Minds as (Introspectible) Containers?
Demonstrating a New Minimal-Analogy Approach to Extended Metaphor
[For Theme Session "Metaphor and (Un)Consciousness"]

We expose seductive fallacies in metaphorical reasoning about cognitive faculties. These fallacies motivate influential Cartesian conceptions of mind as introspectible space that extend the range of conscious awareness in folk theories further than current psychology allows. We deploy a minimal-analogy approach to re-analyse spatial metaphors as realised in English mind-talk – with surprising results about the involvement of the notion of “mind” itself. 
Most computationally specific models of analogy employ analogy-maximising mapping strategies (Hodgetts et al. 2009). Structure-mapping theory extended this approach to metaphor interpretation (Gentner & Bowdle 2008, Wolff & Gentner 2011), explaining how unfamiliar metaphors get processed (Bowdle & Gentner 2005). Such maximising approaches can be employed to generate comprehensive mappings of the sort envisaged by standard conceptual metaphor theory (CMT) (Lakoff & Johnson 1980, Gibbs 2011). They compete with analogy-minimising models, notably ATT-Meta (Barnden 2001, 2015). ATT-Meta envisages analogical inferences with few core mappings, abetted by open-ended source-domain reasoning and some domain-neutral mapping operations. 
We present an ATT-Meta version whose source-domain reasoning exploits only semantic and stereotypical inferences actually made in word comprehension (Hare et al. 2009, Harmon-Vukic et al. 2009, McRae et al. 2005). This further reduces the range of mappings required, giving us a Minimal Analogy Theory (MAT). We consider ordinary “mind”-talk expressions combining ‘to/from/in (the) mind’ with verbs ‘come’, ‘cross’, ‘bring’, ‘keep’, ‘banish’, etc., used to speak of thinking-of, remembering, etc. We show that MAT can generate their richest interpretations in standard dictionaries. 
CMT-ists have taken these expressions to realise the conceptual metaphor MIND AS CONTAINER (Lakoff & Johnson 1980; Gibbs & O’Brien 1990). The MAT reanalysis shows that, instead, they realise BEING THOUGHT OF AS BEING IN A PERSONAL SPACE—the ‘mind’ does not figure in any of the mappings. We thus explain how introspective conceptions of mind can result from using an unnecessary mind-container mapping, together with vision-cognition metaphors including THINKING-ABOUT AS LOOKING-AT (Fischer 2014, 2015). We thereby help to debunk intuitive introspective conceptions.
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