whether or not he should employ Tom 

as a worker in his company, this metaphorical utterance implicates ‘Tom is very 

enthusiastic and sincere’, which becomes the argumentative ground for Mary (as the 

speaker)’s argumentative conclusion, ‘Jerry (as the hearer) should employ Tom’. For 

this reason, here although Mary (as the speaker) communicates the information, ‘Tom 

is very faithful’ to Jerry (as the hearer) by saying Tom is an eager beaver; at the 

same time, Mary (as the speaker) induces Jerry (as the hearer) to accept the content 

of her utterance as a truth. From this point of view, it is possible to see the potential 

for explaining argumentation by the communicative approach (i.e. RT). 

  However, although Sperber and Wilson’s RT point of view on the nature of 

communication has mainly paid attention to the act of informing, it comparatively 

overlooks the matter of argumentation. Moreover, another RT theorist Iten (2000: 

694) rejects the viewpoint that communication always goes in company with 

argumentation; but in fact wherever there are discussions or disputes in which a 

choice between two different or opposite values is premised, argumentation always 
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exists.

In spite of RT theorists’ sceptical viewpoint, however, other communication 

theorists such as Hovland, Janis and Kelly (1953) hold that communication is a 

process by which a person conveys mainly linguistic stimuli to another, in order to 

change other people’s attitude or behaviour; thus for every ordinary language user the 

goal of communication is to persuade others. In that case, communication is a kind 

of act in which messages are sent and received, and the messages sent and received 

are ultimately used to build argumentation. Thus, in general communication 

essentially holds the bilateral processes of communicators’ agreement, disagreement, 

denial, question and refutation toward the given information, position or opinion, and 

those processes of confirming and receiving information enable a real communication 

to be realised; in fact, this is the true aim of communication, I claim. Thus, it should 

be noted that it is possible to generalize that every act of communication is an act 

of argumentation; in other words, it is no exaggeration to say that people 

communicate in order to persuade others. 

This view of communication as having an argumentative goal sounds persuasive 

for two reasons. First, communication is always fulfilled by at least two interactants 

in a specific discourse situation. In relation to this point of view, some argumentation 

theorists such as Perelman and Olbrecht-Tyteca (1958), Habermas (1984), Plantin 

(1996), and van Eemeren and Grootendorst (1992, 2004) lay emphasis on the point 

that communication (as argumentation) is not so much something personal as a social 

activity.

Second, as pointed out in Kim (2014), a rational communicator is to always say 

something with his own intention. For instance, if someone says I have to do my 

homework right now, although this utterance can be regarded as a case that the 

speaker just informs the hearer of ‘the speaker has to do his homework right now’, 
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simultaneously this utterance can be a ground for an argument such as ‘(so) the 

speaker cannot afford to do what the hearer expects the speaker to do now’, which 

is aimed to persuade the hearer to understand the speaker’s situation that the speaker 

is not able help the hearer now. Moreover, even the speaker’s saying How are you 

to the hearer is to be the speaker’s argumentation holding that the speaker wants to 

interact with the hearer. Similarly, when the speaker utters This is a Rolls-Royce, the 

speaker asserts the relation between this and Rolls-Royce as a truth, and urges the 

hearer to approve this relation as the truth, rather than simply telling the hearer the 

information, ‘I believe that this is a Rolls-Royce’. For these reasons, the speaker 

saying something to the hearer in a specific discourse situation, it is always to have 

another inferential meaning; and this inferred meaning is an argumentative 

conclusion, which is based on the speaker’s original utterance as a ground. 

This linguistic facet of communication becomes more salient in advertisements, 

which is a special kind of ordinary language use. The ultimate object of every 

advertisement is to fulfil argumentation which induces those who see it (i.e. 

consumers) to do what the advertiser intends. Normally, the intention is to guide 

consumers to believe that the advertiser’s products or services are good or desirable, 

so that they ultimately buy them. In this case, the implicated message reasoned from 

the advertising copy is an argumentative conclusion intended by the advertiser.

It is necessary to more broadly interpret the notion of ‘intention’ set by RT, in 

order to fully make an account of those characteristics in argumentative discourses 

performed by ordinary language. When the speaker utters something, by the utterance 

the speaker aims to change the hearer’s attitude toward someone/something, and 

urges the hearer to agree with or perform what the speaker intends, rather than 

merely conveys some information to the hearer. This point means that there might be 

a ‘third intention’, besides informative and communicative intentions already 
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proposed by standard RT. Kim (2014) calls this third intention the argumentative 

intention. This point of view can be a ground for pursuing an integrated way of 

explaining argumentation by the RT’s cognitive and communicative approach.

My point of view on argumentation (as a type of communication) can be 

advocated by Mercier and Sperber (2011: 58-59) as well. According to them, the 

function of reasoning (i.e. inference) is to argue or vindicate something, and human 

inferential ability is optimized for constructing an argument and evaluating it, in 

order to bring others around. Thus, unlike the classical logic viewpoint, from a 

cognitive pragmatic point of view, inference passes the process in which language 

users choose the conclusion first which is commensurate with their intuition, and 

justify the intuition by argumentation.

Accepting that argumentation is an inescapable outcome of communication, I aim 

to make an account of argumentation by metaphor within a pragmatic perspective 

(i.e. RT). For doing this task, I investigate the language used in some real cases of 

commercial advertisements (particularly in UK and America), which are composed of 

metaphor, and analyse how argumentation (as a type of communication) is realised in 

our ordinary language use. In the next chapter, as the first step for explaining 

argumentation (as a type of communication) by metaphor, I examine the nature of 

metaphor within the RT framework.

Ⅱ. RT Account of Metaphor

2.1 Explaining Metaphor by the RT Approach

Grice (1975), which is the first pragmatic approach to metaphor, argues that 
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metaphor is brought about when the Maxim of Quality is flouted, and the hearer 

should first realise that something odd or false has been said. However, the Gricean 

approach to metaphor has some theoretical lacunae in relation to an account of (i) 

how metaphor can be differentiated from other figurative language uses (e.g. irony), 

and (ii) how metaphor is construed once it is noticed.

RT as a substitute for the Gricean account of metaphor views that metaphor is an 

outcome of ‘loose talks’ (i.e. loosely applying concepts such as lexical broadening or 

narrowing), rather than that of blatantly violating the Maxim of Quality. Thus, 

metaphor is placed somewhere on a continuum with other linguistic mechanisms; and 

one metaphorical interpretation is chosen in order to meet the expectation of optimal 

relevance (see Wilson 2011). For this reason, there is not any clear-cut pragmatic  

differentiation between metaphor and other linguistic mechanisms (Wearing 2006, 

Wilson and Carston 2006, Wilson 2011).

