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Pursuing Blending Theory, Grady, Oakley, and Coulson (2000) have provided an analysis of the metaphor 'my surgeon is a butcher' and of the emergence resulting in interpreting this metaphor. According to these authors, understanding this metaphor involves taking the mental space corresponding to the topic (a scenario in which there is a surgeon doing his job) and the mental space corresponding to the vehicle (a scenario in which a butcher is doing his job) and blending them into a single space. During this process, some elements of each scenario are projected to the blended space. Information projected from the butcher scenario may include for instance the role of the agent performing the action and the set of instruments used while information projected from the surgeon scenario may include the role of the patient and place (operating table). This projection, it is claimed, results in the construction of a blended space in which a butcher is operating on a patient in an operating table. According to these authors the projection of elements from each of these conceptual spaces would be altered if the metaphor is reversed, as in 'this butcher is a surgeon' or 'he is not a butcher, he is a surgeon' said of an extremely careful butcher. In these cases, the structure will be reversed so that the blended space will have a surgeon cutting a piece of meat in a butcher's shop. 

It is important to notice, however, that the blended space provides us with a certain representation which cannot be the one the speaker intended the hearer to derive. The speaker of the metaphor above, for instance, does not intend to communicate that there is a butcher operating on a patient but that there is a certain surgeon who does not do his job properly. The blended space provides information which is indeed consistent with a literal interpretation of the utterance, the interpretation that my surgeon is a real butcher! Attempting to explain how one gets from this interpretation to the intended one implies a variant of the standard serial model of metaphor interpretation so widely criticised among psychologists. Maybe the hearer is simply supposed to take the blended space metaphorically so as to derive the set of thoughts the speaker intended to convey. If this is true then forming the blended space does not account for how metaphors are understood and just takes us into needless circularity.

Scholars pursuing Blending Theory argue that emergent properties arise naturally from the construction of the blended space. But if a blended space is constructed by projecting information from different sources, namely input spaces and encyclopaedic information, how can anything 'emerge'? With regard to the example being discussed, it is not clear how the properties of 'being negligent', 'liable to be sued for medical malpractice', etc. which arise in interpreting the utterance 'my surgeon is a butcher' can be obtained by enriching the blended space proposed by Grady et a1. (2000) as in this space there is a butcher operating on a patient and butchers cannot be sued for medical malpractice. Saying that emergent features arise by adding information from long term memory does not provide a solution to the problem as this completion process may take different directions not intended by the speaker. 

An important reason why the construction of a blended space alone cannot provide an explanation for metaphor comprehension or property emergence is that the same blended space (or a mental image) can be formed in processing a range of situations, utterances and texts (e.g. in watching a fictional movie in which there is a butcher cutting a man in pieces, in hearing the news that a psychiatric patient made his way to the operating room with a butcher's knife, etc.). In fact, different utterances of a single sentence uttered on different occasions (e.g. 'this butcher is a surgeon: 'he is not a butcher, he is a surgeon: etc.) may lead to the formation of the same blended space even if the speaker intended to communicate different sets of implications on different occasions. It is possible that although the construction of a mental space, scenario or image in which a butcher is cutting a patient does not account for the derivation of the interpretation the speaker intended to convey, it may, nevertheless, help direct the hearer's attention towards the intended set of implications (e.g. implications about incompetence, negligence, carelessness) playing so, a role in interpretation. 

One important problem with Blending Theory, and with many psycholinguistic approaches to metaphor, is that it does not take seriously into account the speaker's communicative intentions. I have shown earlier how a single metaphor 'John is an iron bar' or 'my lawyer is a shark' can be used to convey a number of different meanings on different occasions. In order to explain this in terms of Blending Theory, one would have to say the hearer forms a different blend in every occasion. It is not clear how this can be done. Since the projection from input spaces to the blended space is taken to be based on structural similarities between spaces and not in the search for the recognition of speaker's intentions, there is no apparent reason why different elements from an input space would be projected into the blended space on different occasions. In fact, even if the explanation of different interpretations were to be given in terms of different types of completions of the blend, the theory cannot explain what determines these different completions.