Furthermore, Sperber and Wilson (1995) holds that the mechanisms for 

interpreting utterances as relevance are established on the conceptual foundation of 

‘cognitive effects’ and ‘processing effort’. Cognitive effects are achieved when the 

utterance reinforces or contradicts an existing assumption, or when it combines an 

existing assumption with new information to produce new cognitive implications 

(Sperber and Wilson 1995: 109). Thus, cognitive effect means a conclusion (i.e. 

contextual implication) drawn after taking both the context and information in the 

utterance into account. With reference to this point, Sperber and Wilson (1995: 119) 

hold that ‘having contextual effect is a necessary condition for relevance, and that 

other things being equal, the greater the contextual effects, the greater the relevance’. 

Contrastively, if processing effort were bigger than contextual effect (i.e. cognitive 

effect), this would then decrease the relevance in the communication, and lessens the 

probability of successful communication. For example, assuming that although Tom 
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knows that his girlfriend Mary likes romantic comedy movies and wants to give a 

DVD of a romantic comedy movie to her as her birthday present, he does not 

exactly know who his girlfriend’s favourite actor is. When Tom asks Mary’s 

classmate Jane this information, Jane’s reply could be one of these:

(1) a. Mary’s favourite actor is an Englishman.

   b. Mary’s favourite actor is Hugh Grant.

   c. Only one of these sentences is true: Mary’s favourite actor is Hugh

     Grant or the solution to dividing 537 by 21 is not 17.153.

For all those three utterances relevant to Tom’s question, (1b) is more relevant as an 

answer to Tom’s question than (1a) or (1c). As Tom’s intention is to know who 

Mary’s favourite actor is, (1a) is not informative enough for Tom’s question; thus, 

less relevant. (1c) is logically the same as (1b) and may yield the same cognitive 

effect, but Tom as the hearer might need to spend more processing effort interpreting 

(1c) than he would for (1b).

The final main distinction between RT and the Gricean account is that RT tells 

‘explicature’ apart from ‘implicature’. Although Grice (1975) proposed ‘what is said’ 

as a semantic notion by including explicature in ‘what is said’, RT lets pragmatically 

inferred meaning which is not restricted to linguistically input meaning included in 

that category. For example, suppose that Tom says You are the apple of my eye to 

his girlfriend Mary, in order to conversationally implicate ‘Mary is Tom’s darling’. 

Before concluding the final meaning intended by the speaker Tom, the hearer Mary 

must build up Tom’s original utterance by determining the reference of the deictic 

expressions (i.e. indexicals) you and my. After this reasoning process, Marry may 

reach the meaning ‘Marry is the apple of Tom’s eye’, which comes before the 

implicated meaning (e.g. ‘Mary is Tom’s darling’). Some Relevance Theorists such 
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as Carston (2002) and Blakemore (2004), including Sperber and Wilson (1995), call 

this intermediate stage of meaning elicitation explicature, which is drawn by some 

pragmatic components such as allotting referents to indexicals, disambiguation, 

enrichment, saturation and ad hoc concept construction from contextual information.

Having surveyed the gist of RT, the next question is: How is RT applied to 

interpreting metaphor? In relation to this question, consider the example (2):

(2) This room is a pigsty. (Sperber and Wilson 1995: 236)

 

Assume the situation that a mother says (2) when she sees that her idle son’s room 

is littered with rubbish. Following Sperber and Wilson’s point of view (1995: 236), 

this is a very standardized metaphor with only one or two accessible inferences such 

as ‘the room is very dirty and messy’. Thus, when (2) is dealt with in the context 

with a fixed idea, ‘a pigsty is stereotypically filthy and foul’, it conversationally 

implicates ‘the room is very dirty and in disorder, over the general level’. However, 

this metaphor brings about no more novel inferential meanings because it strongly 

implicates that the properties automatically called to mind as shared between A (i.e. 

This room) and B (i.e. a pigsty) are very strongly fixed: strong implicature.

On the contrary, (3) is a case of weak implicature in which the properties 

straightly called to mind between A and B are weak and nebulous; it brings more 

various and broader implicated meanings than (2):

(3) (Tom introduces a newcomer Jerry to Tom’s business partners Peter and 

John, who have not met Jerry yet.)

   Tom: Let me introduce a calculator to you.
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Based on the RT approach, when the speaker utters (3), the metaphor ‘Jerry is a 

calculator’ occurs and the hearer’s inferential process can be presumed as follows:

(4) Sentence uttered: Let me introduce a calculator to you.

   Decoded content: [THE NEWCOMER WHOM THE SPEAKER X

                   INTRODUCES TO THE HEARER Y] IS A

                   CALCULATOR.

   Communicated content:

   Explicature: [THE NEWCOMER WHOM TOM INTRODUCES TO 

PETER AND JOHN] IS A CALCULATOR. (Assigning 

references to the indexicals me and you)

   Implicature: THE NEWCOMER WHOM TOM INTRODUCES TO PETER 

AND JOHN IS SMART, PRECISE, PRIM, IMPASSIVE, etc.

Thus, the metaphor in (3) could be interpreted in different ways relying on the 

context as follows:

 i) Jerry is smart.

 ii) Jerry is precise.

 iii) Jerry is prim.

 iv) Jerry is impassive, etc.

 

It is assumed that the hearer selects only one possible meaning that is most relevant 

to the present discourse situation, by seeking optimal relevance. Sperber and Wilson 

(1995: 236) hold that a creative metaphor is brought about by weak implicature and 

it has a poetic effect, in that it allows a margin of various interpretations by the 

hearer. In relation to this point, Tanaka (1996) holds that a creative metaphor may 

offer the hearer the pleasure of a new discovery in a given situation. A metaphorical 
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utterance could get the hearer to spend more processing effort than a general literal 

expression. Nevertheless, metaphors are frequently used because the cognitive effect 

that the hearer can enjoy from them are bigger than the processing effort for dealing 

with them.

Ⅲ. How Does ‘Relevance’ Encompass 

‘Argumentation’?

In this chapter, I make an account of how and why AT can be incorporated into the 

boundary of RT. Like RT, AT (e.g. Perelman and Obrecht-Tyteca 1958, van 

Eemeren and Grootendorst 1992, 2004) is also rooted on an inferential model of 

communication. According to AT, communication (as argumentation) should focus on 

verisimilitude/vraisemblance (i.e. ‘the quality of seeming to be true or real’). Thus, 

the speaker sticks to his position and can draw the hearer’s agreement or approval, 

based on this verisimilitude. In this phase, the speaker’s linguistic expressions cannot 

properly be interpreted as long as the hearer does not fully pay due regard to the 

specific situation. As it is premised that every communication (as argumentation) is 

accompanied with the process of sharing communicators’ different thoughts and 

viewpoints, it is ineludible for communication (as argumentation) to be founded on 

the reciprocally agreeable verisimilitude. Here, I claim that this position of AT is 

closely linked to that of RT, which views that pursuing optimal relevance (i.e. 

seeking verisimilitude) guarantees successful communication, so this common point 

between the nature of AT and the position of RT may add theoretical validity to this 

approach.

According to RT, the speaker aims to make his utterance relevant to the given 



116  영미연구 제40집

discourse situation, by guiding the hearer to enjoy maximized cognitive effect without 

spending any unnecessary processing effort. At this phase, it is necessary for the 

speaker to select or handle his ostensive stimuli (e.g. selecting words, expressions or 

examples) in order to let his utterance achieve optimal relevance. This process of the 

speaker’s manipulating of his ostensive stimuli is immediately connected to that of 

reinforcing argumentative power of the utterance. In other words, the more relevant 

the utterance is, the stronger its argumentative power becomes, because the hearer 

would not admit the speaker’s intention if the utterance did not sound plausible or 

reasonable. 

Then, when the hearer interprets the utterance, where does his reasoning ground 

start from? For replying to this question, Sperber and Wilson (1995) proposes the 

idea of ‘cognitive environment’ as communicators’ inferential ground, which is based 

on manifestness and works as an alternative for ‘mutual knowledge’. I survey the 

pragmatic notion of ‘cognitive environment’ by RT in the next section.

3.1 Cognitive Environment and Relevance

For realising successful communication, communicators should share their inferential 

bases or grounds. Relevance Theorists including Sperber and Wilson (1995) call these 

inferential grounds (i.e. common ground) cognitive environment.

Before RT, in order to settle the answer of the question, “where does 

communicators’ ‘common ground’ come from?”, attempts at illustrating this notion 

have approached it as ‘mutual knowledge’ (Grice 1957, Schiffer 1972), ‘common 

knowledge’ (Lewis 1969), ‘common beliefs’ (i.e. ‘pragmatic presupposition’ by 

Stalnaker 2002), ‘background knowledge’ (Gumperz 1995) and so on; but Allan 

(2013) argues that these various terms are describing ultimately the same thing. 
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However, Relevance Theorists (e.g. Sperber and Wilson 1982, 1995) argue that the 

thought of ‘mutual knowledge’ is to be withdrawn, because it is ludicrous to 

systematically define or verify communicators’ ‘common ground’.1) Instead, they 

suggest the notion of ‘mutual manifestness’, as an alternative to the Gricean thought 

of ‘mutual knowledge’. In the light of this Relevance Theoretical stance, Sperber and 

Wilson (1995) clarify the idea of ‘cognitive environment’ as follows:

(5) A fact is manifest to an individual at a given time if and only if he is 

capable at that time of representing it mentally and accepting its 

representation as true or probably true.

(6) A cognitive environment of an individual is a set of acts that are 

manifest to  him.

(Sperber and Wilson 1995: 39)

According to RT, when the speaker and the hearer fulfil their communication, the 

hearer reasons the speaker’s intention by picking out the facts that the hearer knows 

or the assumptions, which are manifest to the hearer. Suppose that while Tom likes 

coffee, Jerry does not. When Tom suggests that Jerry should have some coffee newly 

percolated with him, Jerry might say I could not sleep well if I had some coffee. In 

this case, the fact that ‘Jerry cannot sleep well if he has some coffee’ and the 

assumption that ‘for this reason, Jerry might not want to have some coffee with 

Tom’ are manifest to Tom. This fact and the assumption of Tom’s cognitive 

environment make it possible for Tom to infer Jerry’s intention that ‘Jerry does not 

want to have some coffee with Tom’. The cognitive principle that ‘human cognition 

tends to be geared to the maximisation of relevance’ (Sperber and Wilson 1995: 260) 

explains this aspect of communication. Thus, every overt communication occurs 

under the communicators’ presumption that it is relevant.
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  In this section, I have discussed why the phenomena that Gricean pragmaticists 

attribute to ‘mutual knowledge’ are better treated with the notion of ‘cognitive 

environment’ proposed by RT. This discussion establishes the theoretical foundation 

for justifying why and how RT can merge various argumentative concepts (e.g. 

‘doxa’, ‘topoi’, ‘polyphony’)2) that have been employed by AT in order to explicate 

the process of argumentation. In the next section, I discuss how these different 

argumentative concepts adopted by AT can be incorporated into a single (cognitive 

pragmatic) Principle of Relevance.

3.2 Relevance and Argumentative Concepts

3.2.1 Doxa and Topoi as Parts of Cognitive Environment

In this section, I argue that doxa and topoi (which have been viewed as crucial 

elements of argumentation since Aristotle) can be viewed as parts of communicators’ 

cognitive environment, in that they are cognitive products of ordinary language users’ 

socio-cultural experiences and knowledge. Here I regard doxa and topoi as reasoning 

elements which affect fortifying argumentative power driven into the utterance. Doxa 

and Topoi enable the hearer to catch the speaker’s intent (i.e. argumentative 

conclusion) in the process of communication based upon Principle of Relevance.

The term doxa came from Plato’s the Republic (Plato 1985), and it can be 

interpreted as ‘common opinion’. According to Amossy (2002), although doxa is not 

meant to be an exact synonym of ideology, ideology could be a type of doxa in that 

sometimes it drives people to the state of conflicts, because they anchor their ideas 

in the course of particular inclination (e.g. objectivism vs. subjectivism), instead of 

exploring each being or goal which they undergo, according to the given situation. 
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For that reason, sometimes doxa might be wrong. For instance, at the point when 

Jenner claimed that smallpox can be controlled by vaccination, the superstition, 

‘smallpox is caused by Demon’s play’ was doxa. Thus, although the doxa is 

advocated by many people within a society or a community and it influences their 

inference, it is neither absolute nor always justified in a close epistemological sense.

Then, in this case, by what reason can doxa be a part of cognitive environment? 

In the process of performing argumentation, for the speaker to strengthen 

argumentative power of the utterance is to present mutually approvable probability 

(i.e. verisimilitude) between the interlocutors. In other words, the more sympathetic 

towards the point of the utterance the hearer is, the stronger argumentative power of 

the utterance becomes. In this process, constructing agreeable verisimilitude between 

the interlocutors is a necessary condition for reinforcing argumentative power of the 

utterance. An utterance or a story has its verisimilitude signifies that the utterance or 

the story is on the foundation of the facts or the assumptions that both speaker and 

the hearer mutually recognize (i.e. cognitive environment); if not, the utterance might 

sound implausible or groundless, and its argumentative power is hardly guaranteed. 

Therefore, to utter something argumentatively implies to make the utterance relevant 

to the given discourse. If the utterance is not or less relevant to the given situation, 

the hearer would not react to the speaker’s intention, and the utterance fails to have 

its argumentative power.

Another significant argumentative concept from AT is the thought of ‘topoi’, 

which is ‘a bunch of fixed and repetitive ideas or concepts’. According to Aristotle 

who first applied the notion to making an account of argumentation, a topos is an 

argumentative rule which enables reasoning and is commonly accepted by a specific 

community or society. Thus some argumentation theorists (e.g. Toulmin 1958) call 

topos a guarantee of reasoning, and this argumentative axiom allows the move from 
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an argument to a conclusion; and topoi are embedded in every kind of discourse. 

Topoi can usually be shown in stereotypes or proverbs. For example, if someone 

says You’ll have no pockets in your shroud, the meaning of this proverbial utterance 

is immediately connected to the topos that ‘mammonism is empty’, which has been 

generally approved by most members of the community, and this topos becomes the 

ground of the communicators’ inference. Furthermore, it is possible to see that a 

religion (e.g. Christianity) as a doxa works behind this topos. Here, the topos in the 

specific proverb is connected to Kreckel’s (1981) ‘common knowledge’ in that a 

topos holds a status of the value or the common ground universally accepted by most 

members of the community. For this reason, a topos embedded in a proverb is 

manifest to communicators, and becomes a part of cognitive environment of them.

Anscombre (1995: 72-73) views that proverbs are introduced to make a discourse 

space in a sequence of discourse, therefore the proverb itself cannot directly be 

asserted, but is instead indirectly mentioned or cited. In other words, the speaker who 

utters a specific proverb is not the original author of it, and the speaker himself does 

not hold a topos in the proverb, but he just exploits or makes use of it as the ground 

backing his argument up. Thus, a proverb is used for carrying out argumentation by 

appealing to universally accepted ideas. In this case, the proverb utilized by the 

speaker functions as a ground for roundaboutly proposed conclusion in the discourse. 

For instance, suppose that Tom intends to present a bouquet of roses to a girl whose 

parents run a big flower shop. When Jerry realises Tom’s plan, Jerry might say (7)
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(7) Oh, you try to carry coals to New Castle!

The conclusion of Jerry’s proverbial utterance in (7) is ‘Jerry disagrees with Tom’s 

useless idea/plan’; but Jerry’s utterance implies the conclusion that the proverb 

implicates, instead of directly showing its conclusion. With reference to this point, 

Amossy (2000) holds that stereotypes or fixed ideas (i.e. topoi) of a community can 

be exposed by analysing proverbial forms of its language. Moreover, a proverbial 

form, which shows the societal members’ ideological system, is presented as a 

generic phrase, separated from a specific discourse and not the target of discussions. 

By exploiting proverbial forms, the speaker can draw other people’s agreement 

toward his personal argument. Thus, the use of stereotypes or proverbial forms 

proves that discourses set up a polyphonic structure in which various voices from the 

speaker, the hearer and audience are involved. Here these different voices make a 

contribution to objectifying the speaker’s personal argument, and this objectified 

argument could hold stronger argumentative power. In other words, as the topoi 

introduced by the speaker can be supported by various voices of ‘your’, ‘our’, or 

‘they’, when the speaker utters something on his own, it becomes an objectified story 

that binds another’s position. This point means that there can be another 

argumentative element which increases the power of argumentation by the speaker. In 

the next section, I discuss this point: polyphony.

3.2.2 Relevance and Polyphony

Polyphony is an argumentation theoretical element by which the speaker draws on 

different voices, for reinforcing the argumentative power embedded in his utterance.  

By this polyphonic structure, the speaker’s subjective contention or viewpoint can be 

objectified by various voices drawn into the utterance. Once the implicated meaning 
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reasoned from the utterance becomes argumentatively oriented, this is based on doxa 

and topoi. In this step, doxa and topoi can work as parts of cognitive environment, 

in that they have a position of the facts that communicators know or the assumptions 

that they are being aware of. As forming a polyphonic structure means that these 

doxa and topoi are drawn into the process of interpreting the argumentative utterance, 

polyphony can also be connected to cognitive environment. In other words, when the 

speaker says something argumentative, based on doxa and topoi, although the content 

of the utterance comes out of the speaker’s mouth, this substance is shown as the 

common opinion accepted by most people in the society or the community where the 

speaker settles down, rather than the speaker’s personal point of view or contention. 

Thus, the speaker says ‘our common opinion’ as a delegate of the community. In this 

phase, the hearer who is confronted with the speaker’s argumentation grasps the 

speaker’s claim as not being the speaker’s individual position.

The term and the thought of ‘polyphony’ stemmed from Bakhtin (1984). Bakhtin 

(1984) argues that a new type of literary text is possible, which has the characteristic 

of public carnivals, as differentiated from the traditional and classical literary genres. 

In Bakhtin’s literary text, the writer shows up, putting on various masks. For 

analysing this type of text, it is necessary to catch the writer’s different voices and 

understand the author’s polyphony. Bakhtin’s idea of polyphony became systematized 

in French linguistics by Ducrot (1984).

Polyphony theory starts with a denial of ‘singleness of the speaker’, which has 

been a tacit assumption in the modern structural and generative linguistics. The gist 

of polyphony theory is to hold that not always speaking person is the thinking person 

that is responsible for the speech act of the utterance. According to Ducrot (1984: 

171), when a speaker utters something, various voices embedded in the utterance are  

heard at the same time, in which one voice does not lead or dominate others.3) 
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Focusing on this point, consider the following example:

(8) Honesty is the best policy.

Suppose that the speaker utters (8) in front of other people. If (8) is a maxim that 

is universally approved by many people in the world, although this utterance is from 

the mouth of I4) as the speaker, he is just talking about one of the moral values in 

the society as a representative, which is commonly accepted by many people, rather 

than his personal opinion. In this phase, the point of the utterance by I contains 

‘order’ or ‘the common values’ (i.e. doxa) in everybody’s world, and binds other 

people to the same thinking frame. In other words, I as the speaker recognizes the 

world through ‘you’, and sees himself through the world again, because the existence 

of I is confirmed by ‘you’ (as other existence who is not I). Therefore, according to 

polyphony theory, the content of the utterance by the speaker I may represent other 

people’s diverse thoughts and viewpoints, even though the utterance was from the 

mouth of I, because this utterance draws various points of view. Likewise, following 

polyphony, the speaker I makes other people responsible for the speech act 

performed by his utterance, because the various points of view in the utterance 

enable the content of the utterance to be objectified, rather than subjective. Thus, the 

more voices that are drawn into the utterance by I exist, the stronger its 

argumentative power in persuading others becomes.

In that process, for the hearer to approve polyphony in the utterance is to agree 

with the doxa and the topoi stuck to the polyphonic structure in it. In other words, 

when the speaker utters something, the implicated meaning reasoned from the 

utterance has an argumentative orientation, and the implicature becomes the 

argumentative conclusion by the speaker. In this phase, the speaker’s original 

utterance is the ground of that argumentative conclusion. Doxa and topoi drawn into 
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the utterance as an argumentative ground involve a polyphonic structure, and increase 

the persuading power of the argumentative conclusion built up by the speaker.

From a Relevance Theoretical viewpoint, polyphony can be accounted for by this 

way: To say something relevant to a specific discourse situation is to make the 

utterance founded on verisimilitude. This verisimilitude comes from communicators’ 

common grounds which are brought about by doxa and topoi. As doxa and topoi are 

the outputs of the communicators’ socio-cultural experiences and universally accepted 

by most people in the community, doxa and topoi are manifest to the communicators, 

and these are parts of the communicators’ cognitive environment. Doxa and topoi as 

parts of cognitive environment are to construct a polyphonic structure. This structure 

enables the speaker to pull various voices into his utterance as an ostensive stimulus, 

which the speaker intends to present to the hearer. Once various voices are drawn to 

the utterance, it makes the speaker’s meaning objectified, and contributes to 

reinforcing the argumentative power embedded in the utterance. Thus, the speaker’s 

seeking optimal relevance naturally introduces polyphony in the process of 

communication (as argumentation), in that the utterance meaning with maximized 

argumentative power is to be the most relevant to the given situation.

Then, what about the hearer? The hearer who interprets the utterance with 

polyphony tacitly recognizes that this utterance is connected to doxa and topoi as part 

of a mutually manifest cognitive environment. The hearer grasps the speaker’s 

intention from the implicated meaning of the utterance, by some cognitive and 

communicative processes (e.g. contextual effects). As the most relevant interpretation 

(i.e. implicature as the speaker’s argumentative ground) that the hearer draws in the 

given situation is derived from the utterance objectified by various voices (or 

positions), the speaker’s argumentation binds the communicators to the frame of the 

same way of thinking or the same sense of values. In the stage, ‘the frame’ can be 
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a set of facts (or assumptions) that are manifest to communicators (i.e. cognitive 

environment). Thus, the hearer replies to the speaker’s argumentative intention by 

pursuing optimal relevance in the context of communication. Thus, it is possible to 

justify that the notion of polyphony can be amalgamated with the communicative 

approach by RT.

3.2.3 The Connection between Doxa, Topoi and Eliciting 

Implicature by RT

There is another reason that can advocate the potential of integrating AT with RT: 

eliciting implicature by RT. One of the most important assumptions built up by RT 

is that every communicator seeks his/her maximum contextual effect (i.e. cognitive 

effect) by his/her minimum (processing) effort. Thus, Sperber and Wilson (1995) 

hold that in the step of determining what content is explicitly presented and what 

content is left implicit, the speaker who pursues optimal relevance implicitly leaves 

all contents which the hearer could restore by the hearer’s minimum effort in the 

process of dealing with the speaker’s ostensive stimuli. This point means that the 

speaker decides upon an utterance most relevant to the given situation, after 

presuming the hearer’s cognitive ability and the contextual resources in the given 

situation. The more information the speaker implicitly expresses, the bigger the 

degree of reciprocal understanding which is believed to exist between the 

communicators becomes.

Furthermore, Sperber and Wilson (1995: 195) ‘distinguish two kinds of 

implicatures: implicated premises and implicated conclusions. All implicatures, we 

claim, fall into one or the other of these two categories’. In relation to this point, 

they take one example to clearly show the process of eliciting implicature by RT as 

follows:
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(9) Peter: Would you drive a Mercedes?

   Mary: I wouldn’t drive ANY expensive car.

(10) A Mercedes is an expensive car. 

(11) Mary wouldn’t drive a Mercedes.

(Sperber and Wilson 1995: 194)

Sperber and Wilson (1995: 194) hold that ‘the implicatures of an utterance are 

recovered by reference to the speaker’s manifest expectations about how her utterance 

should achieve optimal relevance’. In (9). Mary’s answer does not directly address 

Peter’s suggestion. Thus, following Sperber and Wilson’s (1995: 194) position, 

Mary’s implicature is a contextual implication, by which Mary intends her utterance 

to be manifestly relevant, manifestly intended to make the fact that ‘Mary wouldn’t 

drive a Mercedes’ manifest to Peter.

According to the presumption of optimal relevance, because Peter can assume that 

Mary’s intention is to answer Peter’s question (i.e. ‘suggestion’), Peter may infer (10) 

as an implicated premise from Mary’s answer, and (11) as an implicated conclusion.

Here (10) comes from a topos universally accepted by most people in Mary’s 

community, and ‘Mary believes that a Mercedes is an expensive car’ is inferred. In 

other words, ‘implicated premise’ in RT has a status of ‘topoi’ in AT. This topos in 

(10) is connected to a doxa such as ‘everybody should keep within his/her own 

bounds’ whose background originates from Christian ethics. These topos and doxa 

are manifest to the communicators and parts of their cognitive environment; so bring 

about a polyphonic structure. In this step of grasping the speaker’s implicature, the 

hearer should recognize the implicated premise; namely, the hearer restores it from 

his/her memory or draws it from the context, based on the speaker’s utterance itself 

or mutually manifest cognitive environment. Here if more necessary premises are 

added to the utterance, more implicatures would be produced.
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Figure 1: Adidas Running Shoes (U.S.A)5)

Ⅳ. Case Studies

4.1 Metaphor in Advertisements: Focusing on Non-Verbal

    (i.e. Visual) Metaphor

In this chapter, by examining and analysing some real cases of commercial 

advertisement (as a type of argumentative utterance), I verify how argumentation (as 

a type of communication) is realised,  based on the theoretical points discussed in the 

previous chapters.

Figure 1 is a case of 

commercial advertisements in 

which only a visual message 

is presented without any verbal 

stimulus. This advertisement 

visualizes Adidas running shoes 

as an octopus, and guides 

consumers to metaphorically 

interpret the advertiser’s 

utterance, by identifying those 

products with an octopus. Two 

questions can be raised in 

relation to this case: 1) how  do the consumers interpret this visual metaphor without 

any verbal stimulus? 2) Does the Principle of Relevance still work even in the 

process of interpreting this non-verbal (i.e. visual) metaphor? With reference to 

interpreting this non-verbal and visual metaphor, Ifantidou and Tzanne (2006) point 

out that even in the situation in which verbal stimulus is suspended, it is possible to 
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interpret the speaker’s intended metaphorical meaning by pursuing optimal relevance.

Furthermore, if Yus’s (2009) position that both visual stimulus and verbal stimulus 

are treated in the same way (i.e. by the Principle of Relevance) is right, the 

consumers would first access the information manifest to them (i.e. visual stimulus), 

and interpret the advertiser’s hidden message, based on this visual stimulus. In other 

words, in this case of octopus metaphor, although the consumers cannot accept the 

advertiser’s verbal stimulus, they may realise that the advertiser guides them to view 

the given image as an octopus, because there is a visual stimulus, which 

metaphorizes Adidas running shoes as an octopus. Thus, the consumers find the 

advertiser’s hidden metaphor of ‘Adidas running shoes are an octopus’ after seeing 

the visual image in figure 1. Then, those viewers would elicit one of possible 

interpretations relevant to the given situation (e.g. ‘Adidas running shoes hold the 

road, because their soles are hardly slippery’), by connecting one of the most salient 

properties of an octopus (e.g. ‘As an Octopus has many acetabula on its arms, it can 

stick fast to the surface’) to one of the main characteristics of the given products. 

Following Tanaka (1996), although the consumers should spend more processing 

effort interpreting that advertisement, once they understand it, they may enjoy more 

pleasure from it and remember it longer than other literal advertisements. Thus, as 

this pleasure may offset or exceed the consumers’ processing effort, the metaphorical 

advertisement in figure 1 could be a visual utterance which satisfies the expectation 

of optimal relevance.

In relation to advertising impact for consumers, although it is not easy to judge 

which one of visual metaphor or verbal metaphor is more effective for advertisement, 

some researchers (e.g. Childers and Houston 1984, Whittock 1990) hold that visual 

metaphors are easier to understand and last longer in consumers’ mind. Visual 

metaphors are believed to be more effective for advertisements, because while 
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consumers have to draw their own image from a verbal metaphor, visual metaphor 

does part of this process for the consumers.

However, if an advertisement uses only the visual mode, without any verbal clue, 

consumers could misinterpret or not easily understand it; and this point might inhibit 

the search for relevance. Thus, in order to minimize this possibility of different 

interpretations, advertising tag lines (i.e. advertising copy) serve as verbal clues for 

visual metaphor in order to prevent consumers from misunderstanding or missing the 

advertiser’s intended visual metaphor.

Barthes (1964) holds that verbal information in advertisement plays a role of 

anchoring visual information in it, and verbal information not only confirms the 

contents of visual information but also limits room for other different interpretations 

by consumers; this process is connected to satisfying the expectation of optimal 

relevance. Thus, when an advertiser chooses both a visual image and a verbal 

expression as the ostensive stimuli which are shown to consumers, taking the 

interaction of those two stimuli into account makes the advertiser’s utterance more 

relevant to the situation.

Then, how this non-verbal/visual metaphor in figure 1 can be argumentative? In 

accordance with the previous discussions on argumentation (as a type of 

communication), it is possible to elicit the following argumentation conclusion:

(12) a. An Octopus has many acetabula on its arms, and it can stick fast to 

the surface (implicated premise / topos)

    b. Adidas running shoes are an octopus. (the advertiser’s metaphor)

    c. There is room for viewing that Adidas running shoes stick fast to the 

surface. (implicated conclusion / the advertiser’s argumentative 

conclusion)
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By figure 1, the advertiser metaphorically says Adidas running shoes are an octopus. 

In this stage, this metaphorical utterance asserts by implicature ‘Adidas running shoes 

stick fast to the surface (like an octopus does)’, which becomes the ground for the 

advertiser’s argumentative conclusion, and this conclusion may offer a very useful 

information to the consumers who are looking for safer and more effective running 

shoes and guides the consumers to ultimately choose/buy Adidas running shoes. For 

this reason, here although the advertiser communicates the information that ‘Adidas 

running shoes stick fast to the surface’ to the consumers by showing a visual 

metaphor (i.e. ‘Adidas running shoes are an octopus’), at the same time, the 

advertiser persuades the hearer to accept the content of the advertiser’s metaphorical 

utterance as a truth, which is the most relevant to the given discourse situation of 

advertisement. Here, the implicated premise whose status is a topos (i.e. ‘An Octopus 

has many acetabula on its arms, and it can stick fast to the surface’) forms a 

polyphonic structure which objectifies the advertiser’s subjective position by drawing 

various voices from WE or THEY, and it ultimately contributes to strengthening 

argumentative power of the advertiser’s utterance. Therefore, the more relevant to the 

given situation the utterance is, the stronger argumentative power of it becomes; 

namely, pursuing optimal relevance in the process of communication is reinforcing 

argumentative power of the speaker’s argumentation.

4.2 Metaphor in Advertisements: Focusing on Connotation

In this section, by considering another type of metaphorical advertisement, I   

analyse how this metaphorical advertisement works as an argumentative utterance 

which persuades consumers to buy the advertiser’s products or services.

Now, consider the following example: Put a Tiger in Your Tank! (Esso Petrol). 
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Figure 2: ExxonMobil in the UK 

(Esso Petrol)6)

Figure 2 is an example of 

commercial advertisement in 

which connotation is  applied. 

In relation to the linguistic 

definition of ‘connotation’, 

Crystal (2003: 97-98) defines 

it as follows: ‘[…] the 

emotional associations (personal 

or communal) which are 

suggested by, or are part of 

the meaning of, a 

LINGUISTIC UNIT, especially 

a LEXICAL ITEM … For 

example, the connotations of the lexical item December include ‘bad weather,’ ‘dark 

evenings’, etc. (for north Europeans, at least), or parties, ‘Christmas’, etc.’.  

Moreover, this example involves two cognitive linguistic mechanisms: metaphor 

and metonymy. The advertiser metaphorizes Esso petrol as a tiger, and metonymizes 

the car as one of its parts: the tank. As this paper focuses on metaphor, not      

metonymy, I focus on the metaphor here. 

Furthermore, this is a case of multimodal advertisement (i.e. verbo-pictorial 

advertisement), and consumers who see it would find the following metaphor, by 

connecting the visual image to the verbal stimulus shown in the advertisement:

  

(12) Esso petrol is a tiger.

   

The primary point that should be considered in the process of persuading consumers 

and drawing their purchasing behaviour is how effectively the advertiser’s message 
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can be conveyed to consumers and interpreted by them. If so, it is necessary to 

verify which one (literal expression or metaphor) can more effectively achieve the 

advertiser’s intention. With reference to this question, consider following two possible 

types of advertising copy:

(13) Use Esso petrol, and it improves the performance and the fuel 

efficiency of your car. (literal expression)

(14) Put a tiger in your tank. (metaphorical expression)

For achieving optimal relevance in the given discourse situation, the advertiser’s 

utterance is to be relevant in this context: according to the principle of optimal 

relevance, the advertiser’s utterance should be worthwhile for consumers to interpret 

and infer its message. However, although (13) can be economical in terms of 

consumers’ information processing, the cognitive effect that they may enjoy cannot 

offset the processing effort that they would spend in treating it. In other words, 

consumers who see (13) would access only their encyclopaedic knowledge of petrol 

and cars, and pay no more attention to (13). Thus, (13) would easily fade away from 

consumers’ mind, without achieving the positive effect intended and expected by the 

advertiser. Therefore, (13) cannot satisfy the expectation of optimal relevance.

  On the other hand, when consumers see (14), they find the contextual effect 

intended by the advertiser, based on their encyclopaedic knowledge of tigers. The 

consumers might naturally recall some connotations of a tiger such as ‘power’, 

‘strength’, ‘bravery’, ‘ferociousness’, ‘swiftness’ and so on. Considering that the 

metaphorical utterance in (14) is used to advertise Esso petrol (i.e. considering 

relevance of the utterance in the process of communication as argumentation), 

consumers would match Esso petrol and ‘power/strength’ among the salient properties 

of a tiger, infer the connection between ‘petrol’ and ‘power/strength’, and finally 
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interpret (14) as (15):

(15) As Esso petrol is powerful and strong, it improves the performance and 

the fuel efficiency of your car.

As readers of (14) can access the interpretation in (15) well enough, and the effect 

of the interpretation may satisfy the advertiser’s intention, (14) is more relevant to 

the given situation than (13). Furthermore, when consumers see (14), as they become 

interested in new information, besides their encyclopaedic knowledge on ‘petrol’ and 

‘tiger’, this metaphorical utterance in (14) may sufficiently draw consumers’ attention. 

Thus, although consumers might have to spend more processing effort for treating 

(14) than (13), they can enjoy more pleasure in finding new information by treating 

(14). Thus (14) satisfies the Principle of Relevance in terms of cognitive effect as 

well.

  The next step is to discuss how the advertiser’s metaphorical utterance in (14) 

comes to have argumentative power. In the process of argumentative communication 

by advertisement, (15) is the advertiser’s argumentative conclusion which is elicited 

from (12); thus, (12) is the advertiser’s argumentative ground which makes 

consumers infer (15). Consumers would develop following inferential process, in 

order to elicit the argumentative conclusion intended by the advertiser:

(16) a. A tiger is a powerful and strong animal. (implicated premise / topos)

    b. Put a tiger in your tank. (the advertiser’s metaphor ‘Esso Pet rol is 

a tiger’)

    c. There is room for viewing that Esso petrol is powerful and strong.

      (implicated conclusion / the advertiser’s argumentative conclusion)
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In consumers’ inferential process of (16), (16a) as implicated premise may have the 

status of topos as a common ground between communicators; thus, it is something 

that both the speaker and the hearer agree with. When the advertiser utters (14), its 

implicated premise should be restorable by the hearer’s cognitive ability. When 

consumers interpret advertiser’s metaphorical utterance in (14), they should recall 

their encyclopaedic knowledge on tiger, which is connected to stereotype of a tiger. 

In this stage, the stereotype of a tiger works as a topos, which is a part of 

communicators’ cognitive environment. As pointed out in chapter 3, the reason why 

the hearer is persuaded by the speaker is not because of encyclopaedic knowledge of 

X but because of doxa and topoi related to X, which are introduced by the utterance.

According to Toulmin (1958) and Anscombre and Ducrot (1983), who succeed to 

the tradition of Aristotelian rhetoric, topoi are the warrant of inference or the 

mechanism for enabling argumentation, which are embedded in every type of 

argumentative discourse. Furthermore, Anscombre (1995) additionally holds that 

although topoi are general mechanisms used as the grounds which support inference, 

they can neither be inferences themselves nor be targets for assertion in discourse. 

Thus, following those argumentation theorists’ position, the speaker himself does not 

argue topoi in argumentation, but just introduces topoi which are agreed with by the 

community in order to take advantage of them as the grounds for supporting the 

speaker’s argument.

In (14), stereotype of a tiger (as topos) is ‘a tiger is a powerful, strong, swift and 

intelligent animal’ and as this stereotype of a tiger becomes inferential ground which 

both the speaker and the hearer tacitly agree with, rather than just a personal opinion 

or position.

Thus, this topos brings about a polyphonic structure which lets the utterance have 

an objectified meaning, by drawing various voices to the advertiser’s argumentation, 
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rather than merely left just as the advertiser’s personal opinion. Here the advertiser 

says OUR/THEIR position or opinion as a representative, and this effect of 

polyphony enables the advertiser’s argumentative conclusion (i.e. ‘Esso petrol is 

powerful and strong’) to have more argumentative power, by binding the advertiser 

and consumers to the same boundary of thinking and sense of values. In this stage, 

the advertiser is not only just a speaker responsible for the formal aspect of the 

utterance (i.e. parole itself of the utterance) but also an utterer responsible for the 

speech act (i.e. illocutionary act) of the utterance. However, as pointed out in section 

3.2, the advertiser is not the author of the topos, and he strengthens the 

argumentative power of his utterance, by drawing the topos (as a common ground) 

which is universally accepted by his community into the utterance.

Finally, I discuss the relation between doxa and topoi in this case. If this 

advertisement is used in East Asian countries such as Korea and China, this topos 

may belong to doxa such as totemism or folk religion, which worships tigers as an 

auspicious symbol. This kind totemism used to be prevalent in East Asia; particularly 

in Korea and China. Thus, a tiger has stood for an entity of reverence as well as fear 

in those countries. For this reason, Korean and Chinese people tend to metaphorize 

a person whose character is strict but reliable and respectable as a tiger. For example, 

if Korean young children call their old male teacher a tiger, it means that their 

teacher educates his students in a very strict way. But, this tiger teacher secretly 

takes care of his students behind their backs, because actually he loves his students. 

This metaphorical meaning of tiger in Korean exceeds the basic connotations of this 

word, which describe just physical properties (e.g. power, strength and swiftness) of 

tigers.

However, we cannot connect this doxa to the case of Esso petrol advertisement in 

the UK, because a tiger has not lived in England so far, and there must not have 
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been such totemism or folk religion (i.e. doxa) in this country. If so, a question of 

what doxa is connected to this topos might arise, because Hong (2000: 18) notes that 

topoi belong to (i.e. are based on) doxa. My answer to this question is that there 

need not always be the specific doxa which is connected to topoi. Sometimes, it is 

not easy to clearly draw the border between doxa and topoi; for example, Hitler’s 

Aryan racialism which is a type of totalitarianism (as a doxa) may overlap 

anti-Semitism (as a topos). Thus, in the case of ‘Esso Petrol is a tiger’, doxa level 

is empty; only the topos works.

In sum, metaphor which involves connotation includes the emotional associations 

which are suggested by the meaning of a lexical item. Here the emotional 

associations are based on the stereotype of the entity expressed by the lexical item. 

Considering the point that topoi are confirmed by stereotypes or proverbial forms, the 

emotional associations suggested by connotation can be another medium that may 

confirm the topoi of a lexical item.

Ⅴ. Conclusions

In this paper, by examining and analysing some real cases of argumentative 

utterances (i.e. commercial advertisements) in which metaphor works, I made two 

main arguments. One is that communication is always accompanied by 

argumentation. In communication (as argumentation), the speaker’s goal is to 

persuade the hearer to accept the speaker’s intention, rather than merely conveying 

information to the hearer. This position is based on the assumption that rational 

communicators always speak in order to fulfil their intentions, and it reflects 

argumentation theorists’ position that every act of communication performs 
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argumentation. This point is more salient in communication by advertisement, 

because an advertisement is a typical argumentative activity which has the purpose of 

persuading consumers to choose a specific product or service. For the purpose of 

better explaining this argumentative aspect of communication, in accordance with an 

RT perspective, I proposed ‘the third intention’ (i.e. the argumentative intention), in 

addition to ‘informative intention’ and ‘communicative intention’, which were 

proposed by the standard RT.

The other main point is that argumentation can be explained within the RT 

approach. RT was not designed as a theory for explaining argumentation. Thus, for 

explaining argumentation within the RT approach, it has been necessary to show that 

the explanatory range that RT covers can be extended. By doing this, various 

argumentative concepts (e.g. doxa, topoi and polyphony which AT introduces in 

order to explain argumentation) can effectively be integrated into RT or encompassed 

with it. For this reason, following the RT approach, I justified that those 

argumentative concepts can be integrated into the working of a single principle of 

relevance, or covered with it; and this approach may contribute to pursuing more 

economic explanation on argumentation.

Notes

1) In relation to this point, see Sperber and Wilson (1982: 61-85).

2) Besides ‘doxa’, ‘topoi’ and ‘polyphony’ as linguistic elements, there are non-linguistic 
elements such as ‘mode’ and ‘channel’ which may also influence the process of 
argumentation (see Renkema 1993: 128-129). However, this paper treats only linguistic 
argumentative elements.

3) Plusieurs voix parlent simultanément, sans que l’une d’entre elles soit prépondérante et 
juge les autres (Ducrot 1984: 171).
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4) The italicized I here is the metalinguistic person as the third person singular.

5) http://caprice-yu.squarespace.com/adidas-originals/

6) https://kr.pinterest.com/pin/56576539047225777/
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국문초록

적합성원리로 논증을 에워싸기: 
광고은유를 통한 논증 사례를 중심으로

                                             

김 대 영 (전주대학교)

본 연구는 은유가 작용하는 상업광고의 실제 사례들을 제시하고 분석함으로써 ‘논증’

을 적합성이론으로 설명하려 시도한다. 적합성이론은 의사소통적 접근을 바탕으로 화

자의 발화 생산과정과 청자의 해석과정을 설명하는 데 그 이론적 방향을 설정하고 있

다. 때문에 지금까지 논증의 과정을 설명하는 데에는 별로 관심을 기울이지 않았다. 

그러나 본 연구는 ‘의사소통은 본질적으로 논증을 연계한다’라는 사고의 바탕위에서 

추론적 발화행위의 한 사례인 논증도 역시 “모든 추론적 의사소통 행위는 그 자체에 

최적의 적합성이 존재한다는 추정을 소통한다”라는 적합성원리로써 설명될 수 있음을 

주장한다. 적합성원리로 논증을 설명한다는 것은 곧 기존의 논증이론에서 논증을 설

명하기 위해 도입하는 ‘doxa’, ‘topoi’ 그리고 ‘polyphony’와 같은 여러 가지 논증요소

들을 ‘적합성’이라는 단일한 원리로 통합시킬 수 있음을 의미하며, 이는 곧 논증에 대

한 보다 더 경제적인 설명을 추구하는데 기여한다. 다시 말해, 본 연구는 적합성이론

의 설명력이 단순히 화자와 청자사이의 의사소통을 통한 정보전달 과정을 설명하는 

차원에서 그치는 것이 아니라, 화자가 자신의 발화를 통해 청자를 설득하고 청자로 하

여금 자신이 의도한 뭔가를 하도록 유도하는 논증의 과정까지도 설명할 수 있음을 증

명함으로써 적합성이론의 이론적 확장성을 강화시키는데 기여한다. 

주제어: 적합성, 논증, 은유, 함축, 논증적 의도 
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